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8. Explaining Behavior of Individuals
and Groups.

Everything said so far about
behavior explanations presumed that the

agent of the behavior is an individual.

Virtually all examples of explanation

have featured individuals, and all
theoretical propositions were formulated
in terms of individual agents, with no
regard for the question of whether
explanations of group agents are any
different from explanations of indi-

vidual agents.

This is, in fact, quite in keeping with the

entire  literature on explanations,
attributions, and accounts, where no
theory of explanation has commented on
the potentially unique features of

genuine group behavior.

Intergroup attribution work examined
differences in explanations for members
of various groups (Hewstone 1990;
Islam and Hewstone 1993; Pettigrew
1979; Susskind et al. 1999), but the

& O0psacuenue [losenenus Jlnunoctu u
['pynmsr.

Bce, uro ObBLIO CKa3aHO Ha
HACTOSAIMI MOMEHT 00 OOBSICHEHHUH

MOBCACHM:, IIPECAIIOIaracTt, YTO arcHTOM

NIOBEJCHUS ABJIAETCS YEJIOBEK.
PakTU4ECKU BCE IIPUMEDBI,
OOBSCHSIOUIME IOBEICHUE, BBIIBUIU

OTJIMYUTCIIBHBIC IMPU3HAKH JIMYHOCTU, U

BCC TCOPCTUYCCKHUC IIPCAITIOJIOKCHUS

Ob  chopMyNIHpOBaHBI B TEPMHUHAX
WHIUBUTy UTBHBIX

arcHTOB, HE

IIpUHUMAasA BO BHMMAaHHC BOIIPOC,

OTJIMYAIOTCS JIU OOBSICHEHUS MOBEICHUS
areHTOB-TPYIIII OT 00BsICHEHUH
MMOBEJICHHS areHTOB-JITNYHOCTEM.

Bce BITOJIHE

3T0,  (PAKTUYECKH,

COBMAAaET C  TOYKAMU  3PCHMUS,
MPEJICTABJICHHBIMU B JIUTEPATypE IO
OOBSICHEHUIO TOBEACHUS, XapaKTEPHBIM
yepraMm, U IpPUYMHAM, OJHAKO, HU B
OJIHOM Teopur OOBICHEHMsS TOBEIACHUS

HE JaH KOMMCHTapI/Iﬁ o  MmoBOAY

NOTEHUUAIbHO  YHUKaJbHBIX  YepT
MOJIJTAHHOTO TTOBEICHUS TPYTIITHI.

B paGore mo wu3yueHUI0O  YepT
MEXTPYIIIIOBOTO  TMOBEACHUS  ObUIH

HCCIICAOBAHbI pa3Inins B O0O0BSICHEHHX
MOBCACHMA YJIICHOB PAa3JIMYHBIX T'PYIIII

(Xsrocron 1990; Ucnam u XblOCTOH




explained behaviors were always
behaviors of individual group members
as opposed to behaviors performed by

entire groups.

One recent article explored attributions
to groups and individuals (Menon et al.
1999), but it focused on ascriptions of
when
still

dispositions assigning

responsibility, several  steps
removed from a general study of group

behavior explanations.

The literature on theory of mind, too,
has limited itself to the social cognition
of individuals.

Inferences about beliefs, desires, and
intentions are always considered to be
inferences about a single person’s mind,
and hardly any research has examined
whether and when children ascribe
mental states to groups (Ames et al.
2001).

whether

One wonder this

omission appropriately reflects a reality

might

in which people don’t ascribe mental

states to groups and, likewise, don’t

1993; Tlerturpro 1979; Cacckunn u np.

1999), HO OOBsSCHEHHas MaHepa
noBefieHUsT  ObLIa MOBEICHUEM
JMYHOCTH — qjIeHa TPYIIIIBI,
POTHBOIIOCTABIISIEMOE TIOBE/ICHUIO

BCEU IPYIIIHI.

B HepmaBHO OMyONMKOBAaHHOM CTaTbe
HCCIIEIOBAIICh  XAPAKTEPHBIE YEPTHI
MOBEJEHUS TpyMi U JudHocTe (MeHoH
u ap. 1999), Ho B Hel akIEHT Jenancs
Ha XapakKTEepHBIX 4YepTax MOBEACHUS,
KOI/Ia pedb Luia 00 OTBETCTBEHHOCTH,
4TO SABJISIETCA HEOO0JIBILOM
COCTaBJISIOLIEH OObSICHEHUSI TOBEICHUS
IPYIIIIHIL.

Jlutepatypa 1O TEOpUH MBIILICHUS,
TaK)Ke, OIPAaHUYMBAETCA COLMAIBHOU
KOTHUTHUBHOM CIIOCOOHOCTBIO JTMYHOCTH.
YMo3aKI0ueHUs 0 BEPOBAHUSIX,

KEJTAHUAX, U HaMEpPEHUsAX, OOBIUHO
SBISIFOTCS  BBIBOJAMU O MBIIUIEHUHN
Ka)KJIOTO OTJCIIHHO B3SITOIO YEJIOBEKA, U
€lBa JM KaKoe-JIMOO HCCIeIOBaHUE
M0Ka3alio,

Koraa IEeTAM

IMPUITUCBIBAIOTCA IICUXUYECCKHUC

cocTostHus rpynmnsl (Ditme u ap. 2001).

MoxHO OBLIO 3a7aThCS  BOMPOCOM,
OTpaxkaeT b7 3TO yIyIIeHnue
JNEHCTBUTEIBHOCTh, TJE JIIOJAIM HE
MIPUITHUCHIBACTCS MICUXUIECKOE




explain group behaviors.

However, just a brief glance at the news

media casts doubt on this claim.

Countries, governments, sports teams,
interest groups, genders, and ethnicities
are all described as performing actions

and as having mental states.

Consider just a small set of examples,
taken from a newspaper, a newscast,

and a web site, respectively.

(8-1) The executives were not
forced to resign but left because of the
financial and

company’s problems

because they had limited decision-
making power. (Stoughton 1999)

(8-2) Democrats, | think, would
ultimately like to keep Trent Lott in
there, no matter what they’re saying
now, because he’s a good target. (Lehrer
2002c)

(8-3) While China wants an
official apology, and desires the world
to know about the largest single city

massacre in the history of the world,

COCTOSHHEC TPYIIIbI W, aHAJIOTUYHO, HEC

00BICHAETCS [MOBEJECHUE

IPYIIIBI.

Opnako, KkpaTkuii 0030p CpeAcTB

MaccoBoM HMH(OpPMAIMH  TOJIBEpPraeT
COMHEHHIO TMOJ00HOE yTBEpXKIACHHUE.
CTpaHbl, TPaBUTENLCTBA, CIIOPTUBHBIC
KOMAaH[Ibl, TPYIIIBI

o UMHTEpecam,

TCHIICPHBIE TPYIIBI, W OTHUYECKHE
TPYNIBl BCE OIUCAaHBI KaK CYOBEKTHI,
BBITIOJTHSTFOIITHC TEHCTBUS U
oOnamaroniue oTpe/IeICHHBIM
MICUXUYECKUM COCTOSTHHEM.
PaccmoTpum TOJILKO HECKOJIBKO
MPUMEPOB, B3STHIX COOTBETCTBEHHO U3
raserhl, 0030poB HOBOCTEH u
BeOCaiTOB.

(8-1) PykoBoauTenu He yILIK B
OTCTaBKy, a OCTaJUCh BCJCACTBUE
(GbUHAHCOBBIX MPOOJIEeM KOMMIAaHUU U
OTpaHUYCHHS BO3MOXKHOCTH TIPUHSITHS
pemenud. (Ctoyton 1999).

8-2) 4

rnmojararo, 4Yro B

KOHEUHOM CYETE JAEMOKpAThI, XOTEJIU
Ob1 ynepxath TpeHt JIOTT, HE3aBUCUMO
OT TOr0, YTO OHHU TENeph TOBOPST, TAK
Kak oH — xopomas 1enb. (Lehrer 2002c¢)

(8-3) B t0 Bpems kak Kwuraii
XOueT MOJTYYHUTh oduHAIBHOE
W3BUHEHUE, U JKeJlaeT, YTOOhI MHUp 3HAI
0  caMmou

MaCCOBOM ropoacCKoM




Japan is simply annoyed that people are
still dwelling on what is to her a “hazy

past.” (Cook 2002)

In a sense it is surprising that the
literatures on behavior explanation and
theory of mind have attended so little to
group agents, given that both these
literatures have taken significant
inspiration from philosophy of mind,
where the topic of collective action and
collective intentionality has received
ample attention (e.g., Bratman 1993;
Clark 1994; M. Gilbert 1989; Searle
1990, 1995; Tuomela 1995; Tuomela
and Miller 1998; Wilson 2001; Zaibert

2003).

However, a number of
philosophers deny the existence of
(e.g., Searle 1990).

Perhaps as a result of such philosophical

“group minds”

skepticism, or perhaps due to their own
skepticism (since Allport 1924), psy-
chologists have found little value in
pursuing the topics of group agency and

group minds.

youiicTBE B MHUPOBOM  HCTOpHUH,
Slnonuro, pasgpaxkaer, 4Tro JOAU BCE
enie AymMaroT Ha TOM, 4YTO Y OTOH
CTpaHbl «TymaHHoe mpouuioe» (Kyk
2002).

B HEKOTOPOM CMBICTIE
YAUBUTEIIBHO, 4YTO B JIUTEPATYpE IO
OOBSCHEHHUIO TIOBEACHHUS U TEOPUU
MBIIUIEHUSI MaJl0 BHUMAHUS YAEISETCS
areHTaMm TpYIIbl, YYUThIBas, 4To 00a
3TH HaIlpaBJICHUS MIOTYYNIIN
CYILLIECTBEHHOE pa3BUTHE OT Puiiocopuu
MBIIUICHUSA, TJ€ TeMa KOJUIEKTUBHOIO
B3aUMOJICUCTBUS U  KOJUIEKTUBHOIO

MBIIIUICHUSI ~ JIOCTaTOYHO  MOJPOOHO
pa3zpaboTaHa
1993; Knapk 1994; M. TI'un6ept 1989;

1990, 1995; 1995;

(manpumep,  bparman

Cupn Tyomena

Tyomena u Mwmiep 1998; VYwuncon
2001; 3ait6ept 2003).
Opnnako, MHOXeCTBO (ustocodon

oTpHUOACT CYIICCTBOBAHUC KTI'PYIIIIOBOI'O

pasyma» (Hanpumep, Cupa 1990).

Bo3MoxkHO, B  pe3yJbTare TaKOro

dunocopckoro  CKeNTUIU3MA,  WJIU

BO3MOZKHO Hn3-3a CKCIITHLIM3MAa

ncuxonoroB (HaunHas ¢ Onmopra,

1924), mncuxonoru He MOpHUAABATH

OOJIBIIOr0 3HAYEHUS HCCICAOBAHUAM

IpynioBbIX arcHTOB H©W  I'PYHOIIOBOIO




But it is of course unimportant
whether there really are group minds in
the world.

What counts is whether people
ascribe mental states to groups and
explain groups’ behaviors by reference

to mental states.

There should be little doubt that
they do.

| will assume, as a working
hypothesis, that people use their folk
theory of mind to make sense of groups
just as they use this folk theory to make

sense of individuals.

If so, then group behavior
explanations should display the same
distinctions and parameters that we have
documented for explanations  of
individual behavior.

That is, people will see groups as
agents (Morris, and Ames
2001);
unintentional group behavior; explain
with

group

Menon,

distinguish intentional from

unintentional group behavior

causes; explain intentional

pasyma.
Pazymeercs, CYyILLIECTBOBAHUIO

IPYNIIOBOTO pa3ymMa HE NPUAAETCSA
OTPOMHOTO 3HAYEHHSI.

HNmeer 3HaueHne BOMPOC O TOM,
MIPUIIACHIBAKOTCS I JOJISIM
MICUXUYECKUE COCTOSIHUSI TPYNIbI U KaK

O0OBSACHUTH ITOBCACHUA

rpym,
IIpuHUMass BO BHUMAHUC TICUXHUYCCKUC
COCTOsHUNA.

Bne Bcsikux COMHEHUM, 3TO TaK.

B xauecTtBe paboueil runoTessl, s
MPEJIOIOXKY, UTO JIFOAU UCTIOJIB3YIOT UX
HApOJIHYI0 TEOPHUIO MBIIUICHUS, YTOOBI
ONPEAECIUTh XAPAKTEPUCTUKU TPYIIIbI
TaK €, KAaK OHU UCIMOJB3YIOT 3Ty
HAPOJHYIO TEOPUIO0 Ui OIpPEICIICHUS
XapaKTEPUCTHUK JTIMYHOCTH.

Eciu sra rumnore3a BepHa, TOraa
00BsICHEHHE MTOBEICHUS IPYIIIbI
JNOJDKHO BBISIBUTH TE€ K€ pa3iduus U
MapaMeTpbl, KOTOPHIE MBI BBISIBUIIN IJIsI
0OBSICHEHUS TOBEICHUS TUYHOCTH.

Takum oOpazom, roAu OyIyT

paccMaTpuBaTh TPYIIIbI

u Diimc 2001);

KaK arcHThI

(Moppuc, MeHoH,

pasnuyaTh ~ HAMEpPEHHBIM  XapakTep

IIOBCIACHUA I'pyHnIibl oT

HCYMBIIIJIICHHOI'O; OOBSICHSATH




behavior either with reasons, causal
history factors, or enabling factors; and
select reasons as the beliefs or desires
that the group agent was aware of and in

light of which the group decided to act.

But not all groups are alike
(Lickel, Hamilton, and Sherman 2001).

College graduates, ethnic groups,
or nations comprise individuals that are

at best loosely connected to each other.

Members of a work group, a
decision board, or a family are more
tightly connected.

Ascribing reasons to the latter
groups is more compelling because the
social perceiver can more clearly picture
the reasoning process that the group as a
whole underwent—such as the family
members weighing their beliefs and
desires and making a joint decision to

act.

HCYMBIIIJIICHHOEC ITIOBCACHUC TI'PYIIIIbI,

BBISAACHSA IMPUYNHBI, OOBSACHATH
HaMCPCHHOC ITOBCACHHC TI'PYIIIIBI 9CPC3
BBISICHCHHUC

IIPpUYKrH, IMPUYNHHBIX

HMCTOPUYECKHUX ¢dakTopoB, 1503051
(hakTOpOB BO3MOXKHOCTH; U OTOMpPATh
MPUYAHBl B Ka4€CTBE BEPOBAHUN WIIU
YKEJTaHW#, U3BECTHBIX areHTYy TPYIIIbI, U
B CBETE€ KOTOPBIX Tpyla peuunsia
JIEUCTBOBATb.

Ho He Bce rpynmbl moxoxu Apyr

Ha gpyra (Jlukenp, I'aMuIbTOH, H

[Iepman 2001).

BoinmyckHuKu KOJIJIE/IKA,
STHUYECKUE TPYNNbl, WIX HAIHUU
BKJIFOYAIOT TIO/ICH, KOTOpBIE
HaWTY4IIUM o0OpazoMm CBOOOJTHO

CBSI3aHBI JIPYT C IPYTOM.
Unenbl paboueit TpyIimibl, COBETa

M0  YperyJupoBaHHUIO, WIM CEMbHU

CBSI3aHBI JIPYT C IPyroM OoJiee TECHO.
BrisiBnieHHE TpUYUH TIOBEICHUS

MOCJIETHUX ABIIIETCS  OoJiee

TpyIII

CJIO’KHBIM, TakK KakK mpoucce

paccyxIeHus, B KOTOPBI BOBJICUCHA
rpynmna B IIeJIOM MOXeT ObITh Oosee
YeTKO OTPaXEH dYepe3 COLHUAIbHOE
BOCIIPHUSTHE - HAIIPUMED, YICHBI CEMbH,
OLIEHUBAIOIIINE

CBOM BEpOBaHUS U

KEIaHuA U IIPpUHHUMAIOIKUE COBMCCTHOC




In the case of a precinct’s voting
behavior, a welfare institution providing
a service, or an ethnic group striving for
equal rights, the image of a coherent
agent or joint decision process is more

difficult to maintain.

In the following sections | begin
with a brief overview of psychological
research on the social perception of
groups and collect useful insights from
this literature on two main questions:
Do people in fact explain group be-
haviors the same way they explain

individual behaviors?

And if so, what are the limits of
this likeness?

With these insights in hand I then
discuss potential social consequences of

group
propaganda and political discourse.

behavior  explanations in

pEeIICHUC JIECTBOBATb.

B ciydae  M30MpaTeabHOro
NOBEJCHHS, HalpuMmep, YUpeKICHHE
COILIMAJILHOTO oOecreyeHus,

OKa3bIBAIOIIEE YCIYTH, WM ITHUYECKAs
rpymma, Oopromiascs 3a paBHBIC TPaBa,
M300paKEHUE OTYETIMBOIO areHTa WU

O6’I)€I[I/IH€HHOI‘O mponecca IpPUHATHA

pelieHus CTAHOBUTCS
3aTPyIHUTEIBHBIM.

[Tocnenyromue pas3eibl
HAYMHAIOTCA C  KpaTKoro  o03opa
MICUXOJIOTUYECKOTO UCCJICIOBAHMS,
Kacaromierocs COILIMAJIBHOTO

BOCIIPUATHUSL TPYMN, TaKkKe B ITHX
paszenax coOpaHbl MOJIE3HBIE MBICTH U3
JUTEPATypPHBIX HMCTOYHUKOB TIO JBYM
TJIABHBIM BOIPOCaM: Ha CaMOM JIU JieJie
IO OOBSCHSIOT TOBEACHUE TPYIIITHI
TEeMH K€ CIocobaMu, KOTOPBIM OHHU
O00BACHSIOT WHIMBHUIYaJIbHOC
rnoseacHue?

N ecim Tak, 4TO THE TPaHUILBI
3TOTO CXOjcTBa?

CnenaB naHHBIE YMO3aKIIIOUEHUS,
g  TOPUCTYyHal0 K  PacCMOTPEHUIO
MOTEHIIMATbHBIX COLIMAJILHBIX
IMOCJIENCTBUN OOBIACHEHUS IOBEICHUS
chepe

MOJIUTUYECKOI Oecebl.

rpyuainsl B [mpornaraiabl M




8.1 Social Perception of Groups

The last ten years have seen a
rapid increase in research on the social
perception of groups (e.g., Abelson et
al. 1998; Brewer and Harasty 1996;

Brewer, Weber, and Carini 1995;
Hamilton and  Sherman 1996;
McConnell, Sherman, and Hamilton
1997).

Whereas previous research on
stereotyping, prejudice, and ingroup-
outgroup attitudes focused on the social

group
members, the novel perspective has

perception  of individual
turned to whole groups as the targets of

social perception.

One question guiding this work
has been whether people perceive
groups as coherent and unified entities
similar to the way they see individuals

as such entities (Campbell 1958).

8.1 CommansHoe Bocnpusitue
I'pynn

3a mociuegHue  IECATh  JIET
YBEINYUIIOCH KOJINYECTBO
HCCJICIOBAHUM, Kacarommxcs
COLIMATIBHOTO BOCIIPUATHS rpyIIl

1998;
bproep u Harasty 1996; bproep, Bebep,

(manpumep, AOeNbCOH U JIp.

u Kapunu 1995; I'amunbsTon u llepman

1996; MakKonnemn, Illepman wu
I'amuibToH 1997).

[IpyanMas BO BHUMaHHUE TOT
dakT, 94TO TpeabIAyIee UCCIeI0BaHue,
Kacarorieecs CTEPEOTHIIOB,
NpeayOSKICHUA, W BHYTPUTPYIIOBBIX

N BHCINHCTPYIIIIOBLIX OTHOILIEHUH OBLIO

COCPCAOTOUYCHO Ha COaJIbHOM
BOCIIPUATHHA OTACJIBbHBIX YJICHOB
I'PYIIIIEL, IIOABHUJIIACH HOBasi

BO3MOXHOCTb pacCMaTpuBaTtb LCJIBIC

IPYIIBl  KaK OOBEKTHI COIMAIBHOTO
BOCITPHUSITHS.
EnnHcTBEHHBIN BOIIPOC,

SBJISIIOIIUICS KJIIOYEBLIM B JTaHHOU

paboTe, BOCHPUHUMAIOT JIA JIIOJU

rpynnnbl  KakK  IOCJICOOBATCIIBHBIC U
O6T>€I[I/IHGHHBIC COO6H1€CTBa, TaK K€ KakK
OHH

BOCIIpUHHUMAIOT JIMYHOCTh Kak

conuaibHyto opranuzanuio (Kommoemn

1958).




The general consensus is that
people often do, and the perception of
groups as entities is typically referred to

as perceived “entitivity.”

Donald (1958)

characterized entitivity as a function of

Campbell
a (group’s proximity and similarity
among members, joint movement, and

common fate.

The first wave of research in the
1990s, however, focused more on the

group
impressions, and such coherence is typi-

coherence and unity of
cally characterized in terms of trait
inferences (e.g., Hamilton and Sherman

1996).

The conceptualization of entities
as a coherent structure of traits has a

long tradition in social psychology.

At least since Jones and Davis
(1965) researchers have assumed that

people divide the causes of all behavior

OOGuenpuHaToe MHEHHE

3aKJII04acTCAa B TOM, qTo JIOaH1

BOCIPUHUMAIOT TPYIIIbI KMEHHO TaKUM
o0pa3oM, W BOCHPHUATHE TPYMIBI Kak
coo0I1ecTBa

qaimiec Ha3bIBACTCA

«COLMATIBLHON OPTaHU3aAIUE.

HNonanen  Kommbemn — (1958)
OXapaKTepU30Bal COLIMAIbHYIO
OpraHH3aIHI0 KaK (bYHKITHIO

CONIMDKEHHOCTH TPYyNIbl U CXOJICTBA
MEXIy €€ WIeHaMH, OOBbEeIMHECHHOTO
JIBUKEHUS, U OOIIEH CyAbOBI.

[lepBasi BOJIHA WCCIIEIOBAaHUN B
1990-p1x, ogHAKO, ObLTA COCpEIOTOUYCHA
B OOobIICH

CTCIICHU Ha

IIoCJIACA0BAaTCIIbHOCTH )51 CAHNHCTBC

BIICYATIICHUM  Tpynmbel, W  JaHHaA

MOCJIEIOBATEILHOCTD 00BIYHO
BBIPAKAETCA B  paMKaxX BBISBICHUS
KauyeCTBEHHBIX XapaKTePUCTUK
(Hanpumep,

1996).

INammwibTon u Ilepman

KOHHGHTy&HI/IBaHI/IH COMAJIbHBIX

00BEKTOB KaK IIOCJICA0BATCIIbHBIX

CTPYKTYP MMEET

IIABHIOIO

XapaKTEPUCTHUK
TPAIUIAI0 B COLMAJIBHOMN
TICUXOJIOTHH.

[Io xpaitHern Mepe, HauduMHas C
(1965),

JI>xoHCca 51 JlaBuca

HCCIICAOBATCIIN  IPCAIIOJIOXKUIIM, YTO




into dispositions (enduring traits) and
situations (see D. T. Gilbert 1995;
Shaver 1975).

Traits are taken to be people’s
“way of packaging the behavior of
others” (Hastorf, Schneider, and Polefka
1970, p. 59) and as the “lay view of
behavior” (Nisbett 1980, p. 109).

People appear to readily ascribe
traits to individuals (Ross, Amabile, and
Steinmetz 1977) and do so because they
regard individuals as coherent entities
(Hamilton and Sherman 1996).

The question then becomes to
what extent people see groups, too, as
having traits and, hence, being coherent

entities.

Research suggests that groups are
overall perceived as less “entitive” (i.e.,
less coherent) than individual persons.
When perceivers face a group, they infer
less extreme traits from behavior than
when they face an individual (Susskind
et al. 1999).

JOJM TOAPA3ACISAIOT NPUYUHBI JIFOOOTO
MOBEJICHUS Ha MaHepbl (yCTOWYMUBBIC
yepThl) ¥ cutyanuu (cM. J1.T. ['mnsbept
1995; Illasep 1975).

UepTel paccMaTpuBarOTCS  Kak
«C1oco0 BBISBJICHUS PUYUH TTOBEACHUS
npyrux groaein» (Xacropd, naiinep, u
[Tonepka 1970, c. 59), um xax
«HAJIO)KEHUE CTEPEOTHUIIOB TOBEJICHUS
(HucGept 1980, c. 109).

BeposiTHo,

JIFOAH, OXOTHO

MPUIUCBIBAIOT ~ YE€PThI  IOBEICHUS
npyrum (Pocc, Omabaiin, u CteitnMeTi
1977), Tak Kak OHHM pacClEHUBAIOT
JIPYTUX JIIOEN Kak IMocie0BaTebHbIC
coobmiectBa (I'amunbron u Ilepman
1996).

Torma BO3HHUKaeT BOIPOC, B

KakuX 00beMax IO BOCHPHUHUMAIOT
rpynmnbel  Takke  Kak  MMEIoIne
OTpe/IeNICHHbIH Habop XapaKTEPUCTHK
u, CJIEI0BATEIBHO, SABJISTFOLLIECS
MOCJIEI0OBATEIbHBIMH COOOILIECTBAMM.

B wuccienoBanuu npennaraercs,

YTO TpPYNIbl  BOCIPUHUMAIOTCS KaK

MEHEE «CYLIECTBEHHbIE» (TO €CTbh,
MEHEE MOCJIe1I0BATEIbHBIE) yeM
JIUYHOCTH. Korna YeJI0OBEK

B3aMMOJICHUCTBYET C TPYNIOW JIOJEH,

MMPOABIAIOTCA MCHEC OKCTPEMAJIbHBIC

10




Perceivers also recall less
information about group behaviors than
about individual behaviors and base
their impression more on memory than
on “on-line” processing (McConnell,

Sherman, and Hamilton 1994).

And when perceivers receive
initial information about a target and
then find this information disconfirmed,
they are more ready to adjust their initial

impressions if the target was a group

rather than if it was an individual
(Weisz and Jones 1993).
It makes intuitive sense that

groups, compared to individuals, are
seen as less coherent overall, because
there is more variation possible when
several individuals are bound together
(even if they are similar in some
respects) than there is variation within a

single individual.

YCPThl IMMOBCACHUA, YCM KOraa YCJIOBCK
BSaHMOﬂeﬁCTByeT C YCJIO0BCKOM

(Cackunn u ap. 1999).

Jlronu, B3aMMOJECHUCTBYIOIIUE C
IPYNIONA  TakKe aKTUBU3UPYIOT B
namMaTd  MeHblle  uHopmanmuu o

MOBEJICHUM TPYIIIbBI, YEM O TOBEACHUU
OTIIEJILHO B3SITOTO YEJOBEKa M HX
BIIEUATIICHUS] 0a3upyroTcsi OoJibllie Ha
BOCIIOMMHAHUSAX YeM Ha o0paboTke
«onnain» (MakKonnemn, Illepman, u
INamunbpToH 1994).

N xorma oM MOOJy4aroT
HAaYaJIbHYI0 HHPOPMAIMIO O IeNd, a
3aTeM HE

JaHHas  HMHpOpMaLUs

MOJITBEPKAAETCA, TO JIIOOAW OOJbIIIe
CKJIOHHBI COOTHECTH CBOHM HadYaJIbHBIC
BIICUATJICHUS] C LI€JIbIO TPYIIIBI, YeM C
nenpto JguyHoct (Bemcs u J[xoHC
1993).

B sTOM 3aj10’)k€H HMHTYWTUBHBIN
CMBICJI, TaK KaK TpyIina, N0 CPaBHEHUIO
c OTEIILHBIM YeJIOBEKOM,
ONpPEACISAIOTCS B IEJIOM Kak MEHee
MOCJIeIOBaTeIbHEIE, TaK KaK BeJIMKa
BEPOSITHOCTh PA3JIMYHBIX H3MEHEHUH,
€CJIM HECKOJIBKO JIFOJEH CBA3aHBI JIPYT C
eclin

OHH YEM-TO

IpyroM  (maxe
MOX0XHM), a HE W3MEHEHUs B paMKax

OTJICJIbHOM JIMYHOCTH.
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But is this difference in coherence
best described as a difference in how
easily traits can be ascribed to the two

types of targets?

Do

conceptualize the unity of groups in

social  perceivers really
terms of traits, just looser bundles of

traits than they assume in individuals?

In the chapters of this book so far,
which focused on the social perception
of

evidence that (a) traits play only a minor

individuals, | have presented
role in people’s conceptual framework
of mind and behavior (chapter 2), (b)
traits are used rather infrequently in folk
explanations of behavior (section 7.6),
and (c) when traits are used in
explanations, it is often because the ex-
plainer has intimate information about

the target agent.

Considering this limited role of

traits in the context of individual

behavior explanations, it is rather
unlikely that traits should play a far
more substantial role in the explanation

of group behavior.

Ho Jyqdmie JHn BCECTO 9TO

pasimiunc B IIoCJIACA0BAaTCIIbHOCTH

ﬂeﬁCTBHﬁ OIIMCAaHO KaK pa3JInunuc B TOM,

KaKk JIETKO 4YepThl MOTyT  OBITh
MIPUIIMCAHBI IBYM TUMAM e ?
JIeCTBUTENBHO m JIFOIH,
BOCIPUHUMAIOIINE COLUAIBHYIO
JIEHCTBUTEIILHOCTD, OCMBICISIOT
€IMHCTBO TPYIIl B paMkax Oosee

Pa3HOOOpa3HBIX YEPT, YEM Yy OTHEJIBHO
B35ITOT'0 YEJIOBEKA?

B rmaBax 3TOM KHMIHM, KOTOpas
Oazupyercs

Ha COIaJIbHOM

BOCIIPUATUM  JIIOAEH, S TPUBEI
JI0Ka3aTeIbLCTBO TOTO, 4YTO (a) YepThl
UTPAIOT TOJIBKO HE3HAYUTEIBHYIO POJIb
B KOHIENTYaJIbHOMN CTPYKType
MBIIIUICHUSI U TIOBEJIEHUS Jitojiel (TyiaBa
2), (b) "epThl pexe HCHOJIB3YIOTCS B
OOBSICHEHUSIX ~ TOBEACHUS

u (c),

HCIIOJIB3YIOTCA B 06’I>HCHCHI/I$IX, TaK KaK

HapOJHBIX
(cexmus  7.6), KOrja dYepThl
uMeeTcs ToApoOHas wuHbopManus o
LIEJIEBOM areHTe.
PaccmarpuBas Ty

OTPAHUYEHHYIO POJIb XapaKTEPHBIX YEPT

B KOHTEKCTE 00BSICHEHU M
WHIUBHTyJIbHOTO [TOBEJICHUS,
MaJIOBEPOSITHO, YTO YEPThl JOJDKHBI

urpatb 0oJiee CYIIECTBEHHYIO pPOJb B

12




We can more directly examine the
limitations of the trait approach to group
perception by considering how the trait
notion handles variations in perceived

entitivity.

Recent research has shown that
people see some groups as more
coherent, or more entity like, than other
groups (e.g. Hamilton, Sherman, and
Lickel 1998; Lickel et al. 2000).

These variations appear to be
shaped by such factors as physical
proximity, group size, communication
among members, and common fate
(Brewer and Harasty 1996; Campbell
1958; Knowles and Bassett 1976; Lickel
et al. 2000; Wilder and Simon 1998;
Yzerbyt, Rogier, and Fiske 1998).

Surely, willingness to ascribe
traits to a group is not the fundamental
force that directs variations in such
coherence-shaping features as physical
and

proximity, communication,

common fate.

OOBSICHEHUH TTOBEICHUS TPYIIIIHI.

Mb1  MoxeM Oonee TOAPOOHO
UCCII/IOBATh OTPAHWYCHHUS IOAX0Ja B
UCCIICIOBAaHUHM YePT K BOCIPHUATHIO
KaK TIOHATHE

IpynIbl, PpPaccMOTPEB,

4CPThI U3MCHACTCA B BOCIIPMHHUMACMOM

COOOIIECTBE.
Henasno IIPOBEICHHOE
HCCIIEOBAHUE II0Ka3ajg0, 4YTO JIFOAU

BOCITPUHUMAIOT HEKOTOPBIE TPYIIIHI KaK
Oomnee moclienoBaTeIbHbIC, YEM JIPYrUe
rpynmnel  (Hampumep, ["amMmBTOH,
[epman, u Jluken 1998; Jluken u ap.
2000).

BepOﬁTHO, YTO JOTH HU3MCHCHUA

dopMupyroTcd  1MOA  BO3AEWUCTBUEM
Takux (akTopoB Kak (pusmyeckas
0JIM30CTh, pasmep IpYMIIBL,

KOMMYHUKAIIUS CPEIN YJICHOB, U 001IeH

cynbObl  (bproep u  Xapactu 1996;
Komn6enn 1958; Hoynz u  baccerr

1976; Jluxken u ap. 2000; Yaiingep u

Caitmon 1998; Wzepbut, Poxwe, u
ducke 1998).

B KOHEYHOM cyere,
MPUCBAUBAHUE  OMPEACICHHBIX  YepT
rpylnmne He  SIBISAETCS  OCHOBHBIM

(bakTOpOM, BIUSIONIMM Ha U3MCHCHUS B
TaKUX bopMHpYIOTITIX

IIOCJICA0BAaTCIIbHOCTD CBOMCTBaX Kak

13




Rather,

traits is

willingness to ascribe
likely a consequence of
perceived entitivity (Yzerbyt, Rogier,
and Fiske 1998), which is itself a con-
sequence of those coherence-shaping

factors.

A second wave of research on
group perception has indeed turned
away from a trait-based
conceptualization of group entitivity and
focused more on joint goals and
interaction within groups (e.g., Abelson
1998; Lickel et al. 2000;
Welbourne 1999; Wilder and Simon

1998).

et al.

In line with this trend, | suggest
that the key concept that helps account
for perceptions of coherence in groups
and for group behavior explanations is
the concept of agency (Abelson et al.
1998; Morris, Menon, and Ames 2001,
O’Laughlin and Malle 2002).

dbusnueckas 6JM30CTh, KOMMYHUKAIIUSA,
u o0mras cynpoa.

Ckopee gaxke TpUCBaWBaHUE
OTIPEIIEICHHBIX YepPThl (POPMUPYETCS B
MPOLIECCE  BOCHPUATHS  COLMATBHOU
rpynmnbsl  (M3ep6but, Poxbe, u ®ucke
1998),

KOTOpas n ABJIIACTCA

COBOKYITHOCTBIO JaHHBIX

dbopMHpyIOIIUX  MOCIEA0BATEIbHOCTh
(haxTopoB.
Bropas

BOJIHA HCCJIICOOBAHMNA,

KAacarolascss  BOCHPUATHS  TPYIIHI,
JEUCTBUTEIBHO HE Kacalach BOIPOCa O

KOHLOCIITyaJIn3allukd 4YCpT TIPYIIIBI, a

Oonblee BHUMAHHE YIAEISIOCHh
UCCIIEIOBAaHUIO  0O0IUX  Ieled u
B3aMMOJICHCTBUU  BHYTPH IPYIIIbI

(manpumep, AOenbcoH u np. 1998;
Jluken u np. 2000; Bembopn 1999;
VYaiingep u Caiimon 1998).

CornacHo JaHHOW TEHJICHILIMU, S

npeajiararo, B Ka4CCTBC KIIIOYCBOI'O
ITIOHATHC, KOTOpOC momMoracTr
OIIPCACIIATDH BOCIIpHUATHUC

MOCJIEA0OBAaTEILHOCTU B TPyNIax u s
OOBSCHCHUI TIOBEJCHUS TPYIIBI, -
MOHsITHE areHTCTBa (AOEIhCOH W Jp.
1998; Moppuc, Menon, u Ditmc 2001,

O’Jladmun 1 Manne 2002).
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As detailed in chapter 2, the
conceptualization of human beings as
agents is a fundamental and early-

developing aspect of social cognition.

According to this conception,
individual agents are self-propelled,
capable of intentional action, and have
mental states as reasons to guide those

actions.

Applied to the domain of group
perception, we should expect that a
group is considered an agent if it is seen,
qua group, as self-propelled, capable of
intentional action, and guided by its

mental states.

This consideration of perceived

group agency has two important

implications.

First, a group-as-agent will be
perceived as highly coherent if it is seen
as “unitized” by group-level beliefs,
intentions—mental states

desires, and

that the group had when preparing to

[TogpobHO  paccMOTpeHHOE B

riiaBeé 2, BOCHpUATHE JIOJEH Kak

ArCHTOB ABJIICTCA OCHOBHBIM H TOJIBKO

Pa3BUBAIOIIUMCS ACIIEKTOM
COIIMAJILHOTO ITO3HAHUSL.
CormacHo  2TOH  KOHIIECHIIMH,

ArCHTbI ABJIAIOTCA CaMOCTOATCIBbHBIMU,
CITOCOOHBIMM K MpoaAyMaHHbIM
HeﬁCTBHHM, N TICUXHYCCKHUC COCTOSHHIA
ABJIAOTCA IMpUInHaMH,

1'[06y>KI[aI-OIHI/IMI/I K TCM HWIHN HHBIM

TICUCTBUSIM.

[Ipumensass 3T BBIBOABI K
BOCIIPUSITUIO  TPYIIbI, MBI MOXEM
MIPEINOJIOKHUTb, qTOo rpynna

pacCMaTpuBaCTCA KaK arcHT, B Ka4CCTBC

TpYTIIIHI, KaK CaMOCTOSITENIBHOE,

CIIOCOOHOE K MPOTyMaHHOMY
MOBEACHUKD W JCUCTBYIOLIAS B
COOTBETCTBUM CO CBOUM ICHUXMYECKUM

COCTOSSHHUEM OOII[HOCTb.

[Togo6HOE paccMOTpeHue
BOCIPUHUMAEMOTO IPYIIIOBOTO
areHTCTBa  MMEET  JIBA  BaXKHBIX
PUMCHCHUSI.

Bo-nepBbiX, rpymnma-areHtT Oynaer

BOCIIPUHUMATLCA KakK O4YCHb
IIocjacaoBaTciabHasl, €CJIn OHa
pacCMaTpuBacTCA KakK rpyiuiia C

BBICOKMM YPOBHEM BEpBI, KECJIAHUH, U
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act.

As a corollary, variations in per-
ceived coherence should be associated

with variations in features of agency.

be

considered a self-propelled intentional

The more a group can

agent who acts on the basis of its own
reasons, the more the group will be seen

as coherent and entitive.

Second, when a group performs
an intentional action, people will be able
to use the same tools of explanation that
they use for individual actions—reasons,

causal histories, and so on.

of

because they

Reason explanations are

particular importance,
ascribe mental states of deliberating and
deciding to the whole group—precisely
the image of a “group mind” that some

philosophers have shunned.

The following sections examine

these two implications in turn.

NCUXUYECKUM  COCTOSHHEM, TpyIra
coOuparomascs 1eHCTBOBATS.

B UTOTE, U3MCHCHHUS B
BOCIIPHHAMAEMOM ITOCIICIOBATCIIEHOCTH
JOJKHBI OBITh CBSI3aHBI ¢ N3MCHECHUSIMU

B XapaKTCPUCTHUKAX aI'CHTCTBA.

UeMm OoJibliIe rpynmna
paccMarpuBaeTcs KaK
CaMOCTOSITETIbHBIN areHT,
JICVUCTBYIOIIUI Ha OCHOBaHUU

COOCTBEHHBIX MPUYUH, TeM OOJIbIIe

rpyIrma Oyner CUUTATHCS

OCJIeJOBATEJILHON U COITUAILHOM.
Bo-BTOpBIX,

Kor/ia rpynmna

BBINIOJIHAECT HAMEPEHHOE  JIEWCTBUE,

JIFOAU MOTYT ITOJIB30BaThCS TE€ JKE CaMble
WHCTPYMEHTAaMH OOBACHEHUS, KaKk U

Ipu HMHAWBUAYaJIbHBIX IMpUYrHax

JIEUCTBHS, UCTOPUUYECKUM NPUYUHAM, U

TaK Jajee.
OObsicHEeHHe  TPUYUH  HUMEET
cnenuduyueckoe 3HAYeHHE, TaK Kak

ONUCHIBAETCS TICUXUYECKHE COCTOSHUS
aHAJIN3a U NPUHATHS PELICHUS UEJIOn

Ipynmnoil Kak TOYHOE OTOOpa)KeHue

«MHEHHUSI  TPYIIb», KOTOpblE  HE
paccMaTpHUBaIUCh HEKOTOPBIMU
¢bunocodamu.

B CHENYIOLINX pasznenax
UCCIeNyeTcss  KakJIoe M3 JTHX
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8.2
Acting Groups

Aggregate and Jointly

| have argued that when a group
seemingly acts as an agent, people will
have the most powerful perceptions of
unity and coherence for that group—
perceptions that closely resemble those
observed for individuals. For example,
singular names for nations are often
used to convey a unity that makes a
group action sound like an individual’s
action. Consider the following claims
about Japan’s handling of the massacre
in the Chinese town of Nanking in 1937
(Cook 2002):

(8-4) But in the case of the Rape
of Nanking, instead of learning from
past mistakes and crimes, Japan hides it,
or worse, denies it. By doing so, it
creates tensions within Sino—Japanese
the

perception of Japan, and it prevents

relations, it affects world’s

Japan’s younger generations from

understanding the full implication of

their country’s role in World War II.

MIPUMEHEHHUM.

8.2 COBOKYMHOCTh JCHCTBUA H
ComectHo JleiicTByromue ['pyniibl.

S yTBepxknpan, 4ro, Koraa rpymnmna
MO-BUAUMOMY JEHUCTBYET KaK arcHr,
moau  OynyT HMMETh CaMO€ MOIIHOE
BOCHPUSITHE €MHCTBA 151
MOCJIEA0BATEIBLHOCTH JJIs1 TOM TPYIIIBI —
BOCIIPUSTHS, KOTOpPOE 0JIU3KO
HaIOMHUHAET COOJIOICHHBIX JJISI JIIOJICH.
Hanpumep, UCKIIOUNUTENIbHBIE HA3BAHUS
JUTSl HAallM 9acTO MCIIOJb3YIOTCS, YTOOBI
repenarb €MHCTBO, KOTOpOe
3aCTaBJISICT ACHUCTBUE TPYIIIBI IIOXOAUTH
Ha JICMCTBUE 4YeJIOBEKAa. PaccmoTpum
CIEAYIOIINE YTBEPXKACHUS O TOM, KaK
SlnoHusa ycTpowsia pe3HI0 B KMTalCKOM
ropoae Haukun B 1937 (Cook 2002):

(8-4), Ho B cnywae Hacunus
HankuHa, BMECTO TOTO, YTOOBI YUUTHCS
U3 MPOINUIBIX OMIMOOK U MPECTYTUICHUH,
SInmoHMs CKpBIBAETCA, 3TO, WIM XYK€,
oTpulaeT 3To. [lemas Tak, 3TO co3maer
HaNpsDKCHHbIE OTHOLLICHUS B Ipeleax
KATANCKUX-SITIOHCKUX OTHOIICHUM, 3TO
3aTParuBacT BCEMUPHOE BOCIPUSITHE
SnoHuu, U 3TO NPEnATCTBYET MIAAIINM
MOKOJICHUSIM SIOHMH MOHUMATH MOJHOE

3HAYEHHWE POJIM UX CTpaHbl BO Bropou

MHUPOBOI BOWHE.
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Even an entire political movement
can be depicted as a unified agent, as in
the following passage by Secretary of
State Dean Acheson (1951, p. 272):

(8-5) The real significance of the
North Korean aggression lies in this
evidence that, even at the resultant risk
of

communism is willing to resort to armed

starting a third world war,
aggression, whenever it believes it can

win.

When the label used for a group
agent is a plural noun, the implication of
a tightly organized unit can be conveyed
just as easily, illustrated by this news

analysis dialogue (Lehrer 2003):

(8-6) (LEHRER) ... Why are the

Democrats  filibustering a  Latino
[appointee to the U.S. appellate court]?
(SHIELDS) Democrats feel, | think,
they have to make their own case, that
they can make the case themselves that
they stand for the Latinos as opposed to
George W. Bush. ... And the Democrats
don’t think they’ll suffer as much

among the broader population because

Haxe BCE [IOJIUTAYECKOE
JIBKEHUE MOXKET OBITh H300pakeHO
KaKk OOBEIUWHEHHBLI are’Hr, Kak B
CIICIYIOIEM OTPBIBKE
Jlura Agecona (1951, c. 272):

(8-5)

I'occekperaps
PeanbHoC 3HAYECHUE
CeBepoKOpeiicKol arpeccu HaxOAUTCs
B 3TOM CBUJETEIbCTBE, YTO, JaXe IMpHU
MIPOUCTEKAIOIIEM PUCKE Havyayia TPEThEN
MHpPOBOM BOMHBI, KOMMYHH3M TOTOB
NpUOETHYTh K BOOPYKEHHOW arpeccuu
BCSAKUU pa3, KOrJa OH CYMTAET, 4YTO
MOKET MOOEAUTD.

Korpna sapabik, ucronab3yeMblid s

arcHra MHOXKECTBCHHOC

Ipynmsl  —

CYICCTBUTCIILHOC, 3HAYCHHUC CHIIBHO

OpFaHI/IBOBaHHOfI CAUHULBI MOXCET OBITH

nepeaaHo TakK XKC JCT'KO, qTo

MPOMJUTIOCTPUPOBAHO OTUM  JTHAJIOTOM
aHaym3a HoBoctel (Lehrer 2003):

(8-6) (LEHRER) [Touemy
JleMokpatbl GbAnOyCTEUPYIOT
JaTUHOAMEPUKAHIIA [HA3HAYCHHOTO B

AMEPUKAHCKUN  aleJUISIIIUOHHBIN

CIIA]?  (LL{UThI)

Cyn
JeMokpatsl, s
AyMaro, CUYMTAIOT, YTO OHHU JIOJKHBI
COOCTBEHHBIE

npcacTaBUTb CBOH

AprymMeHTbl, 4YTO OHH MOI'yT CaMHu
A0Ka3aTb, YTO OHHU BbICTYIIAOT 34

JJATUHOAMEPUKAHLIEB, a HE 3a [[kopka

18




it’s an appellate court nomination.

Senate Democrats are treated here
as a unified agent who feels and thinks,
a coherent group that acts on the basis
of its jointly deliberated reasons and

plans.

Some descriptions of group
actions make explicit how the members
of a coherent group are seen as acting
together. In this excerpt from the
libertarian New American Magazine,
William Norman Grigg (1996) quotes
Admiral Chester Ward as characterizing
the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR)

as follows:

(8-7) [The] CFR, as such, does
not write the platforms of both political

parties or select their respective

presidential candidates, or control U.S.
defense and foreign policies. But CFR
individuals,

members, as acting in

concert with other individual CFR

byma. ... U1 JlemokpaTbl HE AyMmaroT,
YTO OHU TOCTPaNaloT Tak cpeau Oosee

IMUPOKOIo0 HACCICHUA, IIOTOMY YTO

9TO — Ha3HAUCHHUE AaICJISIIMOHHOIO
cyna.

JlemokpaTtoB Cenara
paccMaTpUBarOT 371€Ch Kak
00beIMHEHHBII arcHrT, KOTOPBIN
YyBCTBYET u JTyMaeT,
MOCIIEIOBATENbHAS  TpyINa, KOTOpas

JICUICTBYET HAa OCHOBE €€ COBMECTHO
00JTyMaHHBIX TPUYHUH U TIJIAHOB.
HekoTtopsie omnucaHusi IeMCTBUN
TPYNIIbI JICJIAIOT SIBHBIM, KAaK YJICHBI
MOCJIETIOBATEILHOW TPYMIIBl 3aMEUYECHBI
BMecre. B aroi

KaKk  JIeUCTBHUE

BBIJICPKKE U3 JIMOEPTApUAHCKOTO

HoBoro amepukanckoro Kypnaina,

Yunbssm  Hopman  I'purr  (1996)
uuTupyeT aamupana Yecrepa Yopnaa,
KOTOpbI  xapakrepuzyer CoBeT 1o
MexayHapoaHbiM oTHoIeHusIM (CFR)
CJIEAYIOIINUM 00pa3oM:

(8-7) CFR, Takke, He MHIICT
n1aTGOpMbl U TMOJUTHYECKUX CTOPOH
WIM BBIOMPAET HX COOTBETCTBYIOUIMX
KaHAUAATOB B  MPE3UACHTHI, WU
koHTpons 3ammura CIHIA u BHemHen
nosmtukd. Ho unensr CFR, mockonbky
COBMECTHO €

JOAU, JCHUCTBYIOLINUE
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members, do.

The Admiral appears to reject the
idea of a mythical conspiracy and in-
stead links political control to individual
members, but he powerfully invokes the
notion of an organized, jointly acting

group of individual CFR members.

Not all groups, however, are seen
as unified agents. Many groups are de-
scribed as performing “plural actions”
with no implication that the group acted
as one. For example, a financial analyst
describes a time when “people would
buy stock because their hairdresser’s
second husband suggested it” (Lehrer
2002c); there is no doubt in the audience
that all these people acted independently
of each other. Another analyst speaks of
unemployed people “who say that they
are available to work, they would like to
work, but they haven’t looked because
they just feel that there are no jobs there
for them” (Lehrer 2002b).

JPYTMMHM WHAMBUAYAJIbHBIMU YJIEHAMU
CFR, nenaror.
Anmupan, TOXO0Xe, OTBEpraer
U0 MU(PHUUECKOTO 3ar0BOPa U BMECTO
3TOTO CBSI3bIBAET MOJTUTHYECKUIA
KOHTPOJIb C OTAEJIbHBIMHU YJIEHAMH, HO
OH MOIIHO CCBUIAETCSI Ha TOHATHE
OpPIraHHU30BAHHOM, COBMECTHO

JICUCTBYIOIIEH  TPYIIbl  OTJEJIbHBIX
yieHoB CFR.

MHorue rpynmnsl OINKUCHIBAIOTCA
KaK BBINOJHAIONINE «MHOKECTBEHHBIC
JICUCTBUSI», YTO HE MOAPA3yMEBAET, YTO
rpyIma JeMCcTBOBAIA KaK €AUHOE 1IEJIOE.
aHAJIUTHUK

Hanpumep, (¢uHaHCOBBII

OMMCHIBACT BpeMs, KOTJa  <«IIOJIU
KynwId Obl 3amac, IOTOMY YTO BTOPOU
MY)K HMX THapUKMaxepCKOW MPe IO
sto» (Lehrer 2002c); HET COMHEHHS,
YTO B ayJUTOPUH, YTO BCE ITH JIFOIU
JNEHCTBOBAIM APy HE3aBUCHMO  OT
apyra. Jlpyrol aHajJuTUK TOBOPUT O
0e3pabOTHBIX

JIOO49X, «KOTOPBIC

TOBOPSIT, YTO OHHU JOCTYIIHBI, YTOOBI
paboTtatb, OHM XOTesu Obl padboTaTh, HO
OHU HE CMOTpEIH, MOTOMY YTO OHHU

TOJIBKO YYBCTBYHIOT, YTO HCT HHUKAKHX

pabouux mect Tam i Hux» (Lehrer

2002b).
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Again, the implication is clear
that the people in this collection acted
similarly but independently of each
other (if with similar reasons, or so the
analyst suggests). In such cases, the
group referred to is really an aggregate
of many individuals who each operate
as separate agents and thus do not
deliberate, plan, decide, or act together-

as-one.

We must therefore distinguish
types of  group
representations (O’Laughlin and Malle

between  two
2002). Closest to the concept of an
individual agent is the notion of a jointly
acting group, in which the members
deliberate, decide, and act together as a
unified group agent (e.g., a board
decides on a policy or a family prepares
for a picnic).2 By contrast, in aggregate
groups the members all perform the
same action but do so independently as
a mere collection of individual agents
(e.g., CEOs
company benefit packages; American

nationwide cut down

families prepare for the fourth of July

picnic).3

OnaTe xe, noapa3zyMeBaeTCs, YTO
JIIOAYW B 3TOM KOJUICKIIUM AEHCTBOBAJIU
OJIMHAKOBO, HO HE3aBUCUMO JApPYr OT
npyra (€ciu Mo CXO0KUM MpUINHAM, WU
TaK MpeArnoJiaraeT aHalMTUK). B Takux
Cy4asx,

rpymnia  Ha CaMOM  JICJIC

Npe/CTaBIsieT CcO0OM  COBOKYIHOCTD

MHOTHUX JIFOJIEH, KOTOPBIMH KaXJIbIi
VIpPaBJISIET KaK OTJECIbHBIE areHThl U
TakuM o0pa3oM He  00JyMBIBACT,
IJIAHUPYET, PEIIaeT, WU aKT «BMECTE
KaK OQUHY.

[ToaTOMY MBI JOJKHBI Pa3IMuUTh
JIBa

THIIA HpeI[CTaBJ'IeHI/Iﬁ

(O’Jlapmua u Mamre 2002). Cambrit

rpynm

ONU3KUI K ITOHSITHIO HWHAWBUAYAJIBHOI'O

areiTa  —  IIOHATHE  COBMECTHO
NEUCTBYIOIIEN TIpPYINIBbl, B KOTOPOU
YIeHbl ~ OOCYXJAaloT,  pelawT, U

JEUCTBYIOT BMECTE KaK OOBEIUHEHHBIN
areHT Tpynmbl (Hampumep, MpaBICHUE
ONpENENsieT TNOJUTUKY WIA  CEMbs
rOTOBUTCA K MHUKHUKY).2 B oTiuume ot
3TOr0, B COBOKYIHBIX Tpynnax 4YJEHbI
BCE BBITIOJIHAIOT TO K€ caMoOe JACHCTBUE,
HO JIeJaloT TaK HE3aBUCUMO  Kak
IpOCTOE COOpaHUE WHAMBHIYATIbHBIX
areHTOB

(HammpumMmep, TJIABHBIE

AIMHUHHUCTPATOPLI B HallMOHAaJIBHOM

Maciirabde COKpamaroT IMaKCThI BbITOJAbI
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Members of jointly acting groups
have to be in proximity to one another
in order to communicate and interact
with each other in reasoning about a
joint action. Moreover, they will have to
share at least some goals and some
beliefs to arrive at a joint intention to
act. Finally, they cannot be too large, or
else their joint planning and acting will

fail.

Thus,

naturally

jointly acting groups

incorporate  such critical
features of “entitivity” as proximity,

communication, common purpose, and

moderate  size  (Campbell  1958;
Knowles and Bassett 1976; Lickel et al.
2000; Wilder and Simon 1998;

Welbourne 1999). The prototype of a
highly entitive group then is a jointly

acting group.

One might even wonder whether
the notion of entitivity merely re-

describes with a more technical term

KOMIIaHUW;  aMEpPUKAHCKUE  CEMbU
TOTOBSIT HA YETBEPTOE UIOJIS MUKHUK). .3
Unenos COBMECTHO

JNEUCTBYIOUIMX TPYII AOKHBI OBITH B

OMM30CTH  JAPYr K JPYry, 4YTOOBI
00IIaThCS U B3aUMOJICHCTBOBATH APYT C
Ipyrom B paccyKIeHuu 00

oObeauHeHHOM AeiicTBuu. Kpome Ttoro,
OHM JIOJDKHBI OYyIyT pa3leiauTh, IO
KpallHe Mepe, HEKOTOphIe MLEeNu U

HCKOTOPELIC BCPOBAHHUA JOCTUTHYTDH

00BbEeIMHEHHOTO HaMEpEHUS
nenctBoBaTb. HakoHel, OHM HE MOTYT
OBITH CIWIIKOM OOJIBIIMMHM, WM HHAYE
uX OOBECIWHEHHOE IUIAHUPOBAaHUE, U
nercTBUe OyJeT TepIreTh Heyaauy.
Takum  oOpa3oMm, COBMECTHO
JCHCTBYIOIINE TPYNIbl €CTECTBECHHBIM
o0pa3oM BKIIOYAIOT TaKWE Ba)KHBIC
YepThl «IHTYy3WMa3Ma», Kak OJIM30CTh,
oOmieHue, oOmas 1mejlb W yMEPEHHbIN
pasmep (Kommbemn 1958; Hoyms wu
baccerr 1976; Jluken wu gap. 2000;
Vaiingep m Caiimon 1998; BenGopn
1999). Takum 00pa3oM, NPOTOTHUIIOM
OUYCHb YBJIEKATEILHOMN TPYIIIBI SIBIISIETCS
COBMECTHO JICUCTBYIOLIAs IPYIIIA.
MoxHO OBUIO JaXKe 3a1aThCs

BOIIPOCOM, HC ABJLACTCA JIM IIOHATHUC

JHTYy3Ua3Ma MPOCTO MepeonpeeicHHeM
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people’s folk concept of agency as ap-
plied to groups. Be that as it may, we do
now have an explanation for why
proximity, communication, size, and
common goals are factors that make
people’s perception of coherence and
entitivity more likely—because these are
the very factors that allow a group to

jointly plan and act.

0oee TEXHHUYECKUM TEPMHUHOM
HApOJIHON KOHIIETIIUU BOJICU3BSBICHUS
JII0JIEW TPUMEHUTEINIBHO K rpynmnam. Kak
Obl TO HU OBUIO, TEHEPh Y HAC €CTh
OOBSCHEHHE TOTO, MOoYeMy OJIU30CTh,
oOmeHune, pasmMep H oO0ImMe IeIu
SBJISTFOTCSL (PaKTOpaMu, KOTOPBIE JETIAIOT
BOCIIPUSTHE JIFOJIbMU COTJIAaCOBAaHHOCTHU
W DHTy3Wa3Ma 0oJieeé BEPOSATHBIM —
MOTOMY YTO 3TO Te¢ camble (aKTOPHI,
KOTOPBIE TTO3BOJISIOT TPYIIE COBMECTHO

IIJIaHUPOBATb U HCIZCTBOB&TB.
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