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Multidimensional analysis of social categories

Kenichi Kubota and Hiromichi Hori (Imstitute of Psychology, University of Tsukuba, Tsukuba,

305-8572, Japan)

This study is conducted to clarify the dimensions that differentiate various social categories,
and to establish a typology of social categories. After imagining categorizing all students
according to 18 criteria, 203 university students judged whether these 10 rating items related to
the nature of social categories were applicable to the imagined categories. Dual-scaling analysis
identified 2 different dimensions of significance and organization/preference. Cluster analysis
indicates 3 types of social categories: code, values, organization. The differences in the nature of

these 3 types are discussed.

Key words: social categories, dual-scaling analysis, cluster analysis.
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Table 1 Hypothesized classification of social categories

Permeability of Group Boundary

Social Significance
Easy

Difficult

Social Values, etc.

Community, etc.

High d. Religion a. Student Club
(Social) e. Attitude to Sex Role ¢. Home Town
m. Attitude to Environmental Problem i. Nationality or Ethnicity
r. Support Political Party k. Major Subject
Interest, Liking, etc. Physical Characterristics, ability, etc.
Low b. Way of Enjoying Leisure f. The Dominant Hand
(Personal) j. Fashion Sense h. Blood Type
1. Liking to Music or Book n. Figure
q

. Person whom You Respect

p. Color of the Skin

Arbitrary Social Category
c¢. ID Number,

o. Lottery

B R
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Table 2 Frequencies of response by category by items

1 2 3 4

Common Inter-category Temporary Individual Rule

5 6 7 8 9 0

Difficult Familiar Interaction No Relation Status

Value Dominance Category Interests to change Category to Members' and Role
Character

a Student Club 68.39 53.89 7.7 66.84 54.92 37.82 60.62 86.53 24.87 73.06
b Way of Enjoying Leisure 65.80 6.22 22.80 77.20 12.44 7.77 2746 44,56 17.10 5.18
¢ ID Number 2.59 5.70 78.24 2.59 5.18 32.64 6.74 3.11 78.76 2.59
d Religion 83.94 26.94 2.59 67.88 66.84 54.40 5751 46.11 20.73 54.92
e Attitude to Sex Role 61.66 20.73 10.88 67.36 1451 12.44 2591 5.70 18.13 12.95
f The Dominant Hand 155 9.84 59.07 1.04 2.59 30.05 13.99 1.55 71.50 207
g Home Town 36.27 11.92 3523 5.18 207 39.90 28.50 10.88 59.07 4.66
h Blood Type 8.81 3.11 62.18 1.55 0.52 36.27 13.99 1.04 60.62 0.52
i Major Subject 7772 2746 9.33 74.09 7.25 22.80 51.81 55.96 32.12 17.10
j Fashion Sense 65.80 23.83 38.34 70.47 4.66 6.74 39.38 1813 23.32 207
k Nationality 58.03 23.83 8.81 25.91 45.08 49.74 4301 30.05 34.72 2953
1 Liking to Music 76.68 3.63 16.06 74.09 3.63 3.63 2487 27.98 22.80 207
m Environmental Problem 75.65 5.70 9.33 66.84 18.13 11.40 19.17 23.32 2332 9.33
n Figure 4.66 38.86 54.40 311 207 24.87 26.94 2.07 61.66 5.70
o Lottery 0.52 8.29 7824 1.55 6.22 24.35 2.07 1.55 79.79 2.07
p Color of the Skin 6.74 17.10 44 04 311 4.15 36.27 17.62 4.66 68.39 415
q Person whom You Respect — 64.77 5.70 17.62 68.91 3.11 7.25 13.99 6.22 29.02 259
r Support Political Party 75.65 15.03 13.99 66.32 26.94 28.50 2642 31.09 23.83 38.34

N=193. (Unit: %)

Table 3 Category weight coefficients on component 1 and 2, for general

Category Component 1 Component 2 Item Component 1 Component 2
a Student Club —0.75 142 1 Common Value —0.80 —0.85
b Way of Enjoying Leisure —0.69 —1.06 2 Inter-category Dominance 0.02 0.89
¢ ID Number 1.88 —0.13 3 Temporary Category 1.72 —0.59
d Religion —0.74 1.22 4 Individual Interests —0.94 —1.32
e Attitude to Sex Role —0.63 —0.69 5 Rule —0.75 1.86
{ The Dominant Hand 1.77 0.05 6 Difficult to Change 0.68 0.98
g Home Town 0.78 0.11 7 Familiar Category —0.30 0.27
h Blood Type 1.75 -0.19 8 Interaction —0.88 0.47
i Major Subject —0.63 ~0.31 9 No Relation to Members’ Character 1.33 —0.17
j Fashion Sense —0.28 —1.22 0 Status & Role —0.82 2.14
k Nationality —0.35 1.32 Eigen Value 0.36 0.10
1 Liking to Music —0.70 —1.68 PCT of Variance 67.9 19.6
m Environmental Problem —0.74 —0.90 Xt 4431.14 1086.04
n Figure 1.27 0.46 df 25 23
o Lottery 2.01 —0.20 p< 0.001 0.001
p Color of the Skin 1.35 0.41
q Person whom You Respect ~0.43 —1.85
r Support Political Party —0.65 0.28

LB HBLEY T A -G E{To7. BTOD
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312, ¥» FOZJ A Fig 4 \ORT. FERRIC, KF
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12, F¥ RuZ T 6 g 6llRT. ZOMR, BT
DER L LT ORERS, &b THFBGE, AT
Bz X aH A h T T — ) WS 0 R Ry

T, BREDRILTHI LG L RROFRY
RGNS B LUV 725 —PRboN.

z =B

KEE L BFEDP D, SHREMERNN T T —
P, TEERE, ORTTH LU TS —EADE
i) ORFTICE o TELRAONDE ZEVHLPICE
Niz 8610, TRHEDKRTES LT, HRHHT
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Fig. 1 Category weight coefficients on component 1 and 2, for general
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Category weight coefficients on Component 1 and, 2 for male (v=91)
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Category

Component 1

Component 2

Item

Component 1

Component 2

AT = B o B o R

Student Club

Way of Enjoying Leisure
ID Number

Religion

Attitude to Sex Role

The Dominant Hand

Home Town

Blood Type

Major Subject

Fashion Sense

Nationality

Liking to Music and Books
Environmental Problem
Figure

Lottery

Color of the Skin

Person whom You Respect
Support Political Party

—0.79
—0.73
197
—0.72
—0.56
1.68
0.86
1.79
—0.58
—0.18
—042
—0.63
—0.76
1.21
201
137
—041
—0.66

140
—1.10
—0.22

115
—0.67

0.25

0.18
—0.19
—0.34
—121

1.26
—1.70
—0.99

0.68
—0.33

1 Common Value —0.84 -0.92
2 Inter-category Dominance 0.13 0.98
3 Temporary Category 172 —0.58
4 Individual Interests —0.96 —1.30
5 Rule —0.86 1.85
6 Difficult to Change 067 1.08
7 Familiar Category —0.25 0.32
8 Interaction —0.85 027
9 No Relation to Members' Character 1.28 —0.25
0 Status & Role —0.84 1.91
Eigen Value 0.33 0.11
PCT of Variance 65.2 215
x? 1821.75 526.06
df 25 23
< 0.001 0.001

0.50
—1.79
0.13
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Fig. 3 Category weight coefficients on component 1 and 2, for male
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Table 5 Category weight coefficients on component 1 and 2, for female (n=102)

Category

Component 1

Component 2

Item

Component 1 Component 2

Student Club

Way of Enjoying Leisure
ID Number

Religion

Attitude to Sex Role

The Dominant Hand

Home Town

Blood Type

Major Subject

Fashion Sense

Nationality

Liking to Music and Books
Environmental Problem
Figure

Lottery

Color of the Skin

Person whom You Respect
Support Political Party

—0.80
—0.66
1.81
—0.80
—0.68
1.88
0.72
172
—0.66
0.00
—0.32
=073
—=0.72
1.32
1.92
135
—041
—0.65

157
—1.04
—0.11

1.08
—0.74

0.06

0.05
—0.07
—0.40
—1.26

122
—1.64
—0.85

0.33

0.00

041
—1.81

0.24

1 Common Value —0.76 —0.85
2 Inter-category Dominance —0.08 0.75
3 Temporary Category 167 —0.56
4 Individual Interests —0.86 —1.33
5 Rule —0.81 2.03
6 Difficult to Change 0.68 0386
7 Familiar Category —0.32 0.15
8 Interaction —0.93 051
9 No Relation to Members' Character 141 0.06
0 Status & Role —087 2.06
Eigen Value 0.39 0.12
PCT of Variance 66.4 20.3
x? 2595.33 667.49
df 25 23
p < 0.001 0,001
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