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A bstract

ON THE CONTEXT-DEPENDENCE OF PERCEPTION

by

Benzion Chanowitz

Advisors: P rofessors E llen  Langer and Lindsey C hurchill

A framework fo r d e ta il in g  the manner in  which so c ia l perception 

depends upon context i s  p resen ted . An h is to r ic a l  preface o u tlin e s  the 

tensions between mechanism and v ita lism  in  18th and 19th Century physical 

sc ience; and how the triumph of mechanism influenced the development and 

d ire c tio n  o f theory and research  in  perception during the  19th Century. 

The grounds fo r a causal model o f n a tu ra l perception th a t  would lend 

c r e d ib i l i ty  to  a n a tu ra l science o f perception and psychology are  given. 

The inadequancy o f such grounds as the  b a s is  fo r  an account o f  so c ia l 

perception  a re  d e ta ile d . Three s tu d ie s  are  presented through which an 

a lte rn a tiv e  account o f so c ia l perception can be generated . In a manner 

s im ila r  to  the procedures o f Rosch (1973), su b jec ts  were asked to  make 

judgments o f p ro to ty p ic a lity  about a category-bound s e t  o f o b jec ts  th a t  

were presented in  e i th e r  le x ic a l  (Study 1) o r p ic to r ia l  (Study 2) form.

iv



The ta rg e ted  s e ts  o f item s, in  a l l  cases, were embedded w ithin  one of two 

la rg e r  s e ts  o f  item s. Each o f these  la rg e r  s e ts  gave d if fe re n t form to  

the "same" embedded ta rg e ted  s e t .  S u b jec ts ' p ro to ty p ic a lity  judgments o f 

the  "same" o b jec ts  were influenced by the  context invoked through the 

la rg e r  s e t  o f item s th a t  surrounded the  ta rg e ted  s e t .  In Study 3, the 

s tim u li from Study 2 were "hidden" in  a drawing. Subjects were requ ired  

to  find  and name the  hidden o b je c ts . The names su b jec ts  gave to  the 

ta rg e ted  s e t  o f  ob jec ts  were again influenced by whichever la rg e r  s e t  of 

o b jec ts  surrounded them, d esp ite  th e  fa c t  th a t  in  th is  case th e re  was no 

mention o f the category-bound ch arac te r o f th e  s e t  o f  presented o b jec ts . 

D isp a ritie s  in  so c ia l perception  may be a function  o f  d is t in c t iv e  

con tex ts th a t  are  deployed in  order to  give shape to  the  s o c ia l world.

An a l te rn a t iv e  account o f b ias  and perception  i s  o ffe red  in  th a t  l ig h t .

v
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1

I  -  HISTORICAL PREFACE

Isaac Newton published The Mathematical P rin c ip le s  o f N atural

Philosophy in  1686. At th a t  tim e, the p ra c tic e s  o f philosophy and

physical science were not as e a s ily  d is tin g u ish ab le  from each o th er as

they are tooay. Newton was merely repeating  the common knowledge o f h is

time when he sa id  th a t  "n a tu ra l philosophy consisted  in  d iscovering the

frames and operations o f nature and reducing them, as fa r  as may be, to

general ru le s  or law s .” Newton aimed to  show in  h is  work how the  frames

and operations o f nature were reducib le  to  p r in c ip le s  o f the  mathematical

k ind. The necessary geom etrical r ig o r  o f the  world was expressed in  the

mathematical formulas th a t  were re f le c tio n s  o f n a tu re 's  p roportions.

Those p roportions, whose discovery by s c ie n t i s t s  was made po ssib le  in

p a r t by system atic em pirica l observation , tim eless ly  and pervasively

ex is ted  in  n a tu re , inaependently o f the ac tio n s  o f s c ie n tis t-o b s e rv e rs .

Regardless o f the hypotheses th a t  s c ie n t i s t s  supposed, na tu re  re ta in ed

those s in g u la r proportions th a t  were m athem atically defined . N ature 's

unswerving proportions were given shape by mathematics whose

w ell-recognized independent ex istence  and u n iv ersa l relevance provided

the c e r ta in  ground fo r the coherent o rgan ization  o f a l l  p a r ts  o f  n a tu re 's

un iverse . This i s  how Newton pu ts i t  in  the preface to  the P r in c ip le s ;

And th e re fo re  I o ffe r  th i s  work as the mathematical p r in c ip le s  
o f philosophy, fo r the  whole burden o f philosophy seems to  
co n s is t in  th i s ;  from the  phenomena o f  motions to  in v e s tig a te  
the forces o f n a tu re , and then from these  fo rces to  demonstrate 
the o ther phenomena; and to  th i s  end the  general p ropositions 
in  the F i r s t  and Second Books are  d ire c te d . In the Third Book
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I  give an example o f th is  in  the e x p lica tio n  o f the System of 
the World; fo r by the p ropositions mathem atically demonstrated 
in  the  former books, in  the th ird  I  derive from the c e le s t ia l  
phenomena the fo rces o f g rav ity  w ith which bodies tend to  the 
sun and the  sev era l p la n e ts . Then from these  fo rc e s , by o ther 
p ropositions which are  a lso  mathem atical, 1 deduce the  motions 
o f the  p la n e ts , the  comets, the moon, and the se a . I wish we 
could aerive  the  r e s t  o f  the phenomena o f Nature by th e  same 
kind o f reasoning from mechanical p r in c ip le s , fo r I  am induced 
by many reasons to  suspect th a t  they may a l l  depend upon 
c e r ta in  fo rces by which the p a r t ic le s  o f  bodies, by some causes 
h ith e r to  unknown, a re  e i th e r  mutually im pelled toward one 
another and cohere in  reg u la r f ig u re s , o r are  rep e lled  and 
recede from one ano ther. These fo rces being unknown, 
philosophers have h ith e r to  attem pted the search  o f Nature in  
vain ; but I  hope the p r in c ip le s  here la id  down w ill  a ffo rd  some 
l ig h t  e i th e r  to  th is  or some t ru e r  method o f philosphy.

(Newton, 1962; pp. x v ii-x v ii i ) .

When developments in  a rith m e tic  and measure theory allowed fo r 

s iz in g  up the  m a te ria lly  a v a ilab le  world, the a rith m e tic  expression of 

th a t  world became possib le  through the instrum ent o f th e  mathematical 

form ula. The physical sciences emerge through the  co n tro lled  observation 

of em pirica lly  given s ta te s  o f  the m ateria l world. The operations o f 

experiment perm itted the development o f a p rac tic a b le  physical science 

th a t  could pry loose the s e c re ts  o f n a tu re . However, s c i e n t i s t s ' 

knowledge o f those formulas, which were lodged everywhere w ithin  the 

m ateria l world, l e f t  those p roportions in ta c t  and undistu rbed . In the 

domain o f n a tu ra l sc ience , i t  i s  understood th a t  understanding Nature i s  

a m atter o f grasping and comprehending th a t  which co n tin u a lly  e x is ts  

independently o f the observer and which remains unaffected  by the  a c t o f 

knowledge. Only the observer i s  a ffec ted  by the a c t  o f  knowledge.

Newton's e f fo r ts  were devoted to  deciphering the r e g u la r i t ie s  in  

those segments o f nature th a t  a re  o f sp e c if ic  in te r e s t  to  p h y s ic is ts  and 

astronom ers. But, h is  work s e t  up a framework through which "we could 

derive th e  r e s t  o f the  phenomena o f Nature by the same kind o f reasoning
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through mechanical p r in c ip le s ."  As a p a r t o f  n a tu re , the human being

also  q u a lif ie d  (inescapably) as an o b jec t fo r th is  kind o f study using

these  p r in c ip le s  s ince the human body was caught up in  and could not

v io la te  the in v io lab le  laws o f n a tu re 's  operation th a t  had independent

ex isten ce . Though he d id n 't  work out the em pirical d e ta i ls  o f  th is

endeavor, Newton foresaw th e  ch arac te r o f  an undertaking which would make

humans the o b jec t o f research  th a t  was informed by mechanical

p r in c ip le s . The human being ( a t  le a s t  the body) could not help but be

e ffec ted  by and p a r t ic ip a te  in  the law ful operations o f the  r e s t  o f

natu re  th a t  co n s titu te d  th e  ex te rn a l world. Given the  co rrec tn ess  o f

Newton's grasp o f the  world a t  la rg e , i t  was a necessary im p lica tion  th a t

th ings follow in  th is  s o r t  o f  way, from the  world to  the  senses and

through the nervous system to  the sensorium o f the  b ra in . As Newton says

in  the  Optlcks (1721),

When a man views any o b je c t . . .  the  l ig h t  which comes from the 
sev era l po in ts o f the o b jec t i s  re fra c te d  by the tran sp aren t 
sk ins and humors o f the  e y e . . .  as to  converge and meet again in  
so many p o in ts  in  the bottom o f the eye, and th e re  to  p a in t the 
p ic tu re  o f  the  ob ject upon the  sk in  (ca lled  the tun ica  r e t in a ) 
with which the bottom o f the  eye i s  co v e red ... and these  
p ic tu re s , propogated by motion along the f ib e rs  o f the o p tic  
nerves in  the b ra in , a re  the  cause o f v is io n . For accordingly , 
as these p ic tu re s  a re  p e rfe c t or im perfect, the  o b jec t i s  seen 
p e rfe c tly  or im perfectly .

(Thayer, 1953; p . 99)

And as he says elsew here,

Granting me but th a t  th e re  a re  p ipes f i l l e d  with a pure 
tran sp aren t liq u o r passing from the  eye to  the sensorium and the 
v ib ra tin g  motion o f  the e th e r w ill  o f  n ecessity  run along 
th i th e r .  For nothing in te r ru p ts  th a t  motion but re f le c t in g  
su rfaces; and th e re fo re  th a t  motion cannot s tra y  through the  
r e f le c t in g  su rfaces o f  the  pipe but must run along ( lik e  a sound 
in  a trunk) e n tire  to  the sensorium.

(Thayer, 1953; p . 104)

Of course, Newton and the  follow ers o f a mechanical philosophy were 

co n stan tly  confronted by th e  counterproposals o f the v i t a l i s t  p o s itio n .
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V ita lism 's  philosophy posited  an e n tire ly  d if fe re n t ch arac ter to  the 

whole o f the w orld 's  o rg an iza tio n . The substance o f th e i r  arguments 

centered  around the ch arac te r o f the  o rd e rlin e ss  exh ib ited  by human 

beings whose ac tio n s , fo r v i t a l i s t s ,  were obviously incommensurable with 

mechanical p r in c ip le s . The animate sec tio n s  o f the world were viewed as 

paradigms fo r the o rd e rlin e ss  o f th e  whole o f Nature ~  including  those 

sec tio n s  th a t  appeared le s s  animated ( e .g . ,  rocks, p la n e ts ) .

The organ ization  o f the  n a tu ra l world in  a l l  i t s  p a r ts  was a 

function  o f the whole th a t  each p a r t  shared in .  The organ ization  o f any 

th ing  in  the world was to  be explained in  terms o f what i t  was a p a rt o f 

and what i t  was drawn in to  as i t  more coherently  organized i t s e l f  ra th e r  

than , as the  mechanists would have i t ,  by what i t  was made up o f . For 

the  v i t a l i s t s ,  th is  could be most c le a r ly  seen in  th e  human being where 

a l l  o f  the p erso n 's  p a r ts  were organized in  terms o f the  s p i r i t  th a t  

suffused  and p e rso n ified  the  whole. And as the  mind was drawn in to  a 

more coherent o rgan ization  o f i t s e l f  though a c tiv e , v i t a l i s t  p r in c ip le s , 

what i s  re fe rre d  to  as the body got dragged along. But th is  v i ta l  

p r in c ip le  o f o rgan ization  held as su re ly , even i f  le s s  c le a r ly , with 

regard to  the le s s  animated sec tio n s  o f the  n a tu ra l world. The 

d i f f i c u l t i e s  th a t  m echanists had in  accounting fo r th e  o rd e rlin ess  o f 

animate l i f e ,  in  g enera l, and human l i f e ,  in  p a r t ic u la r ,  fo re s ta l le d  the 

complete v ic to ry  o f  a Newtonian, re d u c tio n is t framework fo r sc ience . How 

could one se rio u s ly  consider the  Newtonian philosophy o f natu re  as a 

v iab le  framework in  which to  p ra c tic e  n a tu ra l sc ience when i t  could not 

account fo r the o rd e rlin e ss  o f  some elements o f  the n a tu ra l world — to  

w it, human beings?

However, the  19th Century achievements in  such domains as human 

physiology (e .g . Bernard, 1865), psychophysics ( e .g . ,  Fechner, 1860), and



evo lu tion  ( e .g . ,  Darwin, 1859) served as a v ind ica tion  fo r Newton's 

v is io n  o f a m a te r ia l i s t ic ,  m echanistic program fo r n a tu ra l sc ience .

These achievements showed the way in  which a mechanist program could 

account fo r animate (and, in  p a r t ic u la r ,  human) l i f e  in  the  n a tu ra l world 

— even though the mechanist program did not immediately supply a l l  o f 

the d e ta i ls  o f  th a t  accounting. I t  was g enerally  conceded (e sp ec ia lly  

among physical s c ie n t i s t s  who stu d ied  the more inanim ate elements o f the 

n a tu ra l world such as rocks and p lan e ts) th a t  Newton had won th e  war even 

though th e  b a t t le  i s  s t i l l  being fought. This v ic to ry , however, had two 

le ss -n o tic e d  e f fe c ts .  F i r s t ,  i t  confirmed the sense o f notions l ik e  

"o b je c t,"  "observer" and "n a tu ra l science" th a t  had accumulated through 

the  work o f the  p a s t 300 y ears . I t  reaffirm ed the u t i l i t y  o f using th a t  

framework when examining a l l  elements o f the n a tu ra l world — including  

human beings. Second, i t  lo ca liz ed  the  problem o f  v ita lism  w ithin 

c e r ta in  domains o f pyschology and physiology. H eretofore, the v i t a l i s t  

hypothesis was understood to  be an attem pt to  explain  the apparently  

inanim ate elements o f the world as much as the animate elements o f the 

world. But with the  19th Century v ic to r ie s  o f Newton th a t  s itu a te d  the  

human being in  a m echan istica lly  n a tu ra l world, v i t a l i s t  proposals were 

not se rio u s ly  considered as o ffe r in g  explanations fo r order in  the  

inanim ate world. Once mechanism had gained a foothold in  the human 

being, th e re  was no question  o f th e  co rrec tness  o f  Newton’s program fo r 

the  r e s t  o f the world.

When a n a tu ra l science o f psychology was se rio u s ly  undertaken, the 

problem atic aspects  o f the  no tions o f "o b je c t,"  "observer" and "n a tu ra l 

sc ience" and the troublesome "appearance" o f v ita lism  re-emerged. But, 

they were no longer taken as g lobal problems. Rather, these  were
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problems fo r the  ju n io r members o f the corps o f physica l s c ie n t is ts  

( e .g . ,  p h y s io lo g is ts , psychologists) as they attem pted to  follow through 

on the im plications o f Newton's program. However, the in t r a c ta b i l i ty  o f 

these  problems was not immediately evident a t  the o u tse t o f  these 

attem pts by ju n io r s c ie n t i s t s .  Quite the con trary . Their im agination 

was f ire d  by th e  very successes th a t  had "proved" the case fo r a 

m echanist, m a te r ia lis t  framework a t  la rg e . They grasped th e ir  p ro je c t as 

a m atter o f keeping track  o f events th a t  began in  one already-defined  

lo c a le  o f  the  m echanistica lly  n a tu ra l world ( e .g . ,  the environment) as 

those events law fu lly  had consequent e f fe c ts  in  o th er as-yet-undefineo  

lo ca le s  ( e .g . ,  the human body). Inescapably, the human being was caught 

up in  those events as Nature worked i t s  way. N ature 's  laws did  not cease 

to  be po ten t a t  the th resho lds o f the  human body. But how Nature worked 

i t s  way in  th is  region o f th e  n a tu ra l world was no t c le a r .  They were 

track ing  these  events in to  a border region th a t  adjoined here to fo re  

unexplored neighboring t e r r i t o r i e s .  And they used the  experim ental 

methods and mechanist p r in c ip le s  th a t  served o ther s c ie n t i s t s  w ell.

Through a s e r ie s  o f quotes, i t  i s  in s tru c tiv e  to  mark the  progress 

o f the i n i t i a l  s tages by which psychology moved toward i t s  s ta tu s  as a 

n a tu ra l sc ience . I t  can be seen th a t  a l l  o f  th is  work does no violence 

to  the s p i r i t  o f  Newton's mechanical philosophy. In 1850, Hermann von 

Helmholtz made a discovery th a t  would be o f tremendous import to  

psychology. Approximately 130 years a f te r  Newton wrote the Q ptlcks, 

Helmholtz discovered the v e lo c ity  o f transm ission fo r impulses th a t  make 

th e i r  way through the nerves o f the nervous system. One cannot 

underestim ate e i th e r  the p ra c tic a l  or symbolic consequences o f th is  

d iscovery. For v i t a l i s t s ,  i t  did not make sense to  speak about the
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"speed" o f nervous impulses (as i f  th is  was the s o r t  o f th ing  th a t  

tra v e lle d  over d is ta n c e s ) . To speak o f the ra te  o f "transm ission" or 

"propogation" in  the nervous system (as i f  something out th e re  happened 

in  the  world independent o f the  person and then a f te r  tra v e lin g  over the 

course o f the nervous system i t  had i t s  e f fe c t  on the  person) was to  

speak nonsense and to  misunderstand the  ch arac te r o f  "happenings" in  the 

world. F i r s t ly ,  a l l  th ings th a t  happen in  the world are  "p a rt"  m ateria l 

and "part"  s p i r i tu a l .  Any th ing  th a t  happens i s  the  concurrent 

expression o f  Doth le v e ls . And secondly, in  th a t  concurrence, i t  i s  the 

s p i r i tu a l  (or the mental) th a t  takes the  leading ro le  in  th e  o rgan ization  

o f th in g s . I f  one i s  to  speak a t  a l l  about the  in fluence th a t  one p a r t 

ex erc ises  over the  o ther p a r t  (as i f  these  two p a r ts  ever could 

'i n t e r a c t ' w ith each o th er — thus implying th a t  each p a r t  has i t s  own 

on to lo g ica l in te g r i ty  and thus ignoring the fa c t th a t  the two p a r ts  are 

expressions o f one happening th in g ) , one must recognize th a t  i t  i s  the 

"body" th a t  i s  m obilized in  the  in te r e s ts  o f the  "mind." The "body," so 

to  speak, g e ts  dragged along as the mind more coherently  organizes i t s e l f .

A discovery o f th is  s o r t  (and i t s  p o s s ib i l i ty )  i s  e n t ire ly

co n s is ten t with the framework o u tlin ed  by Newton. An exchange o f  l e t t e r s

between Helmholtz and h is  fa th e r  g ives h in ts  o f  how m echanists and

v i t a l i s t s  (more so , the former) would regard the ch a rac te r and

sig n ifican ce  o f th is  d iscovery . Helm holtz's fa th e r  was a fr ien d  and

colleague o f I.H . F ich te , one o f the b e t te r  known v i t a l i s t s  o f th a t  day,

and he was sym pathetic to  the  v i t a l i s t  p o s itio n . In March o f 1850,

Helmholtz wrote to  h is  fa th e r:

I have another s ix  weeks vacation and am using th i s  time to  
prosecute my d iscoveries in  regard to  the transm ission o f  nervous 
a c t iv i ty ,  extending i t  in  as many cases as p o ssib le  and g e ttin g  i t  
ready fo r p u b lica tio n . Since my f i r s t  note to  the Academies o f
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P aris  and B erlin  I have been studying the  p o in t in  man a lso  and 
here too have found i t  possib le  to  demonstrate th a t  the  time 
required  fo r a message from any p a r t  o f the  body to  reach the 
b ra in  ( e .g . ,  one t h i r t i e th  o f a second from the g rea t to e) i s  
longer in  proportion to  the d istance i t  has to  tra v e l while 
another in te rv a l i s  requ ired  before the  process th a t  e x c ite s  
con traction  can be transm itted  from the  b ra in  through the nerves 
to  a muscle.

(Konigsberger, 1965; p. 66)

The fa th e r  responded by w riting  to  h is  son:

As regards your work, the r e s u l ts  a t  f i r s t  appeared to  me 
su rp ris in g  since  I regard the idea and i t s  bodily  expression not 
as successive, but as sim ultaneous, a s in g le  liv in g  a c t ,  th a t  only 
becomes bodily and mental upon re f le c t io n ;  and I could as l i t t l e  
reco n c ile  myself to  your view, as I could admit th a t  a s ta r  th a t  
had disappeared in  Abraham's time should s t i l l  be v is ib le .

(Konigsberger, 1965; p. 67)

In an e f fo r t  to  c la r i fy  the  import o f h is  d iscovery , Helmholtz again

wrote to  h is  fa th e r  saying:

I am adding a note intended so fa r  as may be to  remove your doubts 
about the r a te  o f  propogation in  the nerve. You must remember 
th a t  the in te ra c tio n  o f mental and bodily proceses i s  in i t i a te d  in  
the b ra in , and th a t  consciousness, in te l le c tu a l  a c t iv i ty ,  has 
nothing to  do with th e  transm ission  o f the message from th e  sk in , 
from the r e t in a ,  or from the e a r , to  the  b ra in . In r e la t io n  to  
in te llig e n c e  th is  transm ission w ithin the  body i s  as ex te rn a l as 
the propogation of sound from the  place a t  which i t  tak es o r ig in , 
to  the e a r . Ju st as in  th is  case i t  i s  the e la s t i c i ty  o f th e  a i r  
th a t  conveys the concussion o f the resonant body to  the  nervous 
apparatus o f the e a r , so i t  i s  here th e  motions o f th e  minute 
m ateria l p a r t ic le s  o f  the nervous substance which a re  propogated 
from the end o f th e  nerve to  i t s  o r ig in  in  th e  b ra in  where they 
are  f i r s t  recognized as a message to  consciousness.

(Konigsberger, 1965; p. 67)

And as Helmholtz w isely adds elsewhere:

Happily, the  d istances our sense perceptions have to  tra v e rse  
before they reach the b ra in  are s h o r t, otherw ise our consciousness 
would always lag  behind the p resen t, and even behind our 
perception o f sound.

(Konigsberger, 1965; p . 71)

In the Elements o f Psychophysics (1860), Gustav Fechner sought to

take the measure o f sensations whose cause could c e r ta in ly  be loca ted  in
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the measured physical s tim u li th a t ,  under experiem ental co n tro l, the

experim enter exposed to  su b je c ts . These sen sa tio n s, th a t  were routed

through the nervous system to  the mind, were unproblematic ob jec ts  o f

study w ithin the Newtonian framework fo r n a tu ra l sc ien ce . As Fechner

sa id  a t  the  beginning of the Elements:

Insofar as an em pirical re la tio n sh ip  between body and mind i s  
acknowledged and i t s  em pirical p u rsu it i s  allow ed, th ere  i s  no 
ob jec tion  to  try in g  even the  most complicated kind o f 
rep re sen ta tio n . In what fo llow s, we s h a ll  base our inqu iry  only 
on the  em pirical r e la t io n s  between body and m ind ... th i s  b as is  i s  
indeed purely em pirical and every assumption i s  to  be re jec ted  
from the  s t a r t .

(Fechner, 1966; p . 5)

Only two tech n ica l problems stood in  the way o f an accomplished 

em pirica l science o f psychophysics. F i r s t ,  d isc ip lin e d  observational 

access to  the o b jec ts  o f study had to  be acquired s in ce , unlike most 

o b jec ts  o f  physical sc ience , th e  o b jec ts  o f psychophysical study were 

located  w ithin the confines o f the human body. Second, a system o f 

measure had to  be devised whereby one could m athem atically r e la te  the  

measured stim ulus with the psychic sensation  th a t  was i t s  upshot. One 

could then gain the mathematical formula th a t  re f le c te d  n a tu re 's  

necessary proportions in  the psychophysical domain. Fechner solved these 

problems and more through h is  use o f the  technique o f in tro sp ec tio n . 

In tro sp ec tio n  afforded access to  the psychic s ig h ts  and a u n it  o f  measure 

was a t  hand when the su b jec t was asked to  mark when one sensation  was 

ju s t  no ticeab ly  d iffe re n t from another sen sa tio n . This u n it  o f measure 

fo r the elementary psychical processes allowed the  c o n s titu tio n  of a 

mathematical formula. F u rther, the d isc ip lin ed  tra in in g  th a t  was 

requ ired  before a s u b je c t 's  in tro sp e c tiv e  re p o rts  were considered 

acceptable data ensured th a t the necessary chain o f  consequences would 

not be detoured by any undesirab le  in flu en ce , as the  su b jec t s igh ted  and
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recounted the psychic sen sa tio n . Fechner's debt to  in tro sp e c tiv e

techniques i s  apparent when he says:

We count as m ental, psychological o r belonging to  the so u l, a l l  
th a t  can be grasped by in tro sp e c tiv e  observation or th a t  can be 
ab s trac ted  from i t .

(p. 7)

Only data  grasped by or ab s trac ted  from in tro sp ec tiv e  observation 

could serve as the  em pirical b a s is  fo r  an experim ental science of 

psychophysics. Anything e lse  would be pure specu la tion  which was not the 

s o r t  o f  th ing  a s c ie n t i s t  engaged in .  There were o th ers  who attem pted to  

so lve the problems th a t  the psyche posed by tu rn ing  a tte n tio n  inward to  

gaze a t  what was happening in s id e  the  mind ( e .g . ,  Freud through the  

process o f psychoanalysis and H usserl through the  process o f 

phenomenological re au c tio n ). But th e i r  understanding o f  the  mind, i t s  

p a r ts ,  and the  operation  o f gazing inward through the process o f 

in tro sp ec tio n  was a t  odos with Fechner's  understanding o f what the mind 

was and what a d ire c t  an a ly s is  o f  the  mind would y ie ld . Thus, they are  

not a m atter fo r our concern.

Fechner's  confidence in  th e  v ia b i l i ty  o f an experim ental science o f 

psychology and in  the fa c t  th a t  a mathematical re la tio n sh ip  captured the 

psychophysical process (he was w illin g  to  e n te r ta in  "even th e  most 

com plicated kind of rep re sen ta tio n ") was th e o re tic a lly  grounded in  h is  

ap p rec ia tio n  o f the F i r s t  Law o f  Thermodynamics. The recen t promulgation 

o f the  law of conservation o f energy (in  which Helmholtz had taken a 

p a r t)  had galvanized the o ther physica l sc iences. Given Fechner's 

ph ilo so p h ica lly  m onistic in c lin a tio n s  and d esp ite  the d u a l is t ic  language 

in  which Fechner se lf-ad m itted ly  phrased the Elements, the psychophysical 

event emerged in  the  l ig h t  o f  the  tra n sp o s itio n  o f energy from one p a r t 

o f  nature ( i . e . ,  the  physical stim ulus) to  another p a r t ( i . e . ,  the



11

psychic sen sa tio n ) . A m onistic perspective  sees the physica l and 

psychical as d is t in c t iv e  expressions o f the s in g u la r "underlying 

o rd e rlin e ss  th a t  natu re  r e ta in s  throughout. But as Fechner ex p la in s, h is  

was a purely em pirical study , "where every assumption i s  to  be re je c te d  

from the  s t a r t , "  and he viewed h is  r e s u l ts  as being in d if fe re n t to  the 

adoption o f a m onistic framework or a d u a l is t ic  framework, which would 

dec la re  the  physical and psychical spheres as autonomous from each 

o th e r . Since no p a r t o f  th a t  energy in  the e n t ire  psychophysical ac t 

could be l o s t ,  the  law o f  conservation o f  energy in  p r in c ip le  guaranteed 

th a t  the  energy represen ted  by th e  physical stim ulus ex ac tly  amounted to  

the energy represen ted  by the  psychic sen sa tio n . As Fechner says in  the 

Elements;

I f  one wants to  use these  terms in  the  sense in  which they a re  
employed in  exact physics, mechanics, physiology and even in  
everyday l i f e ,  only k in e tic  energy and not momentum can serve as a 
measure o f physica l a c t iv i ty .  The k in e tic  energy o f which we 
speak should by no means be mistaken fo r the  v i t a l  energy o f  the 
ph ilosophers, fo r i t  im plies an exact concept o f m easurem ent...
The k in e tic  energy o f a p a r t ic le  i s  ca lcu la ted  by m ultip ly ing  i t s  
mass m by the square o f i t s  v e lo c ity , so th a t  the  expression fo r 
the energy o f a sp e c if ic  p a r t ic le  becomes mv^. (p. 20)
K inetic  energy can be developed in  a  system through mutual 
in te ra c tio n  o f i t s  p a r ts ,  as in  the system o f p la n e ts  o r in  every 
o rgan ism ... The whole o f na tu re  i s  a s in g le  continuous system of 
component p a r ts  ac tin g  on one ano ther, w ith in  which various 
p a r t ia l  systems c rea te ,’ use and tran sm it to  each o th e r k in e tic  
energy o f  d if fe re n t forms, while obeying general la w s .. .  Since in  
exact n a tu ra l science a l l  physical happenings, a c t i v i t i e s  and 
processes, whatever they may be c a lle d  (not excluding the 
chem ical, the  imponderable and the organic) may be reduced to  
movements, be they o f la rg e  masses o r o f  the sm alles t p a r t ic le s ,  
we can a lso  find  fo r a l l  o f them a y a rd stick  o f th e i r  a c t iv i ty  o r 
s tren g th  In  th e i r  k in e tic  energy, which can always be measured, i f  
not always d ir e c t ly ,  then a t  le a s t  by i t s  e f fe c ts  and in  any case 
in  p r in c ip le . . .  We know, even w ithout awareness o f the sp ec ia l 
na tu re  o f  psychophysical p rocesses, what we have to  understand by 
th e i r  magnitude, i f  we a re  to  c le a r ly  r e la te  psychophysics with 
physics, physiology and everyday l i f e ,  and we can base generally  
v a lid  conclusions on the u n iv e rsa l cond itions and laws o f k in e tic  
energy.

(pp. 22-23)
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In p r in c ip le , the re g u la rity  o f psychophysical processes p a r tic ip a te d  in  

the  necessary charac ter o f law th a t  marked and was shared by mathematics 

and physical sc ience. This t r a in  o f reasoning reconfirmed the s o r t  o f 

psychology th a t  Isaac Newton had fo re to ld  when he sa id  in  the O ptlcks, as 

was quoted e a r l i e r ,  th a t  "the motions cannot s t r a y . . .b u t  must run 

along . . .e n t i r e  to  the sensorium" (my emphasis).

In the afterm ath of Fechner's achievements, th e re  was a g re a t,

ongoing sense o f a n tic ip a tio n  and optimism about how fa r  th i s  s o r t  o f

work could go (w ithin a Newtonian framework and under the auspices o f i t s

ch a rac te r iz a tio n  as an experim ental n a tu ra l science) in  ch artin g  h ith e rto

unapproachable regions o f the n a tu ra l world. L isten to  Helmholtz in

1867, where he i s  le c tu rin g  about the  work in  h is  recen tly  completed

Physio log ical O ptics;

The physiology of the senses i s  a borderland in  which th e  two 
g re a t d iv isio n s  o f human knowledge, n a tu ra l and mental science 
encroach on one a n o th e r 's  domain; in  which problems a r is e  which 
are im portant fo r both and which only the  combined labo r o f both 
can s o lv e . . .  I t  i s  by th is  path th a t  th e  a r t  o f  experim ent, which 
has become so im portant in  n a tu ra l sc ience , found entrance in to  
the  h ith e r to  in accessib le  f ie ld  o f mental processes.

(Warren and Warren, 1968; p. 61)

With the l a t t e r  sentence, Helmholtz i s  acknowledging h is  assumption th a t  

a t  le a s t  in  p a r t the o b jec ts  o f  the psychic world are  o f the same kind as 

the ob jec ts  o f the physical world th a t  Newton had put in  o rd er. At le a s t  

some of the  events o f the psychological world a re  amenable to  

d i s t i l l a t i o n  in  the laborato ry  o f n a tu ra l science. Wilhelm Wundt, in  h is  

work, a lso  sensed th a t  he was tread ing  on a "border la n d ."  In the 

in tro d u c tio n  to  h is  P rin c ip le s  o f  Physio logical Psychology (1873), Wunat 

s ta te s :

The p resen t work shows by i t s  very t i t l e  th a t  i t  seeks to  
e s ta b lis h  an a ll ia n c e  between two sc iences th a t . . .d e a l
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with...hum an l i f e .  Thus, th e re  e x is ts  a border region th a t ,  so 
long as physiology and psychology remain sep ara te  from each o th e r, 
may u se fu lly  be assigned to  a sp e c ia l science standing  between 
them. However, such a border region o f fe rs  i t s  own prospects to  
both s id e s . . .  and a l l  i t s  in v es tig a tio n s  w ill  f in a lly  reach th e i r  
climax in  the  question , how, indeed, in  the  l a s t  an a ly s is  in te rn a l 
and ex te rn a l ex istence are  connected with each o th e r.

(R ieber, 1980; p. 157)

And Wundt a lso  understands the usefu lness o f  a Newtonian n a tu ra l science

and i t s  experim ental methods.

The in v e s tig a tio n s  o f  physio log ical psychology belong e s se n tia l ly  
to  the realm of a n a tu ra l science of mind. I t  i s  wholly d irec ted  
towards demonstrating the  elementary mental phenomena... That i s  
why i t  i s  able to  u t i l i z e  th e  most e f fe c tiv e  technique of 
explanatory n a tu ra l sc ience , th e  experim ental method. For the 
essence o f experim entation c o n s is ts  in  varying the  conditions o f 
events in  a manner th a t  i s  both a rb i tra ry  and — i f  we wish to  
e s ta b lis h  law ful r e la t io n s  between causes and e f f e c ts  — 
q u an tifiab ly  determ inable.

(Wundt's i t a l i c s )  (R ieber, p. 160-1) 

C erta in ly , these  s c ie n t i s t s  were s t i l l  groping to  understand how "in the 

l a s t  an a ly s is  in te rn a l and ex te rn a l ex istence are  connected with each 

o ther"  and how fa r  i t  was th a t  they could track  an event in to  the  mind o f 

a su b jec t when, in  the lab o ra to ry , th a t  su b jec t was exposed to  a 

w ell-defined , ex te rn a l s tim u lus. But in  the  la te  19th Century, the 

so lu tio n s  to  these problems seemed to  be w ith in  reach and the way to  go 

about so lv ing  them seemed c le a r .  Thus, psychology s e t  out to  e s ta b lish  

i t s e l f  as a science in  the image o f  the o th e r, seemingly su ccessfu l 

n a tu ra l sc ien ces. I t  too would le a rn  how to  deal with the notions o f 

'o b je c t , ' 'o b s e rv e r , ' and 'v i ta l is m ' w ith in  th e  framework o f  a Newtonian 

n a tu ra l sc ience.

Up to  th is  p o in t, most o f  the  research  conducted under th e  auspices 

o f experim ental psychology concerned i t s e l f  with uncovering the  n a tu ra l, 

necessary proportions o f the  elementary psychical p rocesses. I t  was then
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adequate to  account fo r the apparent re g u la r ity  o f  the  h igher 

psychological processes ( e .g . ,  memory) th a t  now f a l l  under the heading o f 

cogn ition . Were the higher psychological processes u n iv e rsa lly  

constrained  by n a tu ra l law in  the  same way th a t  the  lower psychological 

processes were constrained? C erta in ly , the th e o re tic a l  grounds and 

ph ilosophical in sp ira tio n  th a t  had guided Fechner's work on the lower 

processes did not ru le  out s im ila r  p o s s ib i l i t ie s  fo r th e  h igher 

processes. In f a c t ,  they in v ite d  a s im ila r  a n a ly s is ; and Fechner did 

believe  th a t  the higher processes were le g itim a te  o b jec ts  fo r a n a tu ra l 

science of psychology and were amenable to  experim ental an a ly s is  in  the 

lab o ra to ry .

Hermann Ebbinghaus shared Fechner's perspective  and in  h is  Memory:

A C ontribution to  Experimental Psychology (1885) Ebbinghaus accomplished

what many take to  be the f i r s t  experim ental an a ly s is  o f a h igher

psychological process. For Ebbinghaus, the  so le  o b stac les  th a t  stood in

the  way o f achieving a n a tu ra l science o f the higher processes were

methodological in  ch a rac te r . And they were s im ila r  to  the problems

Fechner faced in  psychophysics. As Ebbinghaus says in  h is  Memory:

A numerical determ ination o f the in terdependent changes o f  cause 
and e f fe c t  appears indeed po ssib le  i f  we can only r e a l iz e  the 
necessary uniform ity o f the s ig n if ic a n t conditions in  the 
re p e ti t io n  of our experim ents, (p. 11)
Two fundamental d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r is e  in  the  way of th e  ap p lica tio n  
o f the so -ca lled  N atural Science Method to  the examination o f 
psychical processes:

(1) The constant flux  and caprice o f mental events do no t 
admit o f the establishm ent o f s ta b le  experim ental co n d itio n s.

(2) Psychical processes o f fe r  no means fo r  measurement or 
enumeration.

(Ebbinghaus, 1964; p . 19)

Through the use o f nonsense sy lla b le s  and in tro sp ec tio n  in  the lab o ra­

to ry , Ebbinghaus was able to  overcome these  te c h n ic a l, methodological
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o b stac le s ; and h is  experim ental an a ly s is  o f  memory revealed  th a t  the 

shape of i t s  operation , too , took on mathematical p roportions.

His confidence in  the t r a c ta b i l i ty  o f the higher processes drew i t s

w arrant from the same sources th a t  Fechner had drawn h is  w arrant. In a

primer intended fo r u n iv e rs ity  s tu d en ts , Psychology: An Elementary

Text-Book (1908), Ebbinghaus w rite s  in  a chapter e n t i t le d  "Explanation of

the fu n c tio n a l r e la t io n  between b ra in  and mind":

There are  two o ther d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f very considerable importance.
One o f them i s  compliance with the  p r in c ip le  o f conservation of 
energy. I f  mind i s  an e n ti ty  independent o f the b ra in , i f  the 
b ra in  i s  a to o l which mind can use a r b i t r a r i ly ,  w ithout having to  
obey the laws o f the m ateria l world, th e re  would be a se rio u s  
break in  the  co n tin u ity  o f n a tu ra l law, and the p r in c ip le  o f 
conservation o f energy would s u ffe r  an exception, u n t i l  recen tly  
i t  was, not probable, but a t  le a s t  p o ssib le , th a t  th i s  p r in c ip le  
o f the  conservation o f energy was not s t r i c t l y  co rre c t when 
applied  to  conscious beings, e sp ec ia lly  to  man. But In  recen t 
years d ire c t  experiment has proved th a t  i t  ap p lie s  to  the  dog, and 
even to  m an... The r e s u l t  i s  the same. Taking the to t a l  r e s u l t ,  
th e re  i s  abso lu te  eq u a lity  between the  energy supplied  and the 
energy given ou t; in  the human organism, mind has thus been proved 
to  be su b jec t to  the  laws o f th e  n a tu ra l world. The second 
d i f f ic u l ty  spoken of c o n s is ts  in  the  fa c t  th a t ,  accepting  the view 
which regards the b ra in  as the  mind's to o l, we cannot w ell avoid 
regarding the mind as a kind o f ghost or demon.. Now i t  does not 
seem probable th a t  our b ra in  i s  the residence o f  a separab le  
demon, no m atter whether we a t t r ib u te  to  him the power o f changing 
a t  w ill  the  to t a l  amount o f energy contained in  our body, o r 
conceive h is  a c t iv i ty ,  as some psycholog ists do, as a new form o f 
energy added to  the  mechanical, therm al, e le c t r i c a l ,  chem ical, and 
so on, — req u irin g  only an ad d itio n a l transform ation o f  energy 
and no t breaking down the  p r in c ip le  o f i t s  conservation .

(Ebbinghaus, 1908; pp. 45-47)

On th e  b as is  o f th is  s o r t  o f "reasoning from mechanical p r in c ip le s"  th a t  

Newton had recommended, Ebbinghaus had an inescapable, in v io lab le  w arrant 

fo r presuming th a t  the h igher psychological processes were amenable to  

s c ie n t i f i c  study and were capable o f being rendered in  mathematical 

prose. The mind and i t s  operations (including  cognition) were extensions 

o f and p a r tic ip a n ts  in  the  n a tu ra l o rder. Once the  tech n ica l obstac les
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had been elim inated  in  the lab o ra to ry , the mathematical p roportions o f

the higher process th a t  was under experim ental study would inexorably

emerge from i s  co n tro lled  em pirical exam ination, guaranteed by the b ru te

law fulness o f m ateria l n a tu re . As Ebbinghaus (1908) says:

I f  we cannot regard the  b ra in  and mind as two independent 
e n t i t i e s ,  scarce ly  any o th er conception o f them i s  p o ssib le  except 
as a s in g le  e n t i ty  o f  which we may ob ta in  knowledge in  two ways, 
an o b jec tiv e  and a su b jec tiv e  w ay ... There i s  no ob jec tion  to  
speaking o f a causal r e la t io n  between m ateria l processes o f th is  
kina and mental s ta te s .  Whatever explanation  o f th e  functional 
r e la t io n  between b ra in  and mind a person may accep t, he need not
constan tly  be on h is  guard l e s t  he be in c o n s is te n t. We speak o f
the r is in g  and s e tt in g  sun w ithout meaning th a t  the ea r th  i s  the
cen te r o f  the universe and th a t  th e  sun moves around i t .  So we
may continue to  speak q u ite  generally  o f the m ateria l world 
in fluencing  our mind, and o f the mind as bringing  out changes in  
the m ateria l world.

(pp. 47-49)

And ju s t  in  case stu d en ts  reading th is  te x t  h a d n 't already understood the 

message, Ebbinghaus included the  following two elegan tly -phrased  

questions a t  the end o f th is  chapter fo r s tuden ts  to  answer:

41. Is  mind su b jec t to  the  law o f conservation o f energy?
42. Is  mind a demon in te r fe r in g  with the  laws o f nature?

(p . 49)

Ebbinghaus shared with Fechner an understanding o f the  n a tu ra l w orld 's  

in v io lab le  ch a rac te r; and, given th i s  understanoing, i t  was simply 

inadm issib le to  e n te r ta in  the  notion th a t  some o f th e  reg u la r th ings 

which take p lace in  th i s  world ( e .g . ,  h igher mental processes) operated 

with in d iffe ren ce  to  the  mathematical p r in c ip le s  o f  n a tu ra l philosphy.

On th e  co n tra ry , those p r in c ip le s  guaranteed th a t  a n a tu ra l science o f 

th i s  domain was access ib le  — i f  tech n ica l obstac les  could be overcome. 

The operation  o f  in tro sp ec tio n  afforded access to  s in g le  em pirica l 

in stances o f mental a c ts ;  and on the  b as is  o f accumulated d a ta , one could 

document the  mathematical p roportions o f any mental process th a t  was
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n ecessa rily  given shape by n a tu re 's  law. This n a tu ra l sc ience o f 

psychology (inc lua ing  the  h igher psychological processes) was equally  

re lev an t fo r and equally  binding on a l l  humans reg a rd le ss  o f  th e ir  

s i tu a t io n .  And when th ese  laws were found o u t, then th a t  a c t  o f 

knowledge and the laws th a t  gave i t s  motions form would remain unaffected  

by the a c t o f  knowledge, as psycholog ists  unravelled  th e  fa b ric  o f human 

l i f e .  Ju s t l ik e  the  elementary mental functions, the  h igher mental 

functions were a lso  u n iv e rsa lly  co n stra in ed , reg a rd le ss  o f the h is to r ic a l  

con tingencies in  which any one h igher mental a c t  was s i tu a te d .  These 

a s se r tio n s  amounted to  a d ec la ra tio n  th a t ,  underlying a l l  in stan ces  o f 

any one o f the  higher mental fu n c tio n s , th e re  was a tim e le ss , n a tu ra l 

s tru c tu re  th a t  gave shape to  the  mental operation  and th a t  was 

in d if f e re n t  to  the con tex t in  which th a t  operation  occurred . C learly , 

when those functions were performed and/or observed, only a semblance o f 

order ( ra th e r  than clockwork) was apparen t. But fo r  those who asp ired  to  

a n a tu ra l science o f the  higher psychological fu n c tio n s , th i s  semblance 

of o rder was no d if fe re n t from the semblance o f o rder th a t  was av a ilab le  

in  the r e s t  o f the  physical world apparent in  everyday l i f e .  The 

semblance o f order in  the  r e s t  o f  the  n a tu ra l world had been found to  be 

grounded in  mathematical p r in c ip le s . And so , th e  apparent semblance o f 

o rder in  mental l i f e  h in ted  a t  the a u s te re , m athem atically concise 

s tru c tu re  through which the mental world operated  l ik e  clockwork.

However, th e re  were then those who viewed the p rospect o f a science 

o f psychology otherw ise. There were those who f e l t  th a t  only the  lower 

psychological functions (e.g.<, psychophysics) could be encompassed w ithin 

the  sphere o f physical science and th a t  the  h igher psychological 

functions belonged to  a d if f e re n t  domain th a t  had a coherence o f another
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kind. One v a r ia n t o f th is  opposition  (to  p lacing  the t o t a l i t y  o f human 

mental a c t iv i ty  w ith in  the  sphere o f physical science) a sse rted  th a t  the 

so c ia l and c u ltu ra l  p ra c tic e s  o f  human beings had an o rd e rlin e ss  o f th e i r  

own th a t  was a lie n  to  the o rd e rlin e ss  th a t  marked the  physica l sc iences; 

and th a t  th e  h igher mental a c t iv i t i e s  were so thoroughly encumbered with 

c u l tu ra l  a c t iv i ty  ( i f  not completely divorced from psychophysical 

a c t iv i ty )  th a t  they could not be counted on to  be the o b jec ts  o f a 

physical sc ien ce . Perhaps, a science o f h igher mental a c t iv i ty  could be 

included among the  c u l tu ra l  sc ien ces. Perhaps, i t  had a sp e c ia l p lace o f 

i t s  own. I t  was a lso  unclear whether the c u ltu ra l  sc iences had a purely 

d e sc rip tiv e  function  or whether c u l tu ra l  p rac tic e s  had an omnipresent 

lo g ic  p e cu lia r  to  Culture th a t  could serve as the  u n ified  b as is  fo r the  

c u l tu ra l  sc ie n ces . Of course, a p o s itio n  l ik e  t h i s ,  th a t  granted 

independent s ta tu s  to  both the  physical and th e  so c ia l sc ien ces, would 

encounter the  th e o re tic a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f in te rac tio n ism  which monism did 

not have to  contend with in  p r in c ip le . A p o s itio n  th a t  a t  le a s t  ta c i t ly  

endorsed dualism (by a s se r tin g  th a t  Nature and Culture each had w arrants 

th a t  were n a tiv e  to  th e i r  se lv es  and foreign  to  the  o th e r) would have to  

come to  g rip s  with the  issu e  o f  how e i th e r  s e t  o f  laws (but e sp ec ia lly  

the  laws o f Nature) was l e f t  unv io lated  when the  two domains came in to  

con tac t w ith each o ther ( e .g . ,  w ithin the  human b ein g ). On the o ther 

hand, th i s  p o s itio n  would not have to  contend with a problem th a t  

p e rs is te n tly  remained in  the background fo r s ta lw a rts  o f  monism. That 

i s ,  where did the  d a ta , which in  everyday l i f e  reg u la rly  obscured the  

s tru c tu re  o f h igher mental a c t iv i ty  and which they in  the  lab o ra to ry  had 

c a s t a d r i f t ,  come from? I f  a l l  a c t iv i ty  reduced to  a s in g le , underlying 

r e a l i ty  governed by mathematical p r in c ip le s , then how was one to  account
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fo r the "o ther" data? D u alists  could answer th a t  th is  da ta  was p a r t o f 

the  c u l tu ra l  domain; and, p ro v is io n a lly , a l l  s c ie n t i s t s  could In v es tig a te  

a c t iv i ty  w ithin  th e i r  own domain w hile aw aiting a grand u n ified  theory . 

Given an understanding th a t  the  lower psychological functions were 

indub itab ly  a p a r t  o f  the physical domain, th i s  q u a s i-d u a lis t  p o sitio n  

afforded  the p o s s ib i l i ty  o f unveiling  a psychophysics in  the  physical 

science tra d it io n  while reserv ing  c u ltu ra l  p ra c tic e s  and, perhaps, higher 

mental a c t iv i ty  fo r th e  c u l tu ra l  sc ien ces.

Wilhelm Wundt f a l l s  n ea tly  in to  th is  ambiguous p o s itio n . The la te  

p a r t  o f  h is  l i f e  was alm ost e n t ire ly  devoted to  the com pilation o f h is  

multi-volumed work on volk psychology. In th is  work, he attem pted a 

d e ta ile d  and system atic account o f  th e  forms th a t  were in i t i a te d  in to  

ex istence by the  a c t iv i t i e s  o f  d if f e re n t  groups o f people ( e .g . ,  customs 

and c u ltu ra l  p ra c t ic e s ) .  Yet, he d id  not find  th is  work n ecessa rily  

in c o n s is te n t w ith the work th a t  he continued to  produce on the lower 

psychological functions a t  h is  experim ental psychology labo ra to ry  in  

Leipzig . E stab lished  in  1879, th i s  labo ra to ry  i s  generally  taken to  be 

the  f i r s t  o f  i t s  k ind . In agreeing with Fechner th a t  an 

em pirically-founded s c ie n t i f i c  psychology of the  lower mental functions 

was p o ss ib le , Wundt abided by th e  same m ethodological procedures and 

precautions th a t  Fechner had taken . S c ie n tif ic  psychology was w ithin 

reach but i t  only could be em pirica lly  founded on the  b asis  o f 

observation . The only a v a ila b le  method fo r observation was through 

in tro sp e c tio n . Anything e lse  was specu la tion  and, hence, not p a r t o f  an 

em pirica l sc ien ce . Unlike Fechner, Wundt f e l t  th a t  the h igher mental 

a c t iv i t i e s  belonged to  another realm ; and, hence, i t  was le s s  than 

use less  ( i f  indeed i t  was p o ssib le ) to  su b jec t the  higher mental
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a c t iv i t i e s  to  in tro sp ec tio n  in  the same s p i r i t  th a t  lower mental 

a c t iv i t i e s  were sub jec ted  to  in tro sp e c tio n .

I t  i s  in s tru c t iv e  to  hear how Oswald Kulpe endorses these  sentim ents

regarding in tro sp ec tio n  and a s c ie n t i f i c  psychology. When Kulpe wrote

h is  O utlines o f  Psychology: Based Upon the  Results o f  Experimental

In v e s tig a tio n t in  1893, he was a good studen t o f  Wundt's working along

with him a t  h is  labo rato ry  in  Leipzig. The book (Kulpe, 1895) was

tra n s la te d  in to  English by another good studen t o f  Wundt's, Edward

Bradford T itchener, and was dedicated  to  Wilhelm Wundt. There i s

th e re fo re  some measure o f confidence in  assuming th a t  each o f the  th ree

believed  they agreed with the o th ers  in  understanding Kulpe when he sa id ,

I f  psychology i s  to  be s c ie n t i f i c ,  i t s  statem ents must possess 
u n iv ersa l v a l i d i t y . . .  But a dependency upon experiencing 
in d iv id u a ls  may seem to  im p eril the  u n iv e rsa l v a l id i ty  o f 
psychology and to  in crease  the  d i f f ic u l ty  o f the discovery o f 
f a c ts .  However... anatomy and physiology are  not hampered in  th e  
so lu tio n  o f th e i r  problems by the numberless in d iv id u a l 
d iffe ren ces  in  muscular s tru c tu re ,  in  nervous e x c i ta b i l i ty ,  in  the  
c irc u la tio n  o f  blood. And in  the same way, the fa c t  o f  personal 
d iffe ren ces  in  regard to  the  s u b je c tif ie d  fa c ts  o f  experience does 
not p resen t any insuperab le  d i f f ic u l ty  to  psychology. . .  I t  i s  not 
given to  every one e i th e r  to  use or to  in te rp re t  [experience] 
c o r re c tly ;  and i t  follows th a t  the  r ig h t  psychological d isp o s itio n  
and sp ec ia l p ra c tic e  are  ind ispensab le  both fo r observer and 
observed.

(Kulpe, 1895; pp. 3-5)

Through d isc ip lin e d  in tro sp ec tio n  o f  the " su b je c tif ie d  fa c ts  o f

experience,"  one gains observational access to  da ta  th a t  provide the

em pirica l foundation o f a s c ie n t i f i c  psychology. This reasoning applied

only to  the lower psychological fu n c tio n s . The higher functions belong

to  the  c u l tu ra l  sphere; and besides th a t ,  as Kulpe (1895) says a t  the end

o f the  follow ing quo ta tion , th ese  fea tu re s  o f mental l i f e  a re  only

fragm entarily  access ib le  to  in tro sp e c tio n :

We need only add th a t  what a re  c a lle d  th e  mental d isp o s itio n s  
( lo g ic a l o r mechanical memory, inductive  or deductive i n t e l l e c t ,
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recep tiv e  or con stru c tiv e  im agination, ta le n t ,  e t c . )  may a lso  be 
looked upon as u ltim ate  general conditions o f c e n tra lly  excited  
sen sa tio n s  (K ulpe's emphasis). They, too , a re  fo rces , which 
appear in  the course o f in d iv id u a l development, but which a re  only 
fragm entarily  access ib le  to  in tro sp e c tio n .

(my emphasis, p. 215)

Only the completely in tro sp e c tab le  mental contents o f sen sa tio n , 

image and fee lin g  which had the w ell-defined , d e sc rip tiv e  a t t r ib u te s  o f 

q u a lity , in te n s i ty ,  ex ten s ity  and duration  qualify  as o b jec ts  fo r the 

in tro sp e c tiv e  p rocess. These, in  tu rn , w ill  serve as th e  b asis  fo r an 

em pirically-founded science o f  psychology. A ll o th er contents o f  the 

m entality  are not fu lly  open to  d ire c t  in spec tion  and thus we are  not 

o ffered  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r data th a t  would serve as the unspecu lative , 

em pirical b as is  fo r a s c ie n t i f i c  psychology o f these  o th er mental 

co n ten ts. Furthermore, fo r Wundt, these  o ther mental contents do not 

q u a lify  as the  o b jec ts  fo r a physica l science because they are  so 

thoroughly encumbered with c u l tu ra l  l i f e .  They, th e re fo re , belong to  a 

volk o r conventional o rd e rlin e ss  (where th ings are  in i t i a te d  in to  

ex istence  through human a c t iv i ty )  w ith a lo g ic  o f th e i r  own th a t  i s  not 

n ecessa rily  commensurable with o rd e rlin e ss  in  the physical sphere.

However, Kulpe began to  l e t  the c a t ou t o f  the  bag when, in  1893, he 

grudgingly conceded th a t  o ther mental con ten ts were indeed "fragm entarily  

accessib le  to  in tro sp e c tio n ." . In 1896, when he es ta b lish ed  h is  own 

experim ental psychology labo ra to ry  a t  Wurzburg, he undertook the  study of 

these o th e r mental con ten ts and he provided the environment In  which 

o ther experim ental psychologists could open th is  l in e  o f em pirical 

in q u iry . I t  was th is  s e t t in g  th a t  provided fo r the emergence o f what 

came to  be known as the  Wurzburg School. These psycholog ists turned 

th e ir  s c ie n t i f i c  a tte n tio n  to  those con ten ts o f the  mind th a t  were not
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su b jec t to  completely d ire c t  in tro sp ec tio n  but fo r which they would find  

em pirica l evidence ( i . e . ,  imageless thought c o n ten ts ) . Wundt, however, 

must have regarded the ac tio n s  o f  Kulpe and h is  follow ers as a m atter o f 

opening up a v e r ita b le  Pandora's Box.

At the Wurzburg School, Kulpe and h is  follow ers undertook the study 

o f  those very "mental d isp o s itio n s"  th a t  Kulpe had underlined in  the 

O u tlin es . These fea tu res  o f mental a c t iv i ty  ( th a t ,  a t  o ther po in ts  in  

th e  O utlines. Kulpe r e fe r s  to  as le v e ls  o f  "preparedness" or 

"p red isp o sitio n ") became the focus o f  experim ental study in  the Wurzburg 

lab o ra to ry . N arziss Ach, a s tu d en t o f K ulpe 's, devised the method o f 

"system atic experim ental in tro sp ec tio n "  in  1905 so as to  examine the 

"im ageless thought con ten ts" o f the  mind th a t  had h ere to fo re  remained 

unexamined, e i th e r  as a m atter o f p r in c ip le  o r because i t  seemed 

im possible in  p ra c tic e . This work led  to  the documentation o f such 

no tions as "pre-determ ining tendency," " a tti tu d e "  and "mental s e t . "  This

research  served as the  b as is  fo r what Kulpe hoped would be a n a tu ra l 

sc ience o f the  higher psychological p rocesses. Kulpe h im self re fe rre d  to

i t  as "the psychology of though t."  This n a tu ra l science would have 

u n iv e rsa l relevance and binding force fo r a l l  humans reg ard less  o f th e i r  

s i tu a t io n .  And these n a tu ra l laws had independent ex is ten ce , 

co n stra in in g  the operation  o f human thought, reg a rd less  o f whether or how 

the in d iv id u a l human paid a tte n tio n  to  i t .

Kulpe speaks to  these is s u e s , in  1912, in  the  f i r s t  volume of a 

planned four-volume work, Die R eallsierunq , th a t  was intended as  a 

system atic  p resen ta tio n  o f h is  views. Kulpe died in  1914, before 

beginning work on the fourth  volume. To my knowledge, th i s  work has not 

been tra n s la te d  in to  English. The quotation  comes from an h is to r ic a l
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a r t i c l e  on Kulpe and the Wurzburg School (Ogden, 1951). I t  i s  

in te re s t in g  to  see how much K ulpe's views have changed since  the time 

when he worked in  Wundt's lab o ra to ry . Note, fo r  example, how he now 

regards memory in  comparison with how he spoke o f i t  in  1893, in  the 

immediately preceding q u o ta tio n . The two views a re  not n ecessa rily  

in c o n s is te n t.

According to  astronom ers, the  heavenly bodies complete th e i r  
courses even when they a re  unknown. The m aturation o f an egg, 
a f te r  f e r t i l i z a t i o n ,  a lso  proceeds in  in te rv a ls  o f time during 
which no consciousness i s  d ire c ted  upon i t .  Memory works on, even 
when l e f t  e n tire ly  to  i t s e l f .  In a l l  th e se , and in  s im ila r  
in s tan ce s , we have independent reg u la tio n s  w ith in  the  o b jec t o f 
knowledge — a co n tin u ity  o f  development and being, and thereby an 
independence o f being known. We a re  th e re fo re  obliged to  accord 
an ex istence  to  these  o b je c ts , even when they are  not apprehended 
by any ep istem ological su b je c t, o r consciousness. I t  i s  the 
conviction  o f a l l  r e a l  sc iences th a t  the  ex istence  o f  th e i r  
su b jec t-m atte r  n e ith e r  stands nor f a l l s  w ith the knowledge we have 
o f i t .  The independence o f fa c ts  from our awareness o f them finds 
in  experience le g itim a te  ground fo r  assuming transcenden ta l 
o b je c ts . This independence has nothing to  d o . . .  [and] does not 
co incide  w ith the  supplem entation o f conscious fragm ents; because 
th e  co n tin u ity  th a t  i s  req u ired  by the  fa c ts  under consideration  
i s  not a co n tin u ity  o f consciousness, but a c o n tin u ity  o f the 
o b jec ts  them selves.

(Ogden, 1951; pp. 14-15)

Kulpe seems to  be saying th a t  the  forms o f thought th a t  co n s tra in  higher 

psych ical a c t iv i ty  do no t depend fo r  th e i r  ex istence o r coherence on the 

p sych ical a c t iv i ty  th a t  in d iv id u a ls  i n i t i a t e .  I t  i s  unclear from where 

Kulpe drew th e  w arrant fo r making th ese  a s se r t io n s . His confidence in  

the ex isten ce  o f n a tu ra l forms th a t  co n stra in  the  h igher psychological 

processes p redates any em pirica l evidence th a t  these  forms e x is t .  He 

does no t seem to  take the rou te  th a t  Fechner and Ebbinghaus took. And 

h is  continuing sympathy with a Wundtian p o s itio n  would leave him with 

problems. He seems to  have r e l ie d  on ph ilo soph ical grounds as a w arrant 

fo r the ex istence o f  o b jec ts  th a t  could be s tu d ied  by, as he re fe rre d  to  

them, the " re a l sc ie n c e s ."
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I t  i s  iro n ic  th a t  the work of the  Wurzburg School con tribu ted  to  the

dec lin e  o f the in tro sp e c tiv e  method; and i t  thereby con tribu ted  to  the

dec lin e  o f  consciousness as a leg itim a te  o r in te re s tin g  o b jec t fo r

em pirica l study . By the  second q u arte r  o f the 20th Century, the study of

cogn itive  processes f e l l  in to  d is rep u te . The operational and/or

behavioral approach seemed to  be the  way to  go fo r anyone who asp ired  to

a n a tu ra l science o f psychology. Besides, the l a t t e r  approaches were so

productive; and the frameworks th a t  had provided a coherent b as is  fo r the

science o f  h igher psychological processes seemed to  have lo s t  th e ir

a t t r a c t io n .  For many, i t  was not an appealing or productive avenue o f

study . There was research  here and th e re , but th e re  was no coherent

movement th a t  d ire c t ly  s tu d ied  th e  cognitive p rocesses. I t  i s

in te re s t in g  to  hear Ogden (1951) lament the  fa c t  and the  w ithering  away

o f the  Wurzburg School.

Why i s  i t ,  we may ask, th a t  th e  method o f 'system atic  experim ental 
in tro s p e c tio n ' ceased to  be employed almost as suddenly as i t  
began? Why i s  i t  th a t  'though t p rocesses ' are no longer a su b jec t 
o f  g rea t psychological in te re s t?  Was the  whole movement ab o rtiv e , 
and w ithout in fluence upon psychology o f today, or promise o f 
re v iv a l in  the fu tu re?

(p. 11)
I t  i s  in te re s t in g  to  hear these  words because a t  th a t  very moment fo rces 

were gathering  th a t  would again make cogn itive  psychology a v iab le , 

e x c itin g , galvan iz ing , and em pirically-approachable p rospect. The 

m athem atization of inform ation by Shannon and Weaver (1949), the 

re v e la tio n  o f  an underlying s tru c tu re  to  language by Chomsky (1957) and 

the coming o f the computer a l l  l e n t  credence to  the  hypothesis th a t  th e re  

were underlying cogn itive  s tru c tu re s  (which were c rea tu res  o f  the n a tu ra l 

world) th a t  tim eless ly  gave shape to  cogn itive  operations while 

in d if fe re n t to  the  contingencies o f  the c u ltu ra l  l i f e  th a t  surrounded 

them.



I I  -  THE GROUNDS FOR A CAUSAL MODEL OF NATURAL PERCEPTION

The m ysteries o f psychophysics and o f the processes th a t  

consequently follow ( i . e . ,  perception  and cognition) a re  taken to  begin 

a t  the  sense recep to rs  o f the  human body. S tr ic t ly  speaking, o f course, 

the psychophysical process i s  understood to  have i t s  beginning in  the 

stim ulus and to  have i t s  end in  the psychic experience. But, the 

problem atic ch arac te r o f perception  begins a t  the sense recep to rs . The 

"ex terna l"  world th a t  c o n s titu te s  th e  r e s t  o f natu re  (and th a t  hems the 

human being in  on a l l  s id es )  i s  given and i t  moves in  a law fu lly  and 

rig o ro u sly  defined fash ion . The forms th a t  are  lodged everywhere in  

natu re  guarantee the in v io la b le  law fulness o f the i n i t i a l  s tages o f the 

percep tual process between th e  stim ulus and the sense recep to r ( e .g . ,  as 

the l ig h t  tra v e ls  between the f la sh in g  bulb and the r e t in a  during the 

i n i t i a l  s tag es  o f the process o f see in g ). For whichever human sub jec t 

th a t  the i n i t i a l  p a r t  o f  the  process i s  replayed, th a t  process i s  

id e n tic a l  w ith a l l  o ther re p lic a tio n s  o f th a t  process reg a rd less  o f whose 

sense recep to rs  a re  exposed to  th a t  s tim ulus. Hence, in  th e  attem pt to  

square the  account o f percep tion , the  chain o f events between stim ulus 

and sense organ i s  taken to  be an in h eren tly  r e l ia b le  and law ful process 

capable o f  being captured in  mathematical prose; while th e  chain o f 

events between the sense organ and consciousness i s  taken to  be an 

in h eren tly  u n re lia b le  and unruly process. The attem pt to  so lve the 

problem o f percep tion , th e re fo re , focuses on th a t  p a r t  o f  the  process 

th a t  takes p lace between sense organ and consciousness. I t  seeks to
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uncover what i s  common to  a l l  humans in  th a t  p a r t  o f  the process,

"before" each human id io sy n c ra tic a lly  in te r la c e d  th a t  naturally-produced 

common ground. Experiments a re  designed to  em pirica lly  d iscover the 

hypo thetica l "b e fo re " -s ta te ; and i t  i s  understood to  be as amenable to 

re n d itio n  in  mathematical prose as the  r e s t  o f the  process o f perception 

th a t  takes p lace in  the  ex te rn a l world. The semblance o f o rder th a t  i s  

each human's su b jec tiv e  experience i s  understood to  a mixtured product. 

The in g red ie n ts  o f  th a t  product include th e  ground th a t  i s  common to  a l l  

humans which i s  in v io lab ly  given by th e  laws o f nature and another p a r t  

th a t  i s  provided by the  contingencies o f the  human's so c ia l 

arrangem ents. This l a t t e r  p a r t  may be p ecu lia r  to  the person or i t  may 

be a function  o f forms th a t  a re  shared by a l l  members o f a group, in  

which case i t  would add a measure o f consistency among members to  the 

experience each o f them has as a l l  o f  them look a t  the  same stim ulus 

o b je c t. In e i th e r  case , th i s  consistency  o r re g u la r i ty  has a p rov isional 

ch arac te r s ince  the form or a t t i tu d e  th a t  produces i t  passes in to  and out 

o f  ex istence  as a function  o f  conventional arrangements among/within 

humans. And i t  i s  not o f  primary in te r e s t  to  those who a sp ire  to  a 

n a tu ra l sc ience o f p ercep tion . They a re  in te re s te d  in  th a t  p a r t  o f 

perception which n ecessa rily  must be th e  case , the  ground th a t  i s  common 

to  a l l  humans which i s  rigo rously  given by n a tu ra l law.

There a re  a number o f fe a tu re s  about th is  account o f perception th a t  

should be noted . F i r s t ,  i t  accepts w ithout question the d esc rip tio n  th a t 

o ther n a tu ra l s c ie n t i s t s  ( e .g . ,  p h y s ic is ts )  o ffe red  o f the  ex te rn a l world 

and o f i t s  motions which to g e th e r c o n s titu te  the i n i t i a l  s tag es  o f the 

* process o f p ercep tion . Many o f the  ea rly  researchers  who involved

themselves in  the  problems of perception  had i n i t i a l l y  received tra in in g
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as p h y s ic is ts  ( e .g . ,  Fechner, Helmholtz, Mach) and, as such, they w ell 

understood the  rigorous ch arac te r o f  the ex te rn a l world as i t  i s  given 

shape through the framework of physics. From th is  p ersp ec tiv e , then, the 

whole po in t o f research  in to  the psychology o f perception  i s  to  uncover 

the process whereby what we know to  be the  case in  the ex te rn a l world (as 

i t  i s  given by the p rev a ilin g  physical th eo rie s )  manages to  make i t s e l f  

experienced by the human being. Such a research  p ro je c t o f perception 

cannot p ic tu re  i t s e l f  to  be in co n s is ten t with p rev a ilin g , 

theore tica lly -couched  physica l accounts o f the world a t  la rg e  since  i t  

begins with the  question , "given such and such a d esc rip tio n  of physical 

s tim u li th a t  w ill  i n i t i a t e  the  experim entally s tud ied  process o f 

percep tion , what s o r t  o f  processes could possib ly  go on w ithin th e  human 

being th a t  would account fo r the measured behavioral expressions o f 

psychic experiences th a t  amount to  p ercep tio n ."  Hence, any hypo thetica l 

processes th a t  try  to  make sense o f the r e s u l ts  o f a perception 

experiment w ill take fo r granted the  "such and such a d esc rip tio n "  th a t 

physics o f fe rs  o f  the experim ental s tim u li. And th a t  experim entally 

v e r if ie d  account cannot help but be co n s is ten t with what the  contemporary 

th e o rie s  o f physics provide. One could almost say th a t  such p ra c tic e s  in  

experim ental psychology are  in  th e  se rv ice  o f cu rren t th e o rie s  o f physics 

(as they are  understood by p sy ch o lo g is ts). I f  the p rac tic e s  o f 

experim ental psychology oo not meet with complete success, th a t  i s  not 

taken as an occasion fo r rev is in g  our physical d e sc rip tio n s  o f  the 

ex te rn a l world. Of course, i f  psycholog ists misunderstood the  claims 

im p lic it  in  physical s c ie n t i s t s ' d esc rip tio n s  o f s tim u li th a t  anchor 

experiments in  perception o f i f  those d esc rip tio n s  tu rn  out to  be 

misconceived, then the hypothesized processes o f perception th a t  have
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been experim entally  v e r if ie d  (by m athem atically re la t in g  the  measure o f 

produced r e s u l ts  with the  given measure o f s tim u li)  must be rev ised .

Second, th i s  account o f  the percep tual process understands th a t  the 

perce iver i s  caught in  the midstream o f th a t  process once i t  has already 

begun. The p erceiver has no co n tro l over the beginnings o f th a t  process 

as i t  proceeds from stim ulus to  sensory re cep to rs . Regardless o f what 

posture the perceiver tak es , th is  p a r t  o f  the process remains the same; 

and the p e rc e iv e r 's  e f fo r ts  to  '’manage" the  stim ulus and i t s  consequences 

w ill  only have potency a f te r  the  stim ulus or i t s  necessary consequence 

has en tered  the  environs o f the human body, between the sense recep to rs  

and consciousness. Hence, the process o f perception  i s  understood to  be 

a one-way s t r e e t ,  with the  physica l world in v ariab ly  and in v io lab ly  

working i t s  way to  the thresho ld  o f  human senses. At th a t  p o in t in  tim e, 

human posture can have an e f fe c t  on the  chain o f consequences th a t  

follow ; but before th a t  p o in t in  tim e, the ex te rn a l world remains 

unaffected  by the  p e rc e iv e r 's  postu re  as i t  i n i t i a t e s  what w ill  become an 

in stan ce  o f percep tion .

Third, th i s  framework in v ite s  the  understanding (although i t  does 

not d ic ta te  i t )  th a t  the processes o f  sen sa tio n , percep tion  and cognition  

follow each o ther s e r ia l ly  once the  ex te rn a l world has made an im pression 

on the  sense recep to rs . F i r s t  you "sense" something, then you "see" 

something and then you "comprehend" something with th e  consummation of 

each o f these  operations succeeding on the  b a s is  o f  the  products o f i t s  

predecessor-process ( e .g . ,  understanding th is  s ig h t follow s from having 

seen i t ) .  The one-way s t r e e t  o f  perception  w ith i t s  stream  o f s tim u li 

lends p la u s ib i l i ty  to  th is  account. In f a c t ,  th i s  s o r t  o f  account helps 

c o n s titu te  the d is t in c tio n  between, e .g . ,  perception  and co g n itio n . A
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p a ra l le l  process account, whereby the same gestu re  ( e .g . ,  o f  the b rain  

c e l ls )  accomplishes the  processes o f both perception and cognition  in  

" re a l tim e ,"  would co n trib u te  to  the  co llapse  o f th a t  d is t in c t io n .  That 

i s ,  th e  l a t t e r  account would have "both" processes " re a lly "  going on a t  

the  same time and in  the same p lace ; and the  d is t in c tio n  between them i s  

conceptual in  nature as we s e t  up d is t in c t iv e  frameworks o f relevance fo r 

following the s e r ie s  o f  consequences when one scheme o f relevance or 

another i s  a m atter o f research  concern. But, the p rev a ilin g  account o f 

perception lends p la u s ib i l i ty  to  a s e r ia l  process; and to  the ex istence 

o f  an e lab o ra te  sequence o f mechanisms which would each, in  s e r ie s ,  

accomplish the  functions o f th a t  sequence of p rocesses. I t  must w restle  

with the  problem o f how a perception "becomes" a cognition  in  r e a l  tim e; 

or how one becomes the  o ther in  the unreal time o f a flow ch a rt th a t  i s  

s t i l l  lim ited  by the s p a t ia l  c o n s tra in ts  o f u n i la te r a l i ty .

Fourth, th is  framework fo r perception preserves th e  d is t in c t io n  (and 

the g u lf) between the observer, whose sk in  marks th e  boundaries o f the 

" in te rn a l"  world, and the o b jec t o f  observation , which re s id e s  in  the 

"ex ternal"  world. I t  understands th a t  th e  ex te rn a l world s u ffe rs  no 

am biguity. There i s  no u n certa in ty  in  the  manner o f i t s  exerted  

presence. That i s ,  i t  d o esn 't w affle between being one th ing  and 

ano ther. Rather, i t  t i r e l e s s ly  su s ta in s  a s in g u la r o rd e rlin e ss  th a t  i s  

charac terized  by a complement o f p ro p e rtie s . And th e  whole p ro je c t o f 

perception  p ic tu re s  i t s e l f  as an e f f o r t  to  bridge the chasm between the  

o b jec t and the  observer, so th a t  th e  observer can gain a sense o f  the  

o b je c t 's  rigorous charac ter th a t  i s  independently su sta in ed  and 

e x h ib ited . Knowledge o f th a t  ch a rac te r i s  the purpose o f  the  p ro je c t o f  

perception  as the observer attem pts to  lea rn  about th a t  which has
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Hence, in  i t s  s te a d in e ss , the  o b jec t i s  something about which one (e .g , 

the observer) can be accurate  and c e r ta in ;  and the  o b je c t 's  

q u a lif ic a tio n s  as the ta rg e t  o f  an accurate  aim are  in t r in s ic  to  the 

ob jec t i t s e l f .  That s tead in ess  i s  vouched for by n a tu re . Those 

q u a lif ic a tio n s  are  not indebted to  the  presence o f  an observer or to  the 

manner in  which the observer e x e rts  presence during th e  process o f 

percep tion . The chain o f events th a t  c o n s titu te s  an in stan ce  o f 

perception can go awry once th a t  chain passes through the sk in  on i t s  way 

to  consciousness. The v is io n  th a t  i s  gained through the  process of 

perception  i s ,  th e re fo re , suspect because th a t  s ig h t might be a product 

o f  d is to r t in g  processes th a t  a re  " in te rn a l"  to  the  observer. In the 

e f fo r t  to  gain an accurate  perception  of the o b je c t, observers seek to

drain  themselves o f b iases  which obscure the  o b jec t th a t  otherw ise

c le a r ly  p resen ts i t s e l f .

F if th ,  th is  framework th e re fo re  provides an understanding o f th a t  

occasion when an observer gazes a t  an o b jec t and moments l a t e r  gazes a t  

the  "same" o b je c t, only to  fin d  th a t  the  s ig h ts  th a t  were afforded  by 

these  two gazes a re  in c o n s is ten t w ith each o th e r . I t  understands th a t  a t  

le a s t  one o f the  two s ig h ts  was b iased and th a t  i t  was influenced  by the  

processes o f b ia s . Unless th e re  i s  evidence to  in d ic a te  o therw ise, the

ob jec t i s  not taken to  have changed from time to  tim e. R ather, the

reason fo r  d isp a r ity  between s ig h ts  i s  located  a t  some po in t in te rn a l to  

the  person. S im ila rly , i f  two people sim ultaneously gaze a t  the  "same" 

o b jec t and render accounts o f th a t  o b jec t th a t  a re  in c o n s is te n t with each 

o th e r, then i t  i s  c le a r ly  the  case th a t  a t  le a s t  one o f them i s  biased 

and/or wrong, s in ce  i t  i s  im possible th a t  the o b jec t s in g u la rly  organized
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by nature  could re ta in  two d esc rip tio n s  th a t  a re  a t  odds with each 

o th e r. For any n a tu ra l o b jec t about which one can t e l l  the  t r u th ,  the 

rendering o f two d isp a ra te  accounts by two observers n ecessa rily  s ig n a ls  

the presence o f b ias  and/or e r ro r  in  one or both o f the  accounts. (And 

i f  any one person hears an account o f  some p resen t o b jec t from another 

which i s  a t  odds with what the  f i r s t  person m anifestly  and c e r ta in ly  sees 

to  be the  case , then i t  i s  only n a tu ra l ,  a t  f i r s t ,  fo r th a t  person to  

conclude th a t  the o ther i s  su ffe rin g  from b ia s ) .  Analyses o f so c ia l 

perception  mimic these im plications th a t  follow from an an a ly s is  o f  the 

process o f  n a tu ra l percep tion . That i s ,  in  the so c ia l world, when two 

people o f fe r  d isp a ra te  accounts o f some o b jec t th a t  has taken shape as a 

r e s u l t  o f  so c ia l arrangem ents, i t  i s  only n a tu ra l to  conclude th a t  a t  

le a s t  one o f  them i s  p rejud iced .

In sum, th is  s o r t  o f accounting fo r  the  process o f  perception 

presumes th a t  th e re  i s  an independently organized world "out th ere"  th a t  

remains in d if fe re n t to  the  posture th a t  observers take when they tu rn  to  

the world th a t  they are  about to  perceive . Once the chain o f  law fu lly  

given consequences th a t  began a t  the stim ulus reaches the  sensory 

recep to rs  o f the  observer, the independently organized world begins to  

have i t s  e f fe c t  on the observer. By v ir tu e  o f the  c h a ra c te r is t ic  shape 

th a t  the  stim ulus r e ta in s ,  i t  w ill  s t r ik e  the o b se rv e r 's  body in  one way 

or another; and the  follow-through of th a t  im pression as i t  works i t s  way 

through the  body w ill r e s u l t  in  an upshot th a t  i s  experienced as 

consciousness. The person p ieces to g eth er those im pressions th a t  

u n ila te ra lly  had th e ir  sp e c if ic  e f fe c ts  as a function o f  the s p e c if ic a lly  

shaped stim ulus th a t  was the cause o f the  percep tion . As a p a r t o f 

n a tu re , the  body of the  human observer serves as a r e l ia b le  conduit for
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conveying th ese  e f fe c ts .  And in so fa r  as i t  i s  a p a r t  o f nature th a t  i s  

in v io lab ly  governed by n a tu re 's  law, th e  human body can be counted on to  

in v ariab ly  d e liv e r  the same e f fe c ts  to  the  b ra in  when the same o b jec t i s  

repeated ly  exposed to  the  view o f the  observer. Once th e re , th e  mind 

operates on what i t  receives through percep tual and cogn itive  processes. 

The re su ltin g  perception o r cognition  may or may no t be tru e  to  the 

observed o b je c t, depending upon whether or not those processes were 

d is to r te d  by b ia s .

In accounting fo r  the n a tu ra l processes o f  perception  and cognition , 

th e re  are  some d iffe ren ces  o f opinion about the  manner and mechanisms 

through which th ese  higher processes are accomplished. Surely , th e re  i s  

a tim e le ss , n a tu ra l o rgan ization  to  the  "ex tern a l world" th a t  has i t s  

e f fe c t  on the observer. 8ut the  ch arac te r o f the  tim e le ss , n a tu ra l 

o rgan ization  o f the " in te rn a l world" and how i t  operates in  conjunction 

with the organized ex te rn a l world in  o rder to  accomplish the f in ish ed  

product o f percep tion  or cognition  i s  a m atter o f some d isp u te . For 

some, th e re  i s  a m a te ria lly -ro o ted  n a tu ra l capacity  in  the human ( th a t ,  

in  the  l a s t  a n a ly s is , amounts to  n a tu ra l r a t io n a li ty )  which i s  co n s is ten t 

with the forms omnipresent in  the  r e s t  o f  Nature. These forms' 

independently organized in te g r i ty  i s  guaranteed by sources th a t  are  

in d if fe re n t to  th e  con tingen t, conventional a c t iv i t i e s  th a t  human beings 

undertake. Within th is  frame, th e re  may be disagreement regarding the 

ch arac te r o f  the  m ateria l human body's re c e p tiv ity  to  th e  ordered 

ex te rn a l world th a t  c o n s titu te s  the  r e s t  o f Nature. E ither the human 

body i s  n eu tra l in  i t s  read iness to  receive  Nature’s formal e f fe c ts  or 

the formed human body i s  s p e c if ic a lly  keyed to  receive  N atu re 's  formal 

e f fe c ts  th a t  a re  encoded everywhere. A ll w ithin th is  framework agree,



33

however, on the absence o f co n trad ic tio n  between the m ate ria l human and 

the  world in  which i t  has membership. When the ex te rn a l world d e liv e rs  

i t s  e f fe c ts  to  the sensory re ce p to rs , midstream in  the a c t o f percep tion , 

then the  n a tu ra l organ ization  o f  th e  human vouches fo r  the  consistency o f 

the  continuing process as the consequent e f fe c ts  make th e i r  way through 

the  conduit o f  th e  body to  th e i r  f in a l  uptake in  the s k u ll .  There, the  

f in ish in g  touches are  put on the a c t  o f perception as i t  emerges in  

consciousness, s t i l l  c o n s is ten t w ith the organized in te g r i ty  o f Nature.

There a re  o thers  who phrase the manner and mechanisms o f 

accomplished perception d if f e re n t ly .  For them, the  forms o f thought 

in t r in s ic a l ly  pose th e i r  own r e s t r i c t io n s .  That i s ,  i t  i s  in  the  nature 

o f these  forms o f thought th a t  co n stra in in g  prov isions a re  made on the 

ch a rac te r o f percep tual and cog n itiv e  processes and on th e i r  upshot. 

Thought, in  i t s  f in ish ed  form, i s  only ex p ress ib le  w ith in  these 

independent geometries th a t  tim e less ly  and n a tu ra lly  e x is t ,  in d if fe re n t 

to  the con tingen t, conventional a c t iv i t i e s  th a t  human beings undertake. 

Their organized in te g r i ty  i s  independently guaranteed by o th er sources. 

The consummation o f higher psychological processes i s  executed through 

these  forms as the  ex te rn a l world provides the  data th a t  a c tiv a te  these 

processes; and these  forms, emplaced in  humans, embody n a tu ra l 

r a t io n a li ty  as the ex te rn a l w orld 's  data  a re  drawn up in to  p a r tic ip a tio n  

in  ra t io n a l  a c t iv i ty .  These forms o f thought (whose shape i s  given by 

th e i r  na tu re) r e s t r a in  the  p o s s ib i l i t ie s  o f  r a t io n a lly  ordered th inking  

th a t  a re  re a liz e d  through these  forms and the d ire c tio n s  th a t  they can 

tak e . They law fully  d ic ta te  and give shape to  the course o f 

psychological processes. Within th is  frame, th e re  may be disagreement 

regarding the coded ch arac te r o f the  remainder o f  the n a tu ra l world,
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ou tside  the psychic p re c in c ts . E ither the  remainder i s  n e u tra l in  i t s  

c o d if ic a tio n , ready to  become a c tu a lly  re a liz e d  once i t  i s  taken up in  

psychological a c t iv i ty ,  or the remainder i s  s p e c if ic a lly  keyed fo r 

re a l iz a t io n , even before i t  i s  a c tu a lly  taken up in  a c tu a l psychological 

a c t iv i ty .  However, the organized in te g r i ty  and ex istence  o f these forms 

i s  no t dependent on the  con tingen t psychological a c t iv i ty  o f humans who 

p a r tic ip a te d  in  these forms. And a l l  w ith in  th is  framework would agree 

on the absence o f co n trad ic tio n  between p rec in c ts  o f th e  n a tu ra l world, 

with regard  to  the formal ch a rac te r  th a t  i s  everywhere encoded in  one 

s ta te  o f  re a l iz a t io n  or ano ther.

C e rta in ly , most contemporary psychologies a re  couched in  th e  former 

( i . e . ,  th e  m a te r ia l is t ic a l ly  in c lin ed ) framework as they attem pt to  

square th e  accounts o f co gn ition , perception and sen sa tio n . In p a r t ,  

th is  i s  a s ign  o f our tim es. In p a r t ,  th i s  may be due to  the fa c t  th a t  

the experim ental work o f psychology, anchored in  th e  p hysica lly  described 

s tim u li ,  lends i t s e l f  to  expression  in  th is  manner. But most o f th e  • 

su ccessfu l experim ental work o f the n a tu ra l sc ience o f psychology does 

not n ecessa rily  in d ic a te  support fo r one framework over the o th e r , s ince  

both frameworks operate under th e  assumption o f a formal consistency (in  

one way or another) among a l l  elements o f the n a tu ra l world. The 

experim ental work merely f le sh es  out the  ch arac te r o f  th a t  consistency as 

n a tu ra l psychological processes a re  consummated. Much o f  the 

experim ental work can be seen to  be in d if fe re n t to  the  a c tu a l sources 

( i . e . ,  m a te r ia lis t  or id e a l i s t )  o f  the independently organized forms th a t  

vouch fo r the  apparent r e g u la r i ty  o f the n a tu ra l w orld 's  opera tion , since  

those documented find ings could be phrased using one vocabulary or the 

o th e r. And in  th a t  sense, th e  p ra c tic e s  o f experim ental psychology can
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continue and can accumulate documentation o f psychological r e g u la r i t ie s  

while remaining in d if f e re n t  to  ph ilo soph ical issu es  s in ce  th e i r  b a s is , to  

use Fechner's  words, " is  purely  em pirical and every assumption i s  to  be 

re je c te d  from the s t a r t . "  They re ly  merely on the presupposition  o f a 

s in g u la r , thoroughgoing consistency  to  the  uniform re g u la r ity  th a t  i s  

su sta in ed  throughout the p rec in c ts  o f n a tu re . This i s  not too much to  

ask fo r s ince the uniform ity o f  nature  i s  the key s in e  qua non fo r any 

p ro jected  n a tu ra l sc ience .

The successfu l accomplishment o f  any n a tu ra l process (including  the  

process o f p e rcep tio n ), where d if f e re n t  p a r ts  o f the whole system o f 

na tu re  a c t  in  conjunction , i s  guaranteed by a s o r t  o f  p re -e s tab lish ed  

harmony whose ch a rac te r u n ite s  the "d isp ara te"  elements o f  n a tu re . The 

uniform ity  o f  d isp a ra te  elem ents guarantees successfu l concerted ac tio n  

o f those elements as any n a tu ra l process i s  accomplished through a chain 

o f cau se-an d -effec t ep isodes. The occasional se ren d ip ito u s  discovery o f 

an underlying un ity  to  seemingly u n re la ted  elements o f nature o ften  

reconfirm s these  p resuppositions. A t a c i t  in tu i t io n  th a t  the b ra in  

shares in  th e  n a tu ra l o rgan iza tion  o f the  n a tu ra l w orld 's  remainder might 

have been reconfirm ed by the  d iscovery , fo r example, th a t  the morphine 

d i s t i l l e d  from poppies makes a n a tu ra l and p e rfe c t f i t  w ith c e r ta in  b ra in  

c e l l  re c e p to rs , as a key f i t s  a lock . This un ity  can be taken as 

encouragement fo r n a tu ra l s c ie n t i s t s  in te re s te d  in  psychological 

p rocesses. I t  in d ic a te s  a deeper, underlying commensurability among 

those p a r ts  o f  natu re  th a t  a re  in te g ra l  to  the  process o f percep tion .

The n a tu ra l w orld 's  o rgan iza tion  i s  somehow m irrored in  the  b ra in 's  

o rg an iza tio n . The organized c a te g o rica l form i s  somehow n a tiv e  to  both 

the  ex te rn a l world and to  the in te rn a l  percep tual p rocesses. I t  ensures



36

the su ccessfu l accomplishment o f the a c t o f percep tion , when the person 

p ieces together the  organized elements o f nature  th a t  p resen t themselves 

a t  the  sensory recep to rs .

A causal model o f n a tu ra l perception  understands th a t  when a 

n a tu ra lly  organized stim ulus s t r ik e s  the person, the n a tu ra l o rgan ization  

o f the human lends i t s e l f  to  the  continuance o f th a t  process th a t  w ill  

inescapably lead to  the  experience o f percep tion . The experim ental 

p ra c tic e s  th a t  attem pt to  ch a rt the  charac ter o f  psychological processes 

in v ite  (but do not d ic ta te )  a m a te r ia l is t  grasp o f those processes s in ce , 

in  the experim ental se t-u p , the  n a tu ra l m ateria l o rgan ization  o f  the  

ex te rn a l world ( in  i t s  s ta tu s  as stim ulus) i s  more e a s ily  manipulable a t  

the  o u tse t o f  an experiment th a t  w ill  ch a rt th ese  p rocesses. In any 

case , th e  rea l-tim e  process o f perception  begins in  the ex te rn a l world 

th a t  re ta in s  i t s  n a tu ra l o rgan ization  independently o f  human presence; 

and the  n a tu ra l o rgan ization  o f the in te rn a l  world ( th a t  i s  re ta in ed  

independently o f human conventional presence) can become ev ident as 

experim en ta lis ts  measure the necessary consequent shape o f the percep tua l 

p rocess ' f in a l  product.

In th is  sense, th e re  i s  no d iffe ren ce  between the  accounts o ffe red  

by Bruner, Goodnow and Austin (1957) and Rosch (1973) when they attem pt 

to  uncover the n a tu ra l cogn itive  process o f concept a tta inm en t. Both 

accounts would agree th a t  th e re  i s  an independently organized n a tu ra l 

world, whose "ex ternal"  p a r ts  r e l ia b ly  have th e i r  e f fe c t  on th e  observer 

during the  process o f p ercep tion . As th e i r  experim ental designs which 

track  th is  n a tu ra l process in d ic a te , they merely d i f f e r  on th e  ch a rac te r 

o f  th a t  independent o rg an iza tio n . The experim ental work o f  Bruner, e t .  

a l . ,  r e l ie s  on the understanding th a t  prospective members o f a n a tu ra l
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c la s s  a re  included or excluded in  th a t  c la s s  on the b a s is  o f s t r i c t l y  

defined c r i t e r i a .  ■ The s t r i c t  presence o r absence o f those defin ing  

c r i t e r i a  in  any p o te n tia l  member o f the  c la s s  s t r i c t l y  ru le s  the o b jec t 

in  or out o f th a t  c la s s .  And th e  concept o f  th a t  c la s s  th a t  an observer 

a t ta in s  (as a r e s u l t  o f  repeated  em pirical exposure to  properly  

id e n tif ie d  member and non-member in stan ces  o f th a t  c la s s )  r e f le c ts  those 

c r i t e r i a l  co n s id e ra tio n s . A ll members o f  th a t  c la s s  a re  un ited  by common 

possession o f those c r i t e r i a ;  and, on the  b a s is  o f  a concept th a t  

apprec ia tes  t h i s ,  an observer can d is tin g u ish  between those o b jec ts  th a t  

are and are  not members.

The experim ental work o f Rosch r e l i e s  on th e  understanding th a t  a l l  

members o f a c la s s  e x h ib it a fam ily resemblance which c o n s ti tu te s  the 

c la s s .  Objects th a t  do or do not d isp lay  th a t  fam ily resemblance 

resp ec tiv e ly  are  or a re  not members o f  th is  c la s s .  A ll members o f the 

c la s s  are un ited  by a family resemblance; and a concept th a t  i s  a tta in e d  

as a r e s u l t  o f repeated  em pirica l exposure to  various in stan ces  o f  th a t  

c la s s  r e f le c ts  an^appreciation o f th a t  family resemblance.

In c o n tra s t to  the account o f Bruner, e t .  a l . ,  Rosch’s account could 

serve to  exp lain  why everyday people and n a tu ra l s c ie n t i s t s  find  i t  so 

hard to  o f fe r  a d esc rip tio n  o f th e  n a tu ra lly  organized c la s s  in  so many 

words. And Rosch's account could serve to  explain  why the  data po in ts  

th a t  rep resen t the behavioral expressions o f humans' n a tu ra l conceptual 

a c t iv i ty  do not nea tly  f a l l  on a smooth curve th a t  i s  m athem atically 

defined . Both fa i lu re s  a re  understandable in  l ig h t  o f the non- 

p ro p o sitio n a l ch a rac te r th a t  marks th e  coherence o f n a tu ra l ca teg o ries  

and concepts. The ca teg o ries  a re  not put to g eth er p ro p o s itio n a lly ; and, 

th e re fo re , any worded account o f  the  category might m isc lassify  some
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borderline  p o te n tia l members s in ce  th is  account would not be completely 

co n s is ten t with the a c tu a l, unwordable account. The concepts th a t  a re , 

in  f a c t ,  a tta in e d  through th e  b ru te ly  em pirical process o f perception 

th e re fo re  are  a lso  not amenable to  rep resen ta tio n  in  p ro p o sitio n a l form; 

and the behavior th a t  follow s from conceptual a c t iv i ty  th a t  employs these 

concepts might not n ea tly  f a l l  in  l in e  w ith a curve th a t  was generated 

with d is c re te , mathematical term s. But by the accounts o f both Bruner, 

e t .  a l . ,  and Rosch, th e  n a tu ra l ca teg o ries  re ta in  an o rgan ization  

independent o f the human observer. When the  n a tu ra l processes o f 

perception  and cognition  are  unimpeded and allowed to  follow th e i r  

course, th e  s ig h t o f ap p ro p ria te ly  id e n tif ie d  members and non-members o f 

a category w ill  in v a riab ly  lead  to  the  attainm ent o f  the  app ropria te  

concept through th e  b ru te ly  em pirica l procedures th a t  convey the e f fe c ts  

o f the stim ulus from th e  sense recep to rs  to  consciousness.



I l l  -  THE INADEQUACIES OF A CAUSAL MODEL FOR SOCIAL PERCEPTION

This broad account may adequately portray  the  n a tu ra l 

psychophysical, percep tual, and cogn itive  processes. N ature 's  forms th a t  

are lodged everywhere in  the  m ateria l world (including the  human body)

s t r i c t l y  govern the motions th a t  th i s  world goes through. The

inescapable p a tte rn s  o f nature are  expressed as physical laws whose 

necessary ch arac te r i s  id e n tic a l  w ith th e  necessary ch arac te r o f  

mathematics. These forms take th e i r  ex istence from Nature, as they 

tim eless ly  and re le n t le s s ly  have th e i r  e f fe c t  on the  w orld 's  operation . 

They operate with in d iffe ren ce  to  the  so c ia l conventions th a t  are humanly 

es ta b lish ed  and th a t  pass in to  and out o f ex istence as a function  o f a

so c ia l consensus th a t  p ro v is io n a lly  e x is ts .  These n a tu ra l forms
✓

independently guarantee the re g u la r ity  o f nature th a t  physical s c ie n t i s t s  

over time have discovered. Nature i s  a lso  taken to  have emplaced in  a l l  

humans the  n a tu ra l forms th a t  guarantee th e  n a tu ra l processes o f

sen sa tio n , perception and cogn ition . These forms th a t  a re  id e n tic a lly

emplaced in  a l l  humans operate w ith in d iffe ren ce  to  conventionally  

e s ta b lish ed  d is t in c tio n s  (although those conventions might, b ia s  the  

apprehended r e s u l t  o f  those n a tu ra l p ro cesses). The u n iv e rsa l 

emplacement o f these  forms in  a l l  humans allows fo r th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f a 

s u p ra -c u ltu ra l, n a tu ra l science o f psychology. In the  lab o ra to ry  where 

the  e f fe c ts  o f  the  so c ia l world can be e i th e r  co n tro lled  or e lim inated , 

the n a tu ra l s c ie n t i s t s  o f psychology ( in , e .g . ,  psychophysics, 

percep tion , cognition) can discover the  forms th a t  Nature has everywhere
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deployed. These forms guarantee the r ig o r  o f  a l l  hunfan behavioral and 

mental a c t iv i ty ,  reg a rd less  o f the  c u ltu re  th a t  s i tu a te s  th is  human. And 

so the  causal model o f  perception  th a t  was i n i t i a l l y  o u tlin ed  can account 

for how the  human n a tu ra lly  acquires knowledge o f the  n a tu ra l world out 

th ere  and how human behavior i s  n a tu ra lly  governed by the  forced 

im pression of the m ate ria l world, ir re s p e c tiv e  o f the  p ro v is io n a l so c ia l 

landscape th a t  surrounds the a c t iv i ty .

But th is  causal model o f  perception and th is  model o f  how the 

m ateria l world b ru te ly  o rc h e s tra te s  n a tu ra l human behavior (through the 

forms th a t  Nature has everywhere emplaced, both w ith in  and w ithout the 

human) i s  an in s u f f ic ie n t  frame fo r  supporting the r e g u la r i t ie s  o f s o c ia l  

p rocesses. I t  cannot adequately serve as th e  b a s is  o f  an account fo r  the 

ex h ib ited , o rch estra ted  re g u la r ity  o f human so c ia l behavior and s o c ia l  

percep tion . The i n i t i a l l y  o u tlin ed  models cannot serve to  account fo r 

the shapely human a c t iv i ty  th a t  i s  p a ten tly  indebted to  s o c ia l forms 

p rec ise ly  because Nature i s  in d if fe re n t  to  so c ia lly -a rran g ed  c u ltu ra l  

d is t in c t io n s .  Nature and i t s  apparatus cannot be re l ie d  upon to  

in d iv id u a lly  convey and su s ta in  the so c ia l import o f an -object th a t  was 

in i t i a te d  in to  ex istence through s o c ia lly  arranged conventions. The 

p ip e lin es  o f natu re  (which vouch fo r the  inescapable consummation of 

n a tu ra l percep tion , through some p re -e s tab lish e d  harmony and/or 

commensurability among a l l  the  contiguous n a tu ra l elements th a t  

p a r t ic ip a te  in  the  process) a re  empty o f so c ia l conventions. Those 

conventions have been subsequently woven in to  the  fa b ric  o f  n a tu ra lly  

formed m ateria l th a t  has tim e le ss ly  been in  p lace s in ce  th e  beginning.

The b ru te ly  n a tu ra l, topographical fea tu re s  o f  an o b jec t (and i t s  

complement o f p ro p e rtie s  as a n a tu ra l o b jec t) provide no h in t  o f  the
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framework o f a causal model o f  percep tion , i t  i s  no t c le a r  how, in  the 

n i t ty  g r i t ty  o f everyday l i f e ,  so c ia l perception  i s  p o ss ib le . How are  

th e  p ip e lin es  o f C ulture, which convey s o c ia l s ig n if ic an ce  across 

d is tan ce , kept open?

Nothing about a th ing  o f n a tu re , as i t  i s  described  by the  law of 

physics, w ill  provide a h in t  o f  i t s  s o c ia l s ig n if ic a n c e . Nothing about 

the n a tu ra l d esc rip tio n  o f  an a r t i c l e  o f c lo th  w ill  provide a h in t o f i t s  

s ig n ifican ce  as "the uniform o f a b aseb a ll p la y e r ."  And nothing th a t  i s  

conveyed to  an observer through th e  process o f  n a tu ra l perception can be 

expected to  d ire c t  the  observer to  th a t  n a tu ra l o b je c t 's  so c ia l 

s ig n if ic a n c e . Even the  le g ib le  ch a rac te rs  on the uniform ( th a t  we humans 

recognize as "words" or "symbols") cannot in  th e i r  n a tu ra l ,  m ateria l 

s ta tu s  provide a h in t o f  the  s ig n ifican ce  o f  "baseball"  th a t  came in to  

ex istence long a f te r  nature  had independently given shape to  the  world. 

The m ateria l means by which communication i s  accomplished (whether by 

v e rb a l, graphic or behavioral g e s tu re ) , whereby a conventional o b jec t i s  

" e x p lic i t ly "  pointed o u t, a re  themselves s i l e n t  about th e i r  "own" so c ia l 

s ig n ifican ce  when they a re  regarded as  o b jec ts  o f  n a tu re . Nothing about 

the  s ig h t o f  a th ing  as a bounded shape o f  ink  ( e .g . ,  th e  l e t t e r  "d") 

th a t  an observer has access to  through n a tu ra l percep tion  says anything 

about i t s  so c ia l s ig n if ic an c e ; and no more i s  added by a s tr in g  o f 

bounded shapes ( i . e . ,  the  l e t t e r s  "d "-"o "-"g "). As s o c ia lly  dumb shapes, 

they provide no h in t  o f  what i s  re fe rre d  to .  Their re fe re n t i s  fixed  by 

so c ia l convention; and whether we understand th a t  s t r in g  to  make 

reference to  a two-legged animal or a four-legged anim al, th e  n a tu ra l 

aspects o f  the percep tual process by which we catch  s ig h t o f "dog" would
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b a s ic a lly  be c a rrie d  out in  the same way. The n a tu ra l process o f 

percep tion , in  a l l  i t s  p a r ts ,  i s  in d if fe re n t to  what i t  so c ia lly  

conveys. I t  i s  no t weighed down in  one d ire c tio n  or another by the 

conventional import th a t  humans, by s o c ia l  arrangement, had e s ta b lish ed .

Very l i t t l e  i s  gained by sequestering  in  the s k u ll  the process by 

which "som ething," th a t  i s  de liv ered  by n a tu ra l processes to  the  b ra in , 

becomes "something," th a t  i s  appreciated  fo r i t s  s o c ia l s ig n if ic a n c e . In 

the "ex ternal world" nature i s  In d if fe re n t to  th e  conventions a ttached  to  

n a tu ra l o b je c ts . Those n a tu ra l o b jec ts  s t i l l  move in  s t r i c t l y  defined 

ways reg a rd less  o f so c ia l s ig n if ic an c e . (A tornado un like a smuggler, 

fo r example, i s  no t detoured by the boundary between the Uhlted S ta te s  

and Canada). And th e re  i s  l i t t l e  reason to  be lieve  th a t  nature  operates 

any d iffe re n tly  in  the " in te rn a l w orld ." Nothing about the topographical 

shape "dog" in  the  ex te rn a l world, o r i t s  graphic equ ivalen t on the  

r e t in a ,  or i t s  neuro log ical equ iva len t in  the  o p tic  nerve, e t c . ,  fo rces 

i t s e l f  (or even in v ite s  i t s e l f )  to  be taken fo r i t s  s o c ia l  s ig n if ic a n ce . 

And any p a r t  o f  the b ra in  th a t  accomplishes "semantic" processes a lso  

must be in d if fe re n t  to  the s o c ia l import th a t  i s  conveyed by th e  m ateria l 

underpinnings o f those conventions. The problem o f how the  s o c ia l  world 

i s  nested  in  the n a tu ra l world i s  only m ystified  when th a t  problem i s  

so le ly  loca ted  in  the b ra in .

As s h a ll  be noted in  g re a te r  leng th  l a t e r ,  th e  notion o f " a tti tu d e "  

or " se t"  as i t  i s  u sually  given only begs th i s  question , s ince  i t  i s  

unclear what i t  i s  in  the f i r s t  p lace th a t  "leads" us to  adopt any 

p a r t ic u la r  a t t i tu d e  or s e t .  That which primes us fo r the r e s t  o f  the 

s o c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t world i t s e l f  o f fe rs  no help when i t  i s  regarded as 

an o b jec t o f  n a tu re . What i s  the p rim e's  mover? F urther, even when one
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i s  "primed" (so th a t there  i s  a p ro v is io n a l s o c ia l schema emplaced in  the 

head th a t  corresponds to  the  p ro v is io n a l s o c ia l  context emplaced in  

n a tu re 's  ex te rn a l w orld), i t  i s  unclear what ensures the  continuing 

harmonious ch arac te r "between" th e  ex te rn a l world and th e  in te rn a l  

world. Through i t s  p ip e lin e s , natu re  continues to  convey only i t s  raw 

e f fe c ts .  By th i s  model, humans would be co n tin u a lly  guessing when they 

engaged in  so c ia l percep tion .

What accounts fo r the  percep tual d iffe ren ces  in  th e  s ig h t o f  an 

o b jec t before and a f te r  one has grasped the  s o c ia l s ig n ifican ce  o f th a t  

m ateria l th ing  out th e re  in  the n a tu ra l world? (Take, fo r  example, the  

s ig h t o f  the  word "syzygy," now when I assume th a t  you d o n 't  know i t s  

meaning and the  s ig h t o f  i t  once you are  to ld  th a t  i t  means "a nearly  

s t r a ig h t- l in e  configuration  between th ree  c e le s t ia l  o b je c ts ."  During a 

lunar e c lip se  th e re  i s  a syzygy. Where i s  the  d iffe ren ce  between the two 

b ru te  in stan ces  o f perception when your eyes f e l l  tw ice on th e  word 

"syzygy?" And how was the l a t t e r  s o c ia l perception  "caused" by the  s ig h t 

o f the word? Those d iffe ren ces  c e r ta in ly  cannot be a t tr ib u te d  to  the 

n a tu ra l p ro p e rtie s  o f the o b jec t as i t  makes i t s  way toward th e  b ra in  

where i t  w ill  be "processed." I t  should not make i t s  way to  the b ra in  

any d if fe re n tly  as a function o f whether o r no t conventional s ig n ifican ce  

has been a ttached  to  i t  or as a function  o f th e  s o r t  o f  conventional 

s ig n ifican ce  th a t  has been a ttach ed  to  i t .  Nothing about the  n a tu ra l 

process o f perception (whose p re -e s ta b lish ed  harmony i s  independently 

guaranteed) ensures the a r r iv a l  to  the  mind o f  s o c ia l  s ig n if ic a n c e  (whose 

coherence i s  guaranteed by conventional g lu e ) . To begin to  make claim s 

lik e  these would be to  begin to  a s s e r t  th a t  processes which had n a tu ra lly  

occurred p r io r  to  the time when an o b je c t 's  conventional s ig n ifican ce  was
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appreciated  are  now, a f te r  th a t  f a c t ,  being v io la ted  (or unnatu rally  

detoured) in  l ig h t  o f  conventional ap p rec ia tio n .

The seclusion  o f a l l  th is  "processing" o f raw natu re  w ith in  the 

s k u l l 's  cannery a lso  amounts to  an a s se r tio n  th a t  the o b jec ts  which take 

shape through so c ia l convention have no ex istence  independent o f  the 

p resen t observer in  the ex te rn a l world. S o c ia lly  shaped o b jec ts  might 

have only prov isional ex is ten ce ; but we c e r ta in ly  d o n 't want to  say th a t  

the New York Yankees e x is t  only in sid e  p resen t human minds. I f  th a t  were 

the case, what would "cause" me to  be s tru ck  by the f a c t  th a t  I  was 

seeing a Yankee when I looked a t  Mickey Mantle; and a t  the  same time 

leave me not s tru ck  by th a t  fa c t  when I  looked a t  Carl Yastremski? In 

some sense th a t  i s  akin to  the causal model o f  percep tion , the  world 

bears in  on the observer; bu t in  another sense, i t  i s  s o c ia lly  shapeless 

w ithout the h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned ac tio n s  o f  human beings. A simple 

model o f caused n a tu ra l perception  (where the succeeding p a r ts  o f  th a t  

harmonious process are vouched fo r by the  shape th a t  Nature g ives through 

the u n iv ersa lly  re lev an t forms) cannot account fo r  how so c ia l perception  

i s  accomplished. I t  cannot account fo r how in  th e i r  everyday l iv e s ,  from 

moment to  moment, humans immediately grasp the d e ta ile d  conventional 

s ig n ifican ce  o f th e ir  surround when, by Nature, th e re  i s  nothing around. 

I f  Nature i s  naked o f  so c ia l c lo th in g  (as a re  i t s  p ip e lin e s  through which 

n a tu ra l perception i s  consummated), then how i s  i t  th a t  humans, when 

gazing a t  the world, a re  s tru ck  by the  profusion o f i t s  s o c ia l f in e ry ?  A 

model o f so c ia l perception th a t  could begin to  account fo r  a l l  o f th i s  

must be depicted otherw ise.

The so c ia l forms th a t  guide human a c t iv i ty  take th e i r  ex istence from 

Culture by v ir tu e  o f the w il lfu l  arrangements o f human beings. These
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p a tte rn s  o f cu ltu re  and the m ateria lized  shapes o f  any s in g le  item s 

w ithin them are  in i t i a te d  in to  ex istence through agreements th a t  are 

e s tab lish ed  among human beings. Unlike the tim eless ly  enduring n a tu ra l 

forms, th e  so c ia l forms pass in to  and out o f  ex istence with the r is e  and 

f a l l  o f a group whose members p a r t ic ip a te  in  th a t  arrangement. Through 

the  process o f s o c ia liz a tio n , humans become members o f th a t  group and 

p a r tie s  to  th a t  agreement; and they gain the  resources by which the 

so c ia l s ig n if ic a n c e , th a t  i s  nested in  the n a tu ra l world, becomes 

ev iden t. Concurrently, the n a tu ra l world becomes s o c ia liz e d , in  one way 

or another, as the conventional p rac tic e s  o f  th a t  group use the  m ateria l 

elements o f th a t  world, endowing i t  w ith conventional s ig n if ic a n c e . The 

so c ia l fea tu res  woven in to  the  fa b ric  o f natu re  add to  the re so lu tio n  of 

the n a tu ra l world, since  what had h ith e r to  been two examples o f  one th ing  

( e .g . ,  two days) are  now understood to  be two ra d ic a lly  d if f e re n t  th ings 

( e .g . ,  Sunday and Monday). This "addition" i s  more c le a r ly  seen when two 

groups "add" to  the n a tu ra l world in  d iverse  and possib ly  incommensurable 

ways.

The shapes o f  so c ia l forms are  arranged by th e  human a c t iv i t i e s  o f 

proto-members as the group edges toward full-blow n ex is ten ce . And, 

subsequently , those s o c ia l  forms arrange the  s o c ia l  behavior o f  group 

members, when th e i r  behavioral responses to  the  s o c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t 

environment take shape through these  forms. The s o c ia l  forms may have 

only p ro v is io n a l ex is ten ce , s in ce  they have no t ex is ted  from the  

beginning. But, they gained a measure o f autonomous ex istence a f te r  they 

had been brought to  l i f e  by conventional a c t iv i ty .  Thereby, they can 

"d ic ta te "  the shape o f human so c ia l behavior th a t  f a l l s  under th e i r  

purview.



To take a ra d ic a l example, the so c ia l s ig n ifican ce  and ex istence  of 

h ierog lyphics i s  indebted to  the  conventional a c t iv i ty  o f  th e  ancien t 

Egyptians. They breathed so c ia l l i f e  in to  those graphic fe a tu re s . 

Egyptians arranged these  forms so as to  convey s ig n ifican ce  and Egyptian 

behavior was subsequently arranged by the  s ig n ifican ce  o f  th e ir  form.

And y e t, when the  ancien t Egyptians d ied , the  h ierog lyphics re ta in ed  some 

l i f e .  They breathed i n t e l l i g ib i l i t y  in  such a way so th a t  when thousands 

o f  years l a t e r  o ther humans came along, these  humans c le a r ly  understood 

th a t  something had been added onto and interwoven with the graphic 

fea tu re s  th a t  were n a tu ra lly  p resen ted . This was c le a r  in  a way th a t  i s  

not so c le a r ,  fo r example, about Stonehenge whose arrangement o f  stones 

may o r may not po in t a t  something e lse  in  the  universe o th er than 

them selves. And many people today probably understand the l i t e r a l  

s ig n ifican ce  o f th e  h iero g ly p h ics . Only probably, because nothing about 

the n a tu ra l, graphic fea tu re s  themselves inescapably m irror th e i r  so c ia l 

s ig n ifican ce  which was "added on ." There a re  Egyptian p ra c tic e s  and 

experiences, shaped by convention, th a t  we w ill  never have access to  and 

th a t  added to  th e i r  s ig n if ic a n ce . We can never be c e r ta in  in  our grasp 

o f what the  h ierog lyphics "meant" on the  exclusive b a s is  o f  th e i r  n a tu ra l 

fe a tu re s . Their arrangement and ju x ta p o s itio n  as s tr in g s  give us 

d ire c tio n  to  the meaning o f  in d iv id u a l item s. S im ila r, though le s s  

sev ere , problems e x is t  in  the here and now, where th e  l iv e ly  members o f a 

group used th e i r  "shared ,"  conventional resources fo r  arranging  th e i r  

otherw ise nakedly n a tu ra l g estu res  in  order to  convey th e i r  in te n tio n s .

In the l a t e  19th Century, Abner Doubleday devised the  game o f 

b a seb a ll. He designed a playing f ie ld  and invented some ru le s .  He took 

some m ate ria ls  th a t  had h ith e r to  served o ther purposes and gave them
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newly s ig n if ic a n t shape as " b a l ls ,"  "b a ts ,"  "g loves,"  "bases,"  e tc .  And 

new th ings appeared l ik e  " b a l ls ,"  " s t r ik e s ,"  " h i ts ,"  "home ru n s ,"  "o u ts ,"  

" in n in g s,"  e tc .  The forms o f b aseb a ll were arranged by human 

convention. The p a tte rn s  gave a shape to  m ateria ls  and events th a t  

nature was incapable o f  o ffe r in g . Social o b jec ts  m a te ria lize d . The 

so c ia l p a tte rn s  had an in te rn a l symmetry whose im p lica tions might only be 

re a liz e d  as the game was played out in  r e a l  l i f e ;  Im plications th a t  

probably w eren 't re a liz ed  when the  game was devised, but in  re tro sp e c t 

were "always th e re ."  For example, i t  i s  probable th a t  the notion o f 

"double play" w asn 't av a ilab le  when the  game was devised. At some p o in t, 

when the b a t te r  h i t  a b a l l  to  th e  second baseman with a man on f i r s t  and 

the second baseman stepped on th e  bag, he must have re a liz e d  th a t  he 

s t i l l  had time to  throw the runner out a t  f i r s t .  In th a t  moment o f 

r e a l iz a t io n , th e  notion "double play" was born. And y e t, th a t  notion 

ex isted  in  some sense from th e  beginning o f the  game's ex is ten ce .

C ontrast th is  with the former example o f h ierog lyph ics . In the  former 

example, we have so c ia l ex istence a f te r  the  f a c t .  In the  l a t t e r  example, 

we have s o c ia l  ex istence before the  f a c t .  Both examples h in t  a t  the 

in te rn a l  symmetry and automony th a t  the so c ia l forms, l ik e  the n a tu ra l 

forms, possess.

Today, m illions o f  people w itness b aseb a ll games. The s o c ia lly  

s ig n if ic a n t  shapes o f b a s e b a ll 's  " th ings" have acquired g re a te r  r ig o r  and 

in  fa c t have grown in  s ig n if ic a n c e . The conventional import o f  any 

s in g le  n a tu ra l gestu re  i s  obvious to  a l l  o f  those who a re  a p arty  to  the 

game. The p a tte rn s  o f  b aseb a ll arrange the  behavior o f b aseb a ll p lay ers, 

b aseb all announcers, and b aseb a ll view ers, in so fa r  as i t  i s  re lev an t to  

the game. In th e ir  s ta tu s  as p ro v is io n a l c rea tu re s  o f s o c ia l i ty ,  the
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n a tu re 's  forms. But, d esp ite  th e i r  p ro v is io n a l c h a ra c te r , th ese  forms 

w ill continue to  arrange the  behavior o f a l l  o f  those involved. The 

events on the  f ie ld ,  in  th e i r  conventional g u ise , d ic ta te  the ac tio n s  o f 

a l l  involved. The ro ar o f the  crowd when a b a l l  i s  h i t  in to  the  stands 

o f f a i r  t e r r i to r y  ( i . e . ,  a "home run") o r the  a n tic ip a tio n  and 

disappointm ent o f the crowd when a b a l l  th a t  i s  so lid ly  h i t  curves and 

f a l l s  in to  the  stands o f fou l te r r i to r y  ( i . e . ,  a "fou l b a l l" )  s ig n if ie s  

the fa c t th a t  everyone understands what i s  going on. But, how i s  th i s  

profusion o f so c ia l s ig n ifican ce  so re a d ily  accessib le?

Imagine the  Eskimo who has j u s t  been flown in  from Alaska and who i s  

deposited in  the  stands o f Yankee Stadium. This Eskimo has never heard 

of the  United S ta te s , much le s s  b a se b a ll. What can be h is  experience of 

the concerted a c t iv i ty  on the  f ie ld  and the  volubly underlined 

understanding o f  the crowd? Bewilderment. In p a r t ,  the bewilderment i s  

a function of h is  grasp o f the  fa c t  th a t  th e re  i s  a so c ia lly -a rran g ed  

something to  be understood h ere . But th a t  ju s t  emphasizes h is  complete 

bewilderment, e sp ec ia lly  i f  he d o e sn 't  r e a l iz e  th a t  he i s  watching a 

"game." He i s  a t  a lo s s .  But, why i s  he a t  a lo ss  while a l l  the na tiv es  

are  enjoying themselves? Are the  n a tiv e s  being exposed to  any more 

s ig h ts  than the Eskimo? A ll o f  them a re  seeing  the same th in g s. Why 

a r e n 't  th e  n a tiv es  bewildered?

The easy answer i s  th a t ,  un like  the  Eskimo, th e  n a tiv es  a re  p arty  to  

the conventions th a t  shape b a s e b a ll 's  a c t iv i t i e s  and give them 

s ig n if ic a n c e . But, th i s  answer r e a l ly  misses th e  p o in t. Nothing about 

the  "n a tu ra l"  fe a tu re s  o f any gestu re  on the  f ie ld  (which a re , in  f a c t ,  

more re ad ily  accessib le  to  the Eskimo) says anything about th e  so c ia l
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s ig n ifican ce  th a t  i s  woven in to  the n a tu ra l fa b ric  o f th a t  g es tu re . 

Nothing th a t ,  by n a tu ra l percep tion , reaches the r e t in a  o f a fan h in ts  a t  

the s o c ia l  s ig n ifican ce  nested th e re in . And nothing about th a t  n a tu ra l 

th in g , once i t  reaches the  b ra in , in v ite s  the  n a tiv e  to  p u ll th e  f i l e  

"home run" o r "foul b a ll"  or to  id e n tify  th a t  th ing  out th e re  as a "foul 

p o le ."  Why a r e n 't  the  n a tiv es  bewildered? (And why d o n 't  they have 

access to  the  s ig h ts  th a t  a re  so read ily  av a ilab le  to  the  Eskimo?) In 

some sense, they must be s tru ck  by an already s o c ia lly  sa tu ra te d  o b je c t. 

C learly , th e  n a tiv e  must have aready bought in to  th e  system o f 

s ig n ifican ce  th a t  gives shape to  a l l  the ob jec ts  ou t th e re ; and c le a r ly  

the n a tiv e  i s  postured to  be on th e  s o c ia l lookout, keyed to  the  system 

o f s ig n if ic a n c e , as the  a c tio n  tak es place on th e  f ie ld .  But, a 

d esc rip tio n  o f th a t  system begs the  question  o f how s in g le  in stances o f 

the  s o c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t  perception  o f th a t  ac tion  a c tu a lly  take p lace . 

Any ethnography th a t  documents the r e g u la r i t ie s  th a t  a re  exh ib ited  w ithin  

the  confines o f th e  stadium merely documents th e  fa c ts  o f  those 

r e g u la r i t ie s  th a t  a l l  (ac to rs  and observers, in c lu s iv e )  partake in .  I t  

says nothing about how those understandings a re  tran sp o rted  over 

d istances or how members can co n tin u a lly  read each o th e r 's  In te n tio n s  as 

they a c t  in  co ncert.

A causal model o f perception  i s  an im plausib le , unwieldly device fo r 

accomplishing th a t  so c ia l percep tion . This model would lead  us to  

b e liev e  we a re  a t  a d istance  from the world; and th a t ,  on th e  b as is  o f 

what we rece iv e  n a tu ra lly , we in te rn a lly  compute the so lu tio n  to  what i s  

probably "out th e re ."  Needless to  say , what i s  out th e re , s o c ia lly ,  was 

put th e re  by human beings. Between the so c ia l "in  here" and the so c ia l 

"out th e re ,"  th e re  i s  a chasm th a t  nature b ridges. But, th a t  bridge i s
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in d if fe re n t  to  the so c ia l import th a t  i s  conveyed from th e re  to  h ere . I t

i s  im plausible to  be lieve  th a t  " f i r s t "  we rece ive  n a tu ra l s tim u la tion  and

"then" we process i t  fo r i t s  s o c ia l  sign ificance*  I f  th a t  were the case, 

i t  should be an easy m atter fo r baseball fans to  "see" the game in  the 

way th a t  Eskimos see i t .  But the maturing b aseb all fan has become 

somehow attached  to  a c e r ta in  conventional s ig h t o f the  f ie ld  and cannot 

e a s ily  go back to  the bew ildering s ig h t .  How do becoming na tiv es

gradually  lo se  th e i r  bewilderment as they acclim ate to  th e  so c ia lly

s ig n if ic a n t  environment? And how i s  subsequent bewilderment fo re s ta lle d  

to  the  p o in t o f  in a c c e s s ib i l i ty ?  The ch arac te r o f  human connections and 

attachm ents to  the c u ltu ra l  world i s  l e f t  unexplained. I f  n a tu re 's  

forces are  so powerful and ev er-p resen t while th e  s tru c tu re s  o f s o c ia l i ty  

a re  so p ro v is io n a l, why i s  s o c ia l "pre jud ice" so hard to  overcome? I f  

humans f i r s t  had access to  a  n a tu ra l d esc rip tio n  o f th e  world (as 

depicted  by a cau sa l, s e r i a l  model o f p ercep tio n ), why (when we a re  asked 

to  describe  what we see in  f ro n t o f  us) i s  i t  so easy to  describe th a t  

s ig h t in  conventional terms while we find  i t  awkward to  describe i t  in  

"n a tu ra l"  terms? The experience ano memory o f  any s ig h t th a t  we w itness 

appears to  be a profusion o f  unnatural conven tionality .

A causal model o f  percep tion  i s  an im possible device fo r 

accomplishing so c ia l percep tion . The g u lf  th a t  e x is ts  between o b jec t and 

observer in  an instance  o f n a tu ra l perception  (and which i s  bridged 

through cause-and -effec t episodes guaranteed by n a tu ra l law) cannot e x is t  

between o b jec t and observer in  an in stan ce  o f  s o c ia l  percep tion , since  

nature  cannot be re l ie d  on to  convey s o c ia l  s ig n if ic a n c e . Nature (both 

in  the ex te rn a l world and the  in te rn a l  world) i s  dumb to  th e  so c ia l shape 

o f an o b je c t. I t  cannot convey th a t  s o c ia l o b jec t over "d istances"
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and observer are un ited  to  begin w ith , in  o rder to  consummate the a c t o f 

so c ia l percep tion . The problem i s  e a s ie r  to  see when one considers any 

s in g le  o b jec t ( in  i t s  n a tu ra l, m a te ria l s ta tu s )  th a t ,  by the  conventions 

p revalen t in  a so c ie ty  o f overlapping groups, allows fo r  the nesting  of 

two d is t in c t iv e  so c ia l s ig n if ic a n c e s , in  d if f e re n t  " s i tu a t io n s ."  The 

"same" th ing  can mean two " d iffe re n t"  th in g s . The word "pipe" conveys 

one th ing  or another when speaking to  a plumber o r a smoker. The 

n a tu ra l, topographical fea tu re s  o f "pipe" o ffe r  no h in t  o f i t s  so c ia l 

im port. The causal model o f  percep tion  begs the  question by answering 

th a t  th is  i s  done through the in te rn a l mechanisms o f  cogn itive  processing 

which use th e  resources o f an ex te rn a l s o c ia l con tex t ( th a t  f ix e s  the 

s o c ia l meaning) and an in te rn a l  model o r schema ( th a t  in te rp re ts  what i s  

o ffered  by n a tu ra l p e rcep tio n ). The appropriateness o f any conventional 

in te rp re ta tio n  i s  a function o f  s i tu a t io n a l  c o n s tra in ts  th a t  a re  "out 

th e re ."  But a l l  the  "processing" th a t  goes on " in  h ere , behind the 

re t in a "  r e l ie s  on what has been conveyed through n a tu re 's  p ip e lin e s .

When we attem pt to  solve th e  s o c ia l t ru th  o f "p ip e ,"  we must re tu rn  our 

gaze to  "out th e re"  in  o rder to  assess  the s i tu a t io n a l  c o n s tra in ts .  But 

any p a r t o f the "out th ere"  th a t  would in d ic a te  the  app ropria te  

in te rp re ta tio n  o f  the primary o b jec t o f  in te r e s t  i s  a lso  only given to  us 

in  i t s  n a tu ra lly  raw form, drained o f i t s  s o c ia l  s ig n if ic a n c e . Though 

harder to  g rasp , the same problem e x is ts  when only one s o c ia l 

s ig n ifican ce  seems av a ila b le  ( e .g . ,  "syzygy"). How i s  the awareness o f 

the "one" so c ia l convention engendered by the  n a tu ra l ,  topographical 

p ro p e rtie s  o f the ob ject?  How do humans su s ta in  th e i r  connections with 

context? How do n a tu ra l o b jec ts  unambiguously catch  our so c ia l a tte n tio n ?
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This r a is e s  another is su e . How does one go about aiming fo r 

accuracy when th e  ta rg e t  o f th a t  aim i s  o f  so c ia l s ig n ifican ce?  I t s  

so c ia l t ru th  i s  r e la t iv e  to  th e  s i tu a t io n a l  and contex tual c o n s tra in ts  

th a t  a re  conventionally  e s ta b lish ed . The " tru th "  about any so c ia l 

s i tu a t io n  i s  a moving ta rg e t  in  a way th a t  n a tu ra l tru th s  are n o t, even 

though th a t  s o c ia l tru th  may be immobile r e la t iv e  to  th e  r e s t  o f i t s  

s o c ia l co n tex t. The necessary symmetries th a t  f ix  th e  t ru th  o f nature 

d i f f e r  from the  s i tu a t io n a l  symmetries o f s o c ia li ty  th a t  "autonomously" 

f ix  s o c ie ty 's  tru th s  ( th a t  i s ,  autonomous o f the  opinions o f any one 

person, as in  the  previous example o f th e  "double p la y " ). A causal model 

o f perception  m ystifies  the  whole operation  o f tru th  seeking and tru th  

t e l l in g  th a t  aims fo r what i s  held  in  p lace conventionally . Those 

operations must be d if fe re n t from the "same" operations when th e ir  

ta rg e ts  are  n a tu ra lly  given. A causal model o f  perception  obscures the 

manner in  which humans go about "seeing" what i s  s o c ia lly  app ro p ria te .

By leaving unresolved the manner in  which so c ia l t ru th  i s  acquired , a 

causal model c a n 't  begin to  ap p rec ia te  the "attachm ent" th a t  group 

members d isp lay  toward the  con tex ts th a t  have given shape to  th e ir  

t ru th s .  Notions lik e  "so c ia l t r u th ,"  " so c ia l f a l s i t y , "  "so c ia l 

accuracy ," and "so c ia l p re ju d ice” a re  a l l  r e la t iv e .  But the  " re la tiv e "  

circum stances d o n 't  exp lain  the  attachm ent and the v io le n t behavior th a t 

ensues when the  tru th s  o f d if f e re n t  groups c o ll id e . A model th a t  dep ic ts  

s o c ia l perception  otherw ise might be h e lp fu l fo r reso lv ing  these  is su e s .

A b e t te r  understanding o f what i s  involved in  achieving so c ia l accuracy 

might help reso lve  the problems o f  so c ia l p re ju d ice .

In s h o r t, a causal model o f perception i s  an inadequate guide fo r 

the attem pt to  understand how so c ia l perception  i s  consummated. This
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model can be u se le ss , m isleading or possib ly  dangerous when i t  i s  applied  

to  so c ia l percep tion . This becomes ev iden t when recounting some o f the 

fea tu res  th a t  were e a r l i e r  noted as th a t  model was used to  square the 

accounts o f n a tu ra l percep tion . For n a tu ra l percep tion , the experim ental 

psychologist r e l ie d  on the physical d e sc rip tio n s  o ffered  by p h y s ic is ts  in  

order to  c h a rac te rize  the s tim u li th a t  anchor perception  experim ents.

The changeless tru th  o f those d e sc rip tio n s  was vouched fo r by n a tu re , 

through the proxy o f p h y s ic is ts . But, the  t ru th  o f the  o b jec t m atter in  

so c ia l perception  experiments i s  a moving ta rg e t  th a t  i s  s o c ia lly  

co n stra in ed . Who vouches fo r the  accuracy o f the  d e sc rip tio n  o f so c ia l 

s tim u li th a t  experim ental s o c ia l psycholog ists take as an anchor fo r 

experiments in  s o c ia l  psychology? C erta in ly , th e  " tru th "  o f those

d e sc rip tio n s , fo r  the  su b je c t, i s  r e la t iv e  to  the con tex t th a t  the

su b jec t deploys in  order to  give s o c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t  shape to  those 

s tim u li. As one assesses whether the  s u b je c t 's  aim fo r the  s o c ia lly  tru e  

h i t s  o r misses the  mark, one i s  l e f t  in  a quandary when using a source 

o ther than the  su b jec t fo r the p rov ision  o f  the  so c ia l s tim u lu s ' 

d e sc rip tio n . Experimenters d o n 't  know whether o r not su b jec ts  are  using

th a t  same d esc rip tio n  as su b jec ts  take aim a t  the ta r g e t .  Thus, the

r e s u l ts  o f  so c ia l perception experim ents might only t e l l  the  experimenter 

whether the su b jec t i s  or i s  not a p arty  to  conventions th a t  some "other" 

used to  give s o c ia l shape to  the  s tim u li.

Such experiments might merely document th a t  the  su b jec t i s  or i s  no t 

a party  to  c e r ta in  conventional r e g u la r i t ie s .  The r e s u l ts  give l i t t l e  

in s ig h t in to  how th a t  re g u la r i ty  ( i . e . ,  s o c ia l percep tion) was 

consummated. The experim enter's  conclusion th a t  th e  s u b je c t 's  responses 

were " inaccurate" o r "wrong" can become a dangerous th in g . In what sense
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does the  experim enter mean "wrong?" Two p o s s ib i l i t ie s  a re  constan tly  

av a ila b le . E ith e r , th e  su b jec t sy stem atica lly  adhered to  a context 

foreign to  the ex p erim en ter's , o r the su b je c t, sharing  the  same co n tex t, 

was sy stem atica lly  wide o f the  consensually  defined ta r g e t .  Such 

ambiguity can become dangerous when th e  experim enter i s  under the 

impression th a t  th e  d esc rip tio n  he has s ta r te d  with i s  vouched fo r  by 

Nature. Aside from a l l  e ls e ,  he i s  no t on the  lookout fo r o ther contexts 

and pathology in  the  su b jec t i s  h is  n a tu ra l conclusion.

A causal model o f s o c ia l percep tion  would lead  us to  believe  th a t  

th e re  i s  a g u lf  between o b jec t and observer th a t  i s  somehow bridged 

through a s e r i a l  p rocess, whereby a sen sa tio n  becomes a perception which 

becomes a cog n itio n . This model in v ite s  confusion between n a tu ra l tru th  

and s o c ia l t r u th ,  and so i t  i s  hard put to  do anything about " so c ia l 

p re jud ice" o ther than to  show "the tru th "  to  people who are  so c ia lly  

p re jud iced . I t  in v ite s  m isca lcu la tion  about the  attachm ent th a t  group 

members have fo r th e i r  tru th s  s in ce  i t  cannot see the  manner in  which 

ob jec t and observer a re  un ited  from the s t a r t .

A model th a t  would be used in  the attem pt to  square the  accounts o f 

so c ia l perception  must make v is ib le  the  c u l tu ra l  attachm ents th a t  connect 

the o b jec t to  the observer. That model must show th e  promise th a t  i t  can 

aid  in  making progress toward th e  re so lu tio n  o f  two problems. F i r s t ,  

given the  s in g u la r o rd e rlin e ss  o f Nature th a t  vouches fo r i t s  continuing 

re g u la r i ty , how i s  i t  th a t  d iv erse  and possib ly  incommensurable forms of 

Culture can n es t in  th a t  Nature while each remains c o n s is ten t with 

Nature? Second, given th a t  the c u l tu ra l  forms are  in i t i a te d  in to  

ex istence through human a c t iv i ty  and th e re fo re  have a p rov isional 

ex istence th a t  i s  somehow dependent on humans, how do these  c u l tu ra l
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forms gain a measure o f  autonomous ex istence such th a t  they can 

"independently" determine the  shape o f  human a c t iv i ty ?  And a th ird  

problem pragm atically  would follow from the "so lu tio n " o f  these  two 

problems. How does one d is tin g u ish  between the n a tu ra l forms th a t  are 

s in g u la r ly , n ecessa rily  given and the  so c ia l forms th a t  a re  contingently  

given, each one being p a r t o f  an array  o f d iv e rs ity ?  Of course a 

so lu tio n  to  the  f i r s t  two problems might lead  us to  reo rgan ize  our 

notions o f what i s  meant by the  "n a tu ra l"  and the  " so c ia l"  and the 

r e la t io n  among them.

There are  attem pts to  explain  the  sprouting  o f  s o c ia l forms in  terms 

o f th e i r  ico n ic  re la t io n  to  the  n a tu ra l forms and to  exp lain  the 

com prehensib ility  o f s o c ia l  g estu res  in  terms o f the f a c t  th a t  they echo 

what i s  a lready th e re  n a tu ra lly . These attem pts do no se rv ice  to  a 

so c ia l psychology th a t  takes as i t s  problem the d iv e rs i ty  o f so c ia l 

p o s s ib i l i t ie s  w ith in  the s in g u la r  c o n s tra in ts  o f  n a tu re . I t  overlooks 

the  fo rces th a t  keep s o c ia l  forms in  r e s t r ic te d  bounds th a t  a re  a m atter 

o f  in d iffe ren ce  to  n a tu re . What keeps th i s  so c ia l form as the s ta b le  

fo rce  w ith in  a group ra th e r  than another form when na tu re  allow s fo r 

both? To appeal to  na tu re  i s  to  deny the d iffe ren ce  between the forms 

and to  demean the  attachm ent th a t  one group or another d isp lay s  fo r one 

form or ano ther. To appeal to  natu re  i s  to  deny the  ex isten ce  o f so c ia l 

phenomena whose d iverse  forms operate w ith in  s in g u la r c o n s tra in ts . This 

appeal does not explain  the s o c ia l  aspects o f  so c ia l behavior which take 

th e i r  d e f in it io n  from th e  fa c t  th a t  they could have been done otherw ise. 

The appeal to  na tu re  overlooks the fa c t  th a t  they could have been done 

o therw ise.



IV - INTRODUCTION TO EXPERIMENTS

In reconsidering  the question  o f s o c ia l percep tion , i t  does no good 

to  explain  the  a b i l i ty  to  understand what i s  s o c ia lly  "out there"  by 

appealing to  a so c ia l schema "in  th e re ,"  in  the  head, th a t  w ill  do a l l  

the work o f so c ia l understanding. This work w ill  only discover th a t  the 

s tru c tu re  o f the  so c ia l schema in  the head corresponds to  the  s tru c tu re  

o f  the  so c ia l world out th e re . But i t  does not explain  how th is  schema 

can, on the one hand, so e a s ily  and autonomously su s ta in  i t s  coherence 

whereby i t  w ill  rig o ro u sly  transform  in to  s o c ia l s ig n ifican ce  what i s  

n a tu ra lly  given; w hile, on the  o ther hand, th i s  schema can have a p la s t ic  

consistency such th a t  i t  can change i t s  shape with the ac q u is itio n  o f new 

conventions th a t ,  in  tu rn , w ill  reshape th e  conventional s ig n ifican ce  o f 

the ex te rn a l world. How can a s o c ia l schema (which i s  a l l  about th ings 

o f  p ro v is io n a l ex isten ce) su s ta in  both the  capacity  to  be r ig id  and the 

capacity  to  change? The "ex te rn a l"  world and i t s  o b jec ts  p resen t some o f 

the  same d i f f i c u l t i e s  th a t  the  " in te rn a l"  schemas (by th e i r  p ro p e rtie s )  

pose. But by sequestering  in  the sk u ll  the  process through which n a tu ra l 

th ings "become" s o c ia l  th in g s , we have unnecessarily  m ystified  an 

adm ittedly d i f f i c u l t  problem. The burden o f  th is  problem was sh if te d  to  

p h y sio lo g is ts  and psycho log ists, when, fo r  most p ra c t ic a l  purposes, 

mechanism triumphed over v ita lism  during the 19th Century. At th a t  

p o in t, i t  became obvious to  a l l  th a t  the "ex terna l"  world could be 

completely explained on the so le  b a s is  o f  mechanical p r in c ip le s . A ll the 

problem atic aspects  posed by th e  "appearance" o f v ita lism  and/or
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organicism  were sh if te d  to  the " in sid e"  o f animate beings (and human 

beings, in  p a r t ic u la r ) .  By "ex te rn a liz in g "  the  problems o f organic 

v ita lism  ( th a t  i s ,  by showing the ex te rn a l correspondents o f  the  in te rn a l 

process whereby the  n a tu ra l i s  "transform ed" in to  the  so c ia l or whereby 

one s o c ia l  th ing  i s  "transform ed" in to  another s o c ia l  th in g ) , the 

following experiments w ill  hopefully  both explain  p a r t o f  th a t  process 

and s h i f t  some o f th a t  burden back onto o ther s c ie n t i s t s .

I t  i s  iro n ic  th a t  so much o f the  cu rren t experim ental work in

cognition  th a t  devotes i t s e l f  to  s o c ia l  s c r ip ts  c i te s  the  work o f

Frederic  B a r t le t t  (1932) as a re fe ren ce . B a r t le t t  was v io le n tly  opposed

to  the  use o f  so c ia l schemes as an "explanation" fo r the  rigorous

re g u la r ity  o f  so c ia l behavior and so c ia l percep tion . As B a r t le t t  says,

the notion o f  schema was devised by the ph y sio lo g ist Henry Head. In

Remembering: A Study in  Experimental and S ocial Psychology (1932),

B a r t le t t  l i s t s  a number o f reasons fo r h is  disagreement with Head's

account o f the  re g u la r ity  in  psychological processes. He puts i t

eloquently  when he says:

T hird ly , and perhaps most im portant, I s trong ly  d is l ik e  th e  term 
'schem a.' I t  i s  a t  once too d e f in ite  and too sketchy. The word 
i s  a lreaay  widely used in  co n tro v e rs ia l psychological w riting  to  
r e fe r  generally  to  any ra th e r  vaguely o u tlin ed  theory . I t  
suggests some p e r s is te n t ,  bu t fragm entary, 'form o f  arrangem ent,' 
and i t  does not in d ic a te  what i s  e s s e n tia l  to  the  whole no tion , 
th a t  the  organized mass r e s u l ts  o f  p as t changes o f p o s itio n  and 
posture a re  a c tiv e ly  doing something a l l  the  tim e; a re  so to  
speak, c a rrie d  along with us complete, though developing, from 
moment to  moment... I t  would probably be b e s t to  speak o f  'a c tiv e , 
developing p a t te r n s . '

( B a r t le t t 's  em phasis), (B a r t le t t ,  1932; pp. 200-201)

A new incoming impulse must become not merely a cue s e tt in g  up a 
s e r ie s  o f reac tio n s  a l l  c a rr ie d  ou t in  a fixed  temporal o rder, but 
a stim ulus which enables us to  go d ire c t  to  th a t  po rtion  o f the 
organized s e tt in g  o f p ast responses which i s  most re lev an t to  the 
needs o f the  moment. There i s  one way in  which an organism could 
le a rn  how to  do to  th i s .  I t  may be the  only way. At any ra te  i t
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i s  the way th a t  has been discovered and i t  i s  con tinually  used.
An organism has somehow to  acquire th e  capacity  to  tu rn  around 
upon i t s  own 'schem ata' and to  co n stru c t them a fre sh . This i s  a 
c ru c ia l s te p  in  organic development. I t  i s  where and why 
consciousness comes in ;  i t  i s  what gives consciousness i t s  most 
prominent function . I wish 1 knew exactly  how i t  was done.

(p. 206)

£ wish 2  knew exactly  how i t  was done. I d o n 't .  But I  hope th a t 

the experim ental work which follows helps to  p o in t out a way through 

which these  problems can be solved.

In many re sp e c ts , the following experiments mimic th e  procedures o f 

Rosch (1973) when she attem pted to  document the charac ter o f  a n a tu ra l 

cog n itiv e  p rocess. In one o f her s tu d ie s , 113 U niversity  o f  C a lifo rn ia , 

Berkeley studen ts  were given a l i s t  o f e ig h t ca teg o ries  ( e .g . ,  f r u i t s ,  

b ird s )  and s ix  examples o f each category ( e .g . ,  app le , p ineapple, f ig ;  

ro b in , wren, o s tr ic h ) .  For each category , they were asked to  judge (on a 

sca le  from one to  seven) how good an example o f the  category the s ix  

in stan ces  o f th a t  category were. Despite the fa c t  th a t  the su b jec ts  each 

ra ted  the in stan ces  o f  the-category  p r iv a te ly , a s ig n if ic a n t degree of 

agreement was found among su b jec ts  about how p ro to ty p ica l the various 

in stan ces  o f the category were o f  th a t  p a r t ic u la r  category. Evidently , 

th e i r  responses were no t randomly generated. On the b as is  o f th is  

agreement, Rosch concluded th a t  she had uncovered the  shapes o f concepts 

th a t  su b jec ts  had o f c e r ta in  c a te g o rie s . The agreement was taken as 

evidence fo r the constra in ing  ch arac te r o f  c e r ta in  n a tu ra l fa c ts  and fo r 

the cogn itive  form o f concepts; and i t  was taken as the exemplary upshot 

o f c e r ta in  inescapably law fu l, cogn itive  p rocesses.

In designing her experim ents, Rosch was in te re s te d  in  e lim inating  or 

co n tro llin g  the ambiguity in  th e  experim ental s tim u li so th a t  she could



59

catch s ig h t o f  the "n a tu ra l"  cogn itive  processes as they emerged. Each 

stim ulus item  should unambiguously announce what i t  r e fe r s  to  so th a t  the 

su b jec t can express the p ro to ty p ic a lity  o f  an item  in  i t s  s ta tu s  as a 

member o f the category . But the following experim ents, by design, in v ite  

ambiguity in  order to  catch s ig h t o f  the "so c ia l"  cogn itive  processes by 

which the  am biguities o f everyday so c ia l l i f e  are  fo re s ta lle d  or 

reso lved . Social psychology i s  concerned with how members o f a group 

manage to  adhere to  the s o c ia l  forms th a t  allow fo r the  o rch es tra tio n  of 

concerted so c ia l in te ra c tio n  among members. In i t s  nakedly n a tu ra l 

s ta tu s ,  the m ateria l th a t  group members use fo r  i t s  conventional 

s ig n ifican ce  i s  ambiguous w ith re sp e c t to  th a t  conventional s ig n ifican ce  

th a t  i t  conveys. And when any s in g le  m ate ria l th ing  has, by convention, 

the capacity  to  e n te r ta in  two meanings, then th a t  th ing  as a nakedly 

n a tu ra l o b jec t i s  c e r ta in ly  ambiguous.

The experiments seek to  "ex te rn a liz e"  the process by which those
*

am biguities a re  reso lved; so th a t  "ou tsiders"  can see how " in s id e rs"  

become so c e r ta in  about the s o c ia lly  accurate  d esc rip tio n  o f an ob ject 

which, by n a tu re , has no s o c ia l  d e sc rip tio n . I f  you sequester in  the 

sk u ll the  e n t ire  process by which ambiguity i s  resolved (out o f s ig h t ,  in  

the mind), then th a t  process takes on an unnecessarily  mysterious 

q u a lity . Exposing th a t  process to  view in  the ex te rn a l world might 

e lim inate  some o f i t s  o ccu lt q u a l i t ie s .  Undoubtedly, the gross 

am biguities embodied in  the follow ing experiments a re  c a r ic a tu re s  o f the 

s u b tle t ie s  th a t  confound s o c ia l l i f e  in  the  everyday world. But such 

c a r ic a tu re s  a ffo rd  the p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r id en tify in g  and naming a l l  o f  the 

p a r ts  o f  the process by which am biguities are reso lved . Once a l l  those 

elements have been located  and th e  ch arac te r o f  th a t  process can be
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ap p rec ia ted , th a t  model can be app lied  to  r e a l - l i f e  s itu a tio n s  where th a t 

process happens in  m in iatu re.

I t  should be noted th a t  the  following experim ents a lso  bear a 

resemblance to  Carmichael, Hogan and Walter (1932). In th a t  study, 

su b jec ts  were shown "ambiguous" f ig u res  th a t  were named in  one way or 

another ( e .g . ,  a "th ing" th a t  was e i th e r  named as a c rescen t moon or the 

l e t t e r  "C"). When l a t e r  asked to  draw th a t  f ig u re , s u b je c ts ' drawings 

"d is to rted "  th a t  fig u re  in  order to  conform with th e  p ro p e rtie s  th a t  were 

alluded  to  by i t s  name. This procedure begins to  g e t a t  the  way in  which 

so c ia l context gives shape to  o b je c ts ; and the au thors say th a t  the  

psychology o f G esta lt may o ffe r  some explanation fo r th e ir  phenomena.

But th e i r  procedures s u ffe r  from f a u l ts .  F i r s t ,  they study the  su b je c ts ' 

perception o f s in g le  item s and so they miss how a s in g le  context operates 

to  give shape to  the whole m ate ria l surround (inc lud ing  the observer); 

and they miss how the  so c ia l fe a tu re s  o f context are  ind ispensab le  

in g re d ie n ts  o f th a t  p rocess. In th e i r  s o c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t  shape, a l l  

o b jec ts  o f the surround are u n ited  by th e i r  conformity to  context — each 

conforming in  i t s  own way. Second, the procedures confuse m ateria l 

ambiguity with conceptual am biguity. Anyone reading th e i r  study might be 

led  to  be lieve  th a t  the ambiguity they a re  re fe r r in g  to  can be resolved 

with a magnifying g la ss  o r an a irb ru sh . (The fig u re s  have a hybrid 

q u a lity  in  th a t  the graphic rep re sen ta tio n  preserves fe a tu re s  o f , e .g . ,  

c rescen t moons and 'C 's .  That would be in ap p ro p ria te  fo r a m a te ria lly  

pure version  o f one or the o th e r ) .  The ambiguity fea tu red  in  a Necker 

cube i s  a more ap p rop ria te  d isp lay  o f  conceptual ambiguity s ince  the 

'sam e' m ate ria l f ig u re  engenders two ra d ic a lly  d if fe re n t  s ig h ts .  The 

authors admit they are a t  a lo ss  to  explain  what they have uncovered.
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I t  I s  the b e l ie f  o f  the p resen t au thors th a t  psychology i s  not yet 
in  a p o s itio n  to  explain  th i s  process o f apprehension with 
assurance.

( th e ir  emphasis; Carmichael,
Hogan & W alter, 1932)

S ta r tin g  with the Rosch procedures, the following experiments take a 

s e t  o f  item s th a t ,  in  th e ir  nakedly n a tu ra l shape, r e ta in  a sharply 

defined m ate ria l id e n t i ty .  But in  one so c ia l context or ano ther, each o f 

those d isp a ra te  items in  the s e t  takes on one so c ia l shape or another, in  

unison with the o th e rs , together sy stem atica lly  Indebted to  and in  

conformity with one context or another. The su b jec ts  are asked to  use 

those o b jec ts  fo r some purpose th a t  i s  in d if fe re n t to  one context o r the 

o th e r . But, though they are  given h in ts ,  they are  not to ld  which context 

i s  ap p ro p ria te . The manner in  which su b je c ts  reso lve  the ambiguity 

presented  in  th e  nakedly n a tu ra l o b jec ts  by giving them s o c ia lly  

s ig n if ic a n t  shape i s ,  hopefu lly , open to  view fo r a l l  on th e  "outside" 

( in d if fe re n t to  e i th e r  o f th e  two s tru c tu re d  contexts th a t  toge ther 

c o n s ti tu te  th e  so c ia l ambiguity) — a common experience o f  ambiguity 

under experim ental co nd itions.



V -  EXPERIMENT 1

In tro d u c tio n . Subjects were each given two problems to  so lv e . For each 

problem, su b jec ts  were requ ired  to  make a s e r ie s  o f judgments about the 

goodness o f membership fo r a s e r ie s  o f item s with reference  to  i t s  

la rg e r ,  encompassing item . In th is  sense, the  procedure resembles th a t  

o f  Rosch (1973) where su b jec ts  were asked to  judge how good an example o f 

a category ( e .g . ,  crime) various in stances ( e .g . ,  murder, s te a lin g , 

vagrancy) o f  th a t  category a re . Unlike the  Rosch procedures, however, 

th is  experiment gave su b jec ts  a l i s t  o f  s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  and asked su b jec ts  

to  judge (on a sca le  o f 1 to  7) how im portant each o f these  

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  a re  fo r the accomplishment o f the  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .  A ll 

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  were c o n s titu e n ts  o f  th e  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty ;  and, hence, th is  

experiment shared with Rosch's the requirem ent th a t  su b jec ts  judge the 

exemplary ch a rac te r o f  a co n s titu en t to  i t s  constituency  (or a member to  

i t s  ca tego ry ). In p r in c ip le , these procedures should be as app licab le  to  

a c t iv i t i e s  as they were, in  Rosch's case , to  o b je c ts . The issu e  o f how 

these  la rg e r  a c t iv i t i e s  (as opposed to  the  ca teg o rie s)  a re  m entally 

represen ted  i s  not examined. However, the work o f  Schank and Abelson 

(1977), where the  rep re sen ta tio n s  o f  a c t iv i t i e s  a re  examined in  terms o f 

s c r ip ts  and th e i r  elem ents, suggests a framework fo r e s ta b lish in g  a loose 

p a r a l le l  between su b je c ts ' ta sk s  in  th is  experiment and in  Rosch's work. 

The second experiment re v e r ts  to  Rosch's procedure where su b jec ts  a re  

asked to  make judgments o f the  exemplary ch arac te r o f  various ob jec ts  as 

in stances o f th e i r  category.
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The procedure in  th is  experiment departs from Rosch's procedure in  

another way. Subjects were not e x p lic ity  to ld  the  name o f the la rg e r  

a c t iv i ty  th a t  encompassed the s u b -a c t iv i t ie s .  R ather, su b jec ts  had to  

f i r s t  look a t  the l i s t e d  s u b -a c t iv i t ie s ,  gain a sense o f th e  la rg e r  

a c t iv i ty ,  and then r a te  each o f the s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  w ith regard to  how 

im portant i t  was fo r the accomplishment o f the  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .  That i s ,  

fo r each problem su b jec ts  engaged in  two s o r ts  o f  judgment. F i r s t ,  they 

judged the  name o f the la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  and, then , they ra te d  each o f the 

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s .  This p ra c tic e  was a lso  c a rrie d  through on the  second 

experiment.

The w ritten  in s tru c tio n s  made i t  c le a r  to  su b jec ts  th a t  a l l  o f the 

l i s t e d  s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  were leg itim a te  p a r ts  o f  th e  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .  This 

p o in ts  to  a fea tu re  o f the  Rosch procedures th a t  could be overlooked. By 

f i r s t  naming the category and then l i s t i n g  the  o b je c ts  to  be ra te d , Rosch 

decided fo r her su b jec ts  th a t  these  in stan ces  were indeed appropria te  

examples o f the  considered category . The only question  fo r the su b jec ts  

was how good o r bad an example o f  the  category th i s  in stan ce  o f  the 

category was. That i s ,  "murder" might be a b e t te r  example than 

"vagrancy" o f th e  category "crim e," but "apple" d o e sn 't  belong in  th a t  

category to  begin w ith. This ra is e s  a question . When su b jec ts  are  asked 

to  r a te  the  exemplary ch arac te r o f an in stan ce  and the  d is tr ib u tio n  o f 

s u b je c ts ' ra tin g s  i s  not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t (Rosch mentioned th a t  

th i s  happened in  a couple o f in s ta n c e s ) , th i s  absence can be in te rp re te d  

in  two ways. E ith e r, i t  could s ig n ify  the various b e l ie f  among su b jec ts  

th a t  th i s  in stan ce  d o esn 't belong in  th e  category . Or, i t  could s ig n ify  

a various b e l ie f  among su b jec ts  about the exemplary ch arac te r o f th a t  

in s tan ce , given th a t  i t  i s  an appropriate  example. The l a t t e r  b e l ie f
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could be a ttr ib u te d  to  an absence o f consensus among su b jec ts  about the 

placement o f th e  in stan ce  or to  an ambiguity in  th e  ca te g o ric a l form th a t  

would d ic ta te  where the in stan ce  should be p laced . In any case , the 

reason fo r a d is tr ib u tio n  o f  ra tin g s  th a t  i s  not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s ig n if ic a n t  i s  unspecified  and su b jec t to  various a t t r ib u t io n s .

This i s  not intended to  be a c r i t ic is m  o f Rosch (1973). A fter a l l ,  

the o b jec t o f  th a t  research  was to  p in  down the c a te g o ric a l forms. In 

th a t  sense, i t  i s  im portant to  c le a r  away the  ambiguity before th e  onset 

o f  re sea rch . Given a c le a r  category and i t s  c le a r  members, th a t  research  

seeks to  reso lve  the ch a rac te r o f  th e i r  o rg an iza tio n . By minimizing the 

am biguity, Rosch may have r e s t r ic te d  th e  variance o f  s u b je c ts ' responses 

and th is  may have co n trib u ted  to  the  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  o f the 

r e s u l t s .  In the following experim ent, on the o th er hand, the la rg e r  u n it  

was l e f t  undefined so as to  ''allow ” fo r ambiguity and allow fo r d if fe re n t 

groups o f su b jec ts  to  see the "same” m ate ria l words in  d if fe re n t  ways.

The focus o f in te r e s t  i s  on the  between group variance o f responses to  

the ''same'1 m a te ria l. But th is  procedure inescapably a lso  admits the 

g re a te r  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f  w ith in  group variance in  su b je c ts ' r a t in g s , s ince 

they may each be operating  w ith no tions o f  the  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  th a t  are 

only roughly s im ila r  to  each o th e r , unconstrained by a s in g le , common 

word th a t  unambiguously names th a t  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .  Hence, i t  should be 

expected th a t ,  w ith in  any one group, a g re a te r  number o f the  

d is tr ib u tio n s  o f su b je c ts ' ra tin g s  here w ill  not achieve s t a t i s t i c a l  

s ig n ifican ce  when compared with th e  r e s u l ts  o f  Rosch (1973).

These remarks a lso  address the fa c t  th a t  a po rtion  o f the  cognitive 

a c t iv i ty  necessary fo r managing p ra c t ic a l  l i f e  o u tsid e  the  labo rato ry  i s  

not to  be found in  Rosch (1973). In th a t  experim ent, the cogn itive
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a c t iv i ty  th a t  would conclude th a t  a l l  o f these  o b jec ts  a re  nominally 

un ited  by membership in  th i s  category (o r, v ice v ersa , th a t  th is  i s  the 

category th a t  nominally u n ite s  a l l  o f these  o b jec ts )  does not take 

p lace . I t  took place before the experiment when th e  s tim u li were 

c o lle c te d  and the experiment was designed. This cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  i s  

packed in to  the  experim ental design as the research  focuses on the  

c h a ra c te r is t ic  s tru c tu re s  o f the deployed c a te g o rie s , once the  ambiguity 

about which category to  deploy had been reso lved . The following 

experiments focus on the cog n itiv e  a c t iv i ty  th a t  i s  devoted to  reso lv ing  

which category to  deploy in  o rder to  a ssess  any one o b je c t, given th a t  

any number o f ca teg o ries  a re  possib ly  ap p ro p ria te . In everyday l i f e ,  

people o ften  ,>fin d ,, themselves deploying one category w ithout considering 

any number o f a l te rn a tiv e s  and even w ithout th e  recogn ition  th a t  th ere  

are a l te rn a t iv e s .  Hence, th e i r  behavior shows the  a f te r - e f f e c ts  o f 

reso lv ing  am biguities beforehand, w ithout any awareness during the 

a c t iv i ty  th a t ,  in  some manner, th i s  a c t i v i t y .took p lace . Hence, th is  

po rtion  o f cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  may be as hidden from them in  everyday l i f e  

(perhaps by the  design o f the  world) as i t  i s  hidden from Rosch's 

su b jec ts  by the design o f her experiment (who never "judged" the 

e l i g i b i l i t y  o f ,  e .g . ,  vagrancy as an example o f  crim e). But, both of 

these  po rtio n s o f cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  a re  necessary in  order to  manage the 

stream o f p ra c t ic a l  l i f e  in  th e  everyday world.

Human behavior in  the labo ra to ry  i s  remarkably r e l ia b le  and 

e leg an tly  formed once the experim ental cond itions fo r  behavior (which 

in s tru c t  the  su b jec t and give fixed  shape to  the stim ulus m a te ria ls )  have 

been s e t .  Outside the la b o ra to ry , however, a po rtion  o f  humans' 

cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  must be devoted to  re a liz in g  what s e tt in g  they a re  in
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and th a t  w ill  then give shape to  the in d iv id u al m ate ria l item s w ithin  

th e i r  environment. For in d iv id u a ls , the successfu l management o f the 

stream  o f p ra c t ic a l  so c ia l l i f e  r e l ie s  both on th e i r  a b i l i ty  to  zero in  

on the  appropria te  s e tt in g  th a t  w ill  give so c ia l shape and conventional 

s ig n ifican ce  to  the environm ent's elem ents; and then , given th a t  s e t t in g ,  

on th e ir  a b i l i ty  to  use those soc ia lly -shaped  and conventionally - 

s ig n if ic a n t elements as they accomplish so c ia l behavior. Much of 

experim ental so c ia l psychology focuses on the l a t t e r ,  given th a t  the 

former has been reso lved . In the lab o ra to ry , th is  i s  done by c le a r ly  

defin ing  th e  experim ental s i tu a t io n  fo r  the  su b jec t and, in  th e  f ie ld ,  

th is  i s  "done" by assuming th a t  a l l  observed in d iv id u a ls  "know" what 

s e tt in g  they a re  in  and then track ing  the  m otiv iated re g u la r i ty  o f  th e i r  

behavior in  the l ig h t  o f th a t  knowledge, under such circum stances, the 

notions o f " ro le ,"  " a tti tu d e "  and "norms" are  u sefu l fo r track in g  the 

re g u la r ity  o f so c ia l behavior w ith in  a so c ia l s e t t in g .  The person adopts 

a ro le  th a t  i s  conditioned by a t t i tu d e s  and guided by c e r ta in  norms.

But, how do persons "find  ou t" or decide what s e tt in g  they a re  in ?  

C erta in ly , a portion  o f human s o c ia l cognition  must be devoted to  

reso lv ing  th is  issu e  during the course o f everyday l i f e  — a t  l e a s t ,  a t  

the beginning o f each s o c ia l  episode. And how do persons know to  su s ta in  

or know to  change the ch arac te r o f  th a t  s e tt in g  th a t  gives shape to  

everything w ithin  i t ?  Most em pirica l work leaves the  re so lu tio n  o f th is  

problem ou tside i t s  focus as i t  concen tra tes on the  re g u la r ity  o f  s o c ia l 

behavior once th i s  s e tt in g  has been accomplished. The work presumes the 

r ig o r  o f th a t  s e tt in g  (and i t s  p ro v is io n a l autonomy th a t  su s ta in s  

continuing so c ia l ac tio n  w ith in  a so c ia l episode) as the work 

concentrates on uncovering the d e ta i ls  o f  th a t  s e t t i n g 's  shape. In th is
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sense, the  em pirical work o f s o c ia l  psychology resembles the  work of 

Rosch (1973) whose design e lim in a te s , "hides" and/or d isp lay s d is in te r e s t  

to  th a t  po rtion  o f humans' cog n itiv e  a c t iv i ty  th a t  id e n t i f ie s  the  s e tt in g  

fo r th e ir  behavior.

The management o f  p ra c t ic a l  s o c ia l  l i f e  r e l i e s  on the  in te rp la y  of 

both o f these  cogn itive  a c t i v i t i e s .  The knowledge o f  what y o u 're  doing 

r e l ie s  on the knowledge o f where y o u 're  a t .  In the realm  o f conventional 

behavior, n a tu ra l processes o f perception  cannot be r e l ie d  upon to  

inescapably convey th i s  knowledge o f s e tt in g  s in ce  th a t  s e tt in g  has only 

conventional s o c ia l  ex is ten ce . Convention takes the p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r i t s  

p ro v is io n a l ex istence p re c ise ly  from th e  fa c t  th a t  Nature i s  in d if fe re n t 

to  whether or not i t  e x is ts .  Hence, the  p a r tic ip a tio n  in  conventional 

behavior s ig n if ie s ,  in  some manner, th e  a f te r - e f f e c ts  o f  choice s ince  

Nature does not compel the conformity o f human behavior to  one or another 

s e t  o f so c ia l forms which a re  equally  capable o f  nestin g  in  th e  av a ilab le  

n a tu ra l m a te r ia l. So, how do humans "choose" or otherw ise id e n tify  the 

so c ia l s e tt in g s  in  which th e i r  ac tio n  takes p lace and shape? Nature i s  

in d if fe re n t  to  whether or no t conventional s ig n if ic an ce , per s e . has been 

woven in to  i t .  The law ful motions o f i t s  elem ents a re  no t weighed down, 

in  one way or ano ther, by th e  s ig n ifican ce  th a t  has been conventionally  

a ttached  to  them. And i t  p lays no fa v o rite s  w ith th e  competing 

conventional forms ( th a t  n e s t in  the  same m ate ria l and th a t  take th e i r  

ex istence  p re c ise ly  because Nature d isplayed no fav o ritism ) as they v ie  

fo r the s o c ia l o b se rv e r 's  a t te n t io n . Hence, w ith in  the moment to  moment 

stream o f a p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d , human l i f e ,  th e  m an ifesta tion  o f any 

s in g le  so c ia l s e t t in g ,  per s e . o r the  m anifesta tion  o f  one s o c ia l  s e tt in g  

when ano ther, "competing" s o c ia l s e tt in g  seems to  be as re a d ily
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accessib le  (from the " o u ts id e r 's ” perspective  where both can be seen) 

remains something to  be explained.

The following experiments were designed to  study th is  portion  of 

humans' cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  whereby they "choose" or otherw ise id e n tify  

the  s e tt in g  in  which th e i r  s o c ia l  perception  and so c ia l behavior take 

p lace . They are  meant to  demonstrate how such an operation  i s  p o ss ib le . 

Each problem has a subset o f m ate ria l items th a t  sy stem atica lly  lend 

themselves to  e i th e r  o f two s e tt in g s  which a re  equally  access ib le  from an 

"o u ts id e r 's "  p ersp ec tiv e . However, each group o f su b jec ts  fin d s  those 

items w ithin  la rg e r  s e ts  o f  item s th a t  in v ite  c o n s tra in ts  upon how one 

group or the  o th er w ill view th a t  sm aller s e t  o f s tim u li .  The operation  

o f these  in v it in g  c o n s tra in ts  a re  meant to  be an exem plifica tion  o f  the 

in v itin g  c o n s tra in ts  th a t  o p era te , from moment to  moment, in  giving 

coherence to  the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream o f s o c ia l  l i f e .  The 

procedures and s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses w ith in  any one group as such, then, 

resemble the procedures and s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses o f Rosch (1973) where 

th ere  was no ambiguity about the  q u a lity  o f r e la t io n  between members and 

th e i r  category . Her analyses fixed  th e i r  q u a n tita tiv e  r e la t io n s .  And 

w ithin each group, the  analyses o f the  following experiments use 

su b je c ts ' responses fo f ix  s im ila r  q u a n tita tiv e  re la t io n s  (although fo r 

reasons explained above the analyses o f s u b je c ts ' responses may not 

a t ta in  the high degree o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  th a t  Rosch found).

This w ithin group coherence, however, i s  no t th e  p o in t o f these  

s tu d ie s  except in so fa r  as i t  i s  an expression o f  coherent s o c ia l  

percep tion ; and except in so fa r  as th is  coherence i s  p laced s id e  by s ide  

with another s ta tis tic a lly -d e m o n s tra te d , w ithin-group coherence which 

uses some of the "same" m ate ria l s tim u li as the  means fo r expression of
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an e n tire ly  d if f e re n t ,  coherent s o c ia l  percep tion . I f  one ignores the 

la rg e r  s e tt in g  and the  operation  through which su b jec ts  caught s ig h t o f 

those s tim u li in  one way or another by reso lv ing  which s e tt in g  to  deploy, 

then one i s  simply l e f t  with two groups o f people each adhering to  a 

d e f in it io n  o f some one ob jec t th a t  i s  a t  odds w ith the  d e f in itio n  o ffered  

by the o ther group. But, th is  work attem pts to  describe  how th a t  

operation  can be accomplished, by persons, leav ing  so c ia l am biguities 

behind. I t  attem pts to  ex p lic a te  th e  manner in  which th e  la rg e r  so c ia l 

s e tt in g  lends shape to  in d iv id u a l o b jec ts  w ith in  i t s  purview; thus giving 

r is e  to  the  m a te r ia liz a tio n  o f s o c ia l  o b jec ts  and th e  c rea tio n  o f so c ia l 

tru th s  about those o b je c ts . I t  suggests the manner o f  attachm ent th a t  

group members d isp lay  fo r th e i r  s o c ia l t r u th s .  And i t  suggests th a t  more 

i s  c a lle d  fo r in  the a l le v ia tio n  o f  so c ia l p re jud ice  than simply showing 

biased in d iv id u a ls  ( e .g . ,  " ra c is ts " ,  " se x is ts " )  the e r ro r  in  th e i r  

apprehension o f the world or the t ru th  in  another apprehension o f the 

world. The problem i s  only compounded when each "side" dec la res  the 

"obviously" t ru th fu l  fa c ts  th a t  a re  afforded by th e i r  re sp ec tiv e  

p e rsp ec tiv es . The ro o ts  o f th i s  d isp a r i ty  between " so c ia l tru th s "  may be 

in  the  la rg e r  s e tt in g s  th a t  give shape to  the d isparately -form ed , 

in d iv id u a l s o c ia l  o b je c ts . Even th e  terms o f  "communication" may be 

d isp a ra te ly  shaped. Other s tr a te g ie s  may be requ ired  fo r  communication 

between in d iv id u a ls  who have placed themselves in  d if f e re n t  s e tt in g s .

These s tu d ie s  examine the manner in  which in d iv id u a ls  accomplish the 

emplacement o f any one so c ia l s e t t in g  th a t  can be r e l ie d  upon (and i s  

re l ie d  upon) to  give shape to  the in d iv id u a l item s w ith in  th a t  s e t t in g .  

That process becomes e a s ie r  to  see when, from the  o u ts id e , two d is t in c t  

s e tt in g s  are read ily  a cc e ss ib le . In tu rn , th i s  understanding may c la r i fy
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how i t  i s  th a t ,  when a person i s  firm ly on the in s id e  o f  one so c ia l 

s e t t in g ,  th a t  person 's  a c c e s s ib i l i ty  to  another so c ia l s e tt in g  i s  

r e s t r ic te d  - -  even when th a t  person i s  a party  to  the  languages o f both 

s e tt in g s  and even as both s e tt in g s  sim ultaneously occupy the "same" 

physical space. These s tu d ie s  a re  le s s  in te re s te d  in  the  d e ta ile d  shape 

th a t  in d iv id u a l item s take on, once th a t  s e tt in g  i s  emplaced. The 

s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f those d e ta ile d  shapes i s  o f  secondary 

in te r e s t .  On the  o ther hand, much em pirical work in  th e  so c ia l sciences 

has uncovered the d e ta ile d  shape o f  o b jec ts  w ith in  any one s e t t in g ,  given 

th e  emplacement o f th a t  s e tt in g  and i t s  continuing r ig o r .  As they are 

p resen tly  phrased, each o f these  p ro je c ts  presumes th a t  one portion  o f 

cog n itiv e  a c t iv i ty  ( i . e . ,  th e  id e n tif ic a t io n  o f  the  ap p rop ria te  s e tt in g )  

or the  o ther ( i . e . ,  the management o f in d iv id u a l elements w ith in  th a t  

s e t t in g )  can be s tud ied  independently o f  each o ther by s o c ia l  

s c ie n t i s t s .  This might lead  to  th e  presumption th a t ,  w ith in  the ongoing 

l i f e  o f a p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d , s o c ia l  in d iv id u a l, those functions can 

operate  independently o f each o th e r; so th a t  from one time to  ano ther, 

the  in d iv id u a l i s  occupied w ith one p ro je c t o r the  o th e r . But a reasoned 

understanding o f how the in d iv id u a l goes about id e n tify in g , app rop ria ting  

and liv in g  through la rg e r  s e tt in g s  might in d ic a te  o therw ise. I t  might 

in d ic a te  th a t  th e re  i s  a more d ia le c t ic a l  re la tio n sh ip  between the 

o b jec ts  th a t  take th e i r  shape from la rg e r  s e tt in g s  and th e  la rg e r  

s e tt in g s  which give shape to  o b jec ts  w ith in  them. In some fash ion , the 

s ig h t th a t  an in d iv id u a l catches o f an in d iv id u a l o b jec t might lead  to  

the reo rgan iza tion  o f i t s  la rg e r  s e t t in g  (which in  tu rn  would lead  to  the 

reshaping o f o ther ob jec ts  in  th a t  s e tt in g )  — even as th a t  la rg e r  

s e t t in g ,  in  some p rov isional manner, r e ta in s  th e  p ro p e rtie s  o f
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autonomous, rigorous and determ ining ex istence th a t  are  t ra d it io n a lly  

a t tr ib u te d  to  the  n a tu ra l forms.

M aterials and Procedure. Twenty-eight sub jec ts  received  two problems to  

so lv e , each o f  which requ ired  th a t  they r a te  eleven s u b -a c tiv it ie s  (from 

1 a very im portant to  7 = very unimportant) fo r th e i r  importance in  

accomplishing the la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  th a t  encompassed a l l  the sub­

a c t iv i t i e s .  As mentioned e a r l i e r ,  su b jec ts  were not to ld  what th is  

la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  was. Rather, they had to  glance through the l i s t e d  

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s ,  judge th e  ch arac te r o f  the  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  and then ra te  

each su b -a c tiv ity  fo r i t s  r e la t iv e  importance to  the la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .

The su b jec ts  were divided in to  two groups and each received  d is t in c t  

versions o f the two problems. For one group (Form A), the f i r s t  problem 

im plied a c le r ic a l  context and the second problem im plied a fo o tb a ll 

'co n tex t. For the o ther group (Form B), the f i r s t  problem im plied a 

fig h tin g  context and the second problem im plied a data-processing  

co n tex t. Both versions o f  the f i r s t  problem ( i . e . ,  Form A -  c le r ic a l  and 

Form B -  f ig h tin g )  contained four words in  common — pinning, sh u ff lin g , 

boxing and c lip p in g . Both versions o f the  second problem ( i . e . ,  Form A -  

fo o tb a ll and Form B -  da ta  processing) contained four words in  common — 

sco ring , running, punching and s c r ip tin g .

Subjects received  th e i r  in s tru c tio n s  fo r the  experiment in  w ritten  

form on a cover sh ee t s tap led  to  the problems. P rio r to  the su b je c ts ' 

completion o f the two problems, the  experim enter only communicated with 

su b jec ts  in  order to  c la r i fy  the w ritten  in s tru c tio n s . However, su b jec ts  

showed no d i f f ic u l ty  in  understanding the  in s tru c tio n s  o r in  using them 

as a guide fo r  completing the problems. When su b jec ts  completed the
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problems and retu rned  them, they were given questionnaires  th a t  probed 

fo r th e i r  experiences regarding each o f the  two problems. These included 

questions about the  name o f each o f the two la rg e r  a c t iv i t i e s ;  when they 

had come up with the word naming th a t  ( e .g . ,  e i th e r  when so lv ing  the 

problem or when answering the preceding q u estio n ); when they f i r s t  gained 

a sense o f th a t  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty ;  and i t  asked fo r a l i s t  o f the  

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  they remembered r a t in g , including  the ra tin g  they gave and 

the reasons fo r  i t .  A fter they re tu rn ed  the q u estio n n a ire , su b jec ts  were 

debriefed .

Subjects were 28 co llege  s tu d en ts  (14 su b jec ts  in  each group) a t  a 

N ortheastern u n iv e rs ity  with an approximately equal number o f men and 

women in  each group. B rie f ly , th e  procedure consis ted  o f  handing 

su b jec ts  -the forms , having them read the  in s tru c t io n s ,  so lve the 

problems, re tu rn  the  forms, rece ive  the  q u estio n n a ire , respond to  i t  and 

re tu rn  i t .  They were then d eb riefed . Four su b jec ts  (two in  each group) 

were te s te d  in d iv id u a lly  in  order to  allow fo r ex tensive deb riefing  where 

the experim enter could g e t ex tensive feedback. These su b jec ts  were paid 

fo r th e i r  tim e. The o th e r tw enty-four su b jec ts  were te s te d , en masse, in  

a classroom s e tt in g  and received  no remuneration fo r th e i r  s e rv ic e s . The 

e n tire  p ro toco l ( i . e . ,  in s tru c tio n s , two problems and two questionnaires) 

fo r Group A ( i . e . ,  Problem 1 -  c l e r ic a l ;  Problem 2 -  fo o tb a ll)  and fo r 

Group B ( i . e . ,  Problem 1 -  f ig h tin g ; Problem 2 -  data processing) can be 

re sp ec tiv e ly  found in  Appendix.A and Appendix B. These forms appear in  

the appendices in  reduced s iz e  ( i . e . ,  8 1/2" x 1 1"). In th e i r  o r ig in a l 

form, su b jec ts  received  an enlarged version  ( i . e . ,  8 1 /2" x 14"). The 

same i s  the  case fo r the  instrum ents presented in  subsequent experim ents.
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Measures. S u b jec ts ' mean ra tin g s  o f importance fo r each o f the sub­

a c t iv i t i e s  were tab u la ted . For each grop, twenty-two means (eleven fo r 

each problem) were generated. A ch i-square  an a ly s is  was performed, 

independently assessing  the d is tr ib u tio n  o f each g roup 's  ra tin g s  fo r each 

item ra te d . This i s  in  l in e  with the procedure in  Rosch (1973). 

S ta t i s t i c a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t r e s u l ts  fo r each item  would in d ica te  th a t ,  

w ithin groups, th e re  was a coherent notion o f  the  importance o f th a t  

su b -a c tiv ity  fo r the la rg e r  one and, by im p lica tio n , a coherent notion o f 

th a t  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .  I t  would a lso  provide evidence fo r th e  represen ted  

organ ization  o f th a t  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  and i t s  r e la te d  p a r ts .

In ad d itio n , two o th er analyses were performed th a t  re la te d  the 

responses o f su b jec ts  between groups A and B to  the  common, "ambiguous" 

item s th a t  appeared in  both versions o f Problem 1 ( i . e . ,  p inning, 

sh u ff lin g , boxing, c lip p in g ) and in  both versions o f Problem 2 ( i . e . ,  

sco rin g , running, punching, s c r ip t in g ) .  The f i r s t  o f  these  analyses 

pooled the two d is tr ib u tio n s  o f ra tin g s  from the  two groups fo r each of 

the common words, so th a t  a s in g le  d is tr ib u tio n  o f 28 ra tin g s  was 

obtained fo r each o f the e ig h t common item s ( i . e . ,  four common item s in  

Problem 1 and four in  Problem 2 ). A mean ra tin g  was ca lcu la ted  fo r each 

o f  these e ig h t item s and th e  d is tr ib u tio n  o f pooled ra tin g s  fo r each o f 

those item s was assessed  using a ch i-square  a n a ly s is . In some sense, 

th i s  an a ly s is  i s  a l l  wrong. I t ' s  l ik e  comparing apples to  oranges (or 

fo o tb a lls  to  computer ta p e s ) .

And ye t th e re  i s  a perspective  from which th is  an a ly s is  can be seen 

as a l l  r ig h t .  A fter a l l ,  most o f  the su b je c ts  s a t  in  the  same room when 

so lv ing  the problems and a l l  su b jec ts  received  th e  same in s tru c tio n s .

And when su b jec ts  had to  r a te  the importance o f  a su b -a c tiv ity  to  i t s
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encompassing a c t iv i ty ,  those judgments were based on the conventional 

meaning th a t  was conveyed by the  same word ( e .g . ,  running), when the 

judgment "same" i s  assessed on the b a s is  o f  physical c r i t e r i a  ( i . e . ,  the 

graphic dimensions o f the  s tr in g  o f  l e t t e r s  th a t  c o n s titu te s  the  word).

I f  experim enters r e s t r i c t  th e i r  a t te n tio n  to  these b i t s  o f  the 

experim ental procedure, then the  operations th a t  " d if fe re n t” groups of 

su b jec ts  went through in  ra tin g  the importance o f th is  one word and i t s  

a ttach ed , conventional s u b -a c tiv ity  should be considered id e n tic a l .  And 

th e re  i s  no reason to  shrink  back from pooling " d iffe re n t"  su b je c ts ' 

ra tin g s  when those su b jec ts  were exposed to  the  "same” conditions and 

went through the same motions. I f  a group mean (N=28) was ca lcu la ted  and 

i t s  d is tr ib u tio n  o f ra tin g s  fo r any one word on a ch i-square an a ly s is  was 

s ig n if ic a n t ,  then th a t  would provide a l l  the more ju s t i f ic a t io n  fo r 

having engaged in  th i s  s t a t i s t i c a l  procedure. Obviously, the 

d is tr ib u tio n  o f th is  g roup 's ra tin g s  (N=28) was s ig n if ic a n t .  Their 

ra tin g s  were not randomly generated .

From our perspective  on the o u tsid e  o f th is  experim ent, th i s  i s  an 

u n ju s tif ie d  procedure. But, i t  p o in ts  to  some dangers o f a c e r ta in  mode 

o f experim ental p rac tic e  th a t ,  in  th is  con tex t, can be c le a r ly  lo ca ted .

We know th a t  "running" (probably) conveys one th ing  or another to  the 

su b jec t depending upon whether the f i r s t  word in  th a t  l i s t  o f 

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  i s  "punting" or "coding." (Leave a s id e , fo r the  moment, 

the question  of what the  word "running" ac tu a lly  conveys). But th is  

knowledge r e s ts  on an e x p l ic i t  decomposition o f a s tru c tu re d  experim ental 

design. We know th a t  the word i s  su b je c t to  d is t in c t iv e ,  conventionally - 

shaped meanings. We know what those r iv a l  canoidate-meanings a re . And 

we know which meaning i s  (probably) conveyed to  the su b je c t, on the  b as is
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o f the  o ther "words” th a t  surround "running” in  any one s e t t in g .  (Of 

course, these  o ther "words" might a lso  be su b jec t to  m u ltip le , 

unspecified  meanings. For the moment, th i s  w ill  not be addressed).

But, what i f  the  e n t ire  l i s t  o f  s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  th a t  c o n s titu te  any 

one problem (in  the design o f  an experiement th a t  was s im ila r  to  Rosch, 

1973) consis ted  so le ly  o f  these  four "common" words? Consider th a t  

improbably we had single-m indedly produced th a t  l i s t  o f  members as 

exemplary o f a s in g le  constituency . We w ouldn't know th a t  th e  members 

were su b jec t to  d is t in c t iv e  meanings. We w ouldn't know what those r iv a l  

Candidate-meanings were, fo r  each word. We w ouldn't know which meaning 

was conveyed to  the  su b je c t. R ather, we would single-m indedly assess 

su b je c ts ' responses in  l in e  with the  single-m inded in te n tio n s  we used fo r 

designing the  experim ent. And, as a m atter o f  f a c t ,  su b je c ts ' behavior 

would be unconstrained with regard to  adopting one s e tt in g  or another in  

giving shape to  th e i r  single-m inded responses, i f  both s e tt in g s  were 

accessib le  to  them. But we w ouldn 't know th a t .  R ather, we would 

u n ila te ra lly  pool th e i r  responses, s t a t i s t i c a l l y  assess  the  d is tr ib u tio n  

o f th e ir  responses, and, i f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  was achieved, take 

th is  as evidence o f the  v a lid ity  o f our hypotheses which guided the  

design o f our experim ent. In th is  experim ent, the  ch i-square  an a ly s is  

th a t  assesses the pooled s u b je c ts ' responses (N=28) dem onstrates how 

s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  can be achieved in  th i s  manner.

Of course, another sep a ra te  condition  o f the experiment could have 

been run in  which su b jec ts  would have been exposed to  only th e  four 

common words in  each o f the two problems. But, what would th is  have 

y ielded? A s in g le  d is tr ib u tio n  o f 28 ra tin g s  fo r each item . I f  we 

d id n 't  have some o ther means fo r marking which su b jec ts  had adhered to



76

which s e t t in g ,  we w ouldn't know how to  go about c la s s ify in g  the ra tin g s  

in to  two d is t in c t  groups. We would have to  t ry  every perm utation for 

d iv id ing  su b jec ts  in to  groups in  order to  see whether th is  d iv is io n  

y ielded  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe re n ce s . And even i f  we d id  have a 

trustw orthy  means fo r d iv id ing  the su b jec ts  (and in  th is  experiment as i t  

was run we do have th a t  trustw orthy  means), s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t 

d iffe ren ces  would only in d ica te  th a t  th e re  i s  a d iffe ren ce  between groups 

(perhaps as a r e s u l t  o f the  fa c t th a t  d if f e re n t  groups deployed d if fe re n t 

s e tt in g s  to  give meaning to  the in d iv id u a l item s w ithin  them). ■ A 

s t a t i s t i c a l  summary o f each g roup 's  ra tin g s  o f  the  in d iv id u a l item s and 

o f th e i r  r e la tio n s  would only y ie ld  two m athem atically formal models o f 

re la tio n s  between conventionally  s ig n if ic a n t  item s th a t  are  conveyed by 

the "same" graphic re p re sen ta tio n s . We s t i l l  w ouldn 't know what they 

mean ( e .g . ,  fo r the su b jec ts )  and how behavior i s  guided by them. Of 

course, we could ask the  su b jec ts  what they mean, but th i s  (as we s h a ll  

explore in  a moment) goes e n t ire ly  a g a in s t th e  s p i r i t  in  which most 

contemporary experim ental so c ia l psychology i s  p ra c tic e d . We could catch  

wind o f the fa c t  th a t  th e re  a re  two c o lle c tio n s  o f  people th a t  

d is tin g u ish  themselves as members o f  d i s t in c t  groups by the  manner in  

which they s e t  themselves in  and use a s in g le , m ate ria lly -g iv en  

environment th a t  i s  occupied by a l l  members o f  both groups. (In  th is  

regard , an app rec ia tion  o f the rigorous but p ro v is io n a l ch a rac te r  o f  

so c ia l arrangements would help make fo r such a r e a l iz a t io n ) .  And, then, 

we could give members o f  each group b i t s  o f  th a t  "same" m ate ria l 

environment fo r each to  assess  in  such a way th a t  was amenable to  

m athem atically formal modeling. We may fin d  th a t  th ese  models d iffe red  

from each o ther m athem atically. (In f a c t ,  th i s  was attem pted in  the
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second an a ly s is  th a t  was performed on th is  experim ent's data  r e la tin g  the 

two groups o f responses to  each o f  the  common words. That i s ,  a 

comparison was performed between the d is tr ib u tio n  o f su b je c ts ' ra tin g s  

o f, e .g . ,  "running" when "punting" was the  f i r s t  word versus when 

"coding" was the f i r s t  word. These were compared to  each o ther to  see 

i f ,  fo r each of these  "common" item s, th e re  was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ce  between d is tr ib u tio n s  o f r a t in g s ) .  I f  an a ly s is  o f 

the two groups' responses y ielded  two d is t in c t  mathematical models, then 

we could approach a th ird  group o f here to fo re  u n id e n tif ie d  in d iv id u a ls  

and obtain  th e i r  responses to  a  r e s t r ic te d  s e t  o f  "ambiguous" m ateria l 

item s. We could see whether th e i r  responses conformed to  one model or 

the o ther th a t  we had e a r l i e r  ob ta ined . (For example, on th e  b a s is  o f 

d is t in c t iv e  models obtained from our " fo o tb a lle rs"  and "data 

p ro cesso rs ,"  we could give a th ird  u n id en tified  group th e  r e s t r ic te d  s e t  

o f  common items fo r ra tin g  in  order to 's e e  whether the  l a t t e r  group 's 

responses conformed to  those o f the " fo o tb a lle rs"  o r "data  p ro cesso rs"). 

I f  the  l a t t e r  g roup 's responses conformed to  one model or the  o ther 

( e .g . ,  to  the  fo o tb a lle rs  o r data p ro cesso rs), then we might ju s t i f ia b ly  

a s s e r t  th a t  one s e tt in g  or the  o ther was more access ib le  to  the 

consciousness o f members o f th e  here to fo re  u n id en tified  group. But th is  

i s  not a m atter o f in te r e s t  fo r the s e r ie s  o f s tu d ie s  presented here and, 

th e re fo re , th i s  th ird  group was not run. Rather, th ese  s tu d ie s  are 

in te re s te d  in  c la r ify in g  how, per s e , w ithin the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  

stream  of so c ia l l i f e ,  in d iv id u a ls  "choose," id e n tify ,  o r otherw ise find  

themselves in  the s e tt in g  fo r  th e ir  a c tio n .

As was mentioned above, one o f the  analyses performed on the  data 

co n s is ts  o f  pooling d if fe re n t groups' responses to  each o f the  "common"
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items in  o rder to  see whether th i s  pooled d is tr ib u tio n  i s  s ig n if ic a n t .

Of course, we a l l  understand th a t  th i s  d iffe ren ce  (which mixes, e .g . ,  

fo o tb a lle rs  and data p rocessors) i s  spurious. The po in t i s  to  show how 

th ere  may be p a ra l le l  dangers in  many o f  th e  p ra c tic e s  o f contemporary 

experim ental so c ia l psycholgoy. We may be grouping the  responses of 

d isp a ra te  groups and s t i l l  achieving s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n if ic a n c e . Of 

course, th e re  may be (by the grace o f God) what i s  re fe rre d  to  as a 

bi-modal d is tr ib u tio n  and we may (by th e  grace o f  a sharp-eyed 

s t a t i s t i c i a n )  n o tice  i t .  But, th i s  s t i l l  w ouldn't t e l l  us what those 

conventional d is p a r i t ie s  mean. We could ask the  su b jec ts  to  inform us 

about th e  conventional s ig n if ic a n c e  o f th e  stim ulus m ateria l th a t  gave 

shape to  th e i r  behavior. But t h i s ,  as  was sa id  befo re , goes ag a in s t the  

s p i r i t  in  which cu rren t experim ental psychology i s  p rac ticed . That 

s p i r i t  p u lls  us in  p rec ise ly  th e  opposite  d ire c tio n , sometimes 

unw itting ly  b lind ing  us to  the  s ig n if ic an c e  o f our d a ta . The whole 

behavioral and/or o p era tio n a l approach to  measuring su b je c ts ' a c t iv i ty  

purposefu lly  renders su b jec ts  v o ic e le ss . By the  way ( e .g . ,  as  a 

"by-product"), th is  cu ts  o f f  a l in e  o f communication whereby su b jec ts  can 

t e l l  us the  shape o f m ate ria l s tim u li th a t  e l ic i te d  th e i r  behavior. And 

the  continuing use o f o p era tio n a l measures during the  e n t ire  course o f 

the  experiment by the experim enter v i r tu a l ly  guarantees the continuing , 

unmolested employment o f an understood s e tt in g  th a t  su b jec ts  had taken a t  

the  beginning o f the experim ent, once they were s e t  in  th e i r  way. This 

procedure w ill  continue fo r the  duration  o f  an experiment so long as the  

experim enter can manage to  f i t  the  s u b je c ts ' responses on th e  d a ta -sh ee t 

scorecards th a t  were i n i t i a l l y  devised — even i f  the s e tt in g  th a t
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su b jec ts  take i s  a t  odds with the s e tt in g  th a t  experim enters had 

single-m indedly designed before th e  ac tu a l onset o f  th e  experiment.

But, o f  course, th is  cannot happen in  a w ell-designed experiment. 

That i s  why we do p ilo tin g  and sharpen our designs. We foresee a l l  o f 

the possib ly  ambiguous ways in  which the experim ental environment can be 

taken and we co n tro l fo r them and/or e lim inate  them by a more sharply  

designed experim ent. Any ambiguity o r a l te rn a t iv e  conventional 

explanation  (which, on th e  one hand, occurs to  us and, on th e  o ther hand, 

might spuriously  lead  to  d iffe ren ces  between groups) i s  taken care  o f by 

us in  our design o f the experim ent, e i th e r  by e lim ination  or c o n tro l. 

Hence, when two groups th a t  have been manipulated in  one way or another 

show s ig n if ic a n t behavioral d iffe ren ces  in  the  manner th a t  we have 

p red ic ted , those s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe ren ces  c o u ld n 't possib ly  be caused by 

anything o th er than th e  mechanisms th a t  m otivated our hypotheses and 

p re d ic tio n s . (Of course, we always include m anipulation checks). We 

have e lim inated  a l l  o f  the  conventional am biguities th a t  a re  p resen t in  

the experim ental environment. (And i f  th e re  s t i l l  a re  some unknown 

q u irk s , they are  randomly d is tr ib u te d  across groups and cannot account 

fo r the  s ig n if ic a n t  between-group d iffe re n c e s ) . We know what the 

experiment i s  about. We t e l l  su b jec ts  what the experiment i s  about 

during the  d eb rie fin g .

Of course, th e re  i s  communication o f s o r ts  between the  su b jec t and 

the  experim enter a t  the  conclusion o f  the experiment where, i f  a l l  e lse  

has fa i le d , the  su b jec ts  have f in a l ly  regained th e ir  voices in  o rder to  

convey th e i r  im pressions. But, i t  i s  an a lto g e th e r  strange  s o r t  o f 

"communication.” We hear su b jec ts  t e l l  us what they imagined the  

experiment to  be about and then we t e l l  them what i t  was a c tu a lly  about.
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And i t  i s  a l l  to  the  b e t te r  i f ,  on the one hand, the su b jec ts  were under 

the  im pression th a t  the  experiment was about something th a t  i s  a lto g e th e r  

ir re le v a n t and, on the  o th er hand, the grouped responses o f su b jec ts  

produce s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  r e s u l ts  in  l in e  with our p red ic tio n s . 

The su b jec ts  have been deceived. Their knowledge and/or expectations 

c o u ld n 't possib ly  account fo r the  behavioral d iffe ren ces  th a t  we 

measured. But do we re a l ly  hear what the su b jec ts  a re  saying or the 

im aginative im pressions th a t  they a re  o ffe rin g  during th e  deb riefing? I f  

th e re  i s  an ambiguity or an a l te rn a tiv e  conventional s e tt in g  th a t  would 

otherw ise give shape to  th e  experim ental environment, then by our c lever 

designs we have ensured th a t  i t  i s  one to  which, a t  the  moment when ■ 

su b jec ts  regain  th e i r  vo ices, we are  d eaf. In designing th e  experiment, 

we elim inated  any a l te rn a tiv e s  th a t  e i th e r  would n a tu ra lly  occur to  us or 

whose understanding was e a s ily  access ib le  to  us; so th a t  a l l  the  

a l te rn a tiv e s  th a t  a re  l e f t ,  a t  the  moment, a re  ones th a t  we a re  incapable 

o f understanding and/or which a re  in access ib le  to  u s . So we might note 

what su b jec ts  say in  the d eb rie fin g ; but we take s u b je c ts ' experim ental 

behavior to  s ig n ify  what they d id  not n ecessa rily  in ten d . Of course th is  

does no t n ecessa rily  happen in  psychological la b o ra to rie s  a t  a l l .  The 

pooled an a ly s is  o f  " d iffe re n t"  groups' responses to  th e  "same" words i s  

o ffe red  as an account o f  how th i s  possib ly  could happen; how the 

experim enter, by an a c t o f  benign coercion , might fo rce  a c e r ta in  shape 

on su b je c ts ' behavior when they meant i t  and o ffe red  i t  o therw ise. I f  

th is  ever does occur in  psychological la b o ra to r ie s , i t  would be a c ru e l 

c a r ic a tu re  (and re p lic a tio n )  o f  the benign coercion th a t  happens in  

segments o f our so c ie ty  a t  la rg e , when p eo p le 's  words and g estu res  are
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"unambiguously" taken to  convey a s o c ia l  s ig n ifican ce  th a t  i s  to ta l ly  a t  

odds with what was in tended.

Once again , the  experim ental measures c o n s is t o f:

1) The w ithin group mean ra tin g s  o f importance fo r  each o f the 

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  in  r e la t io n  to  i t s  la rg e r ,  encompassing a c t iv i ty .

2) For each group, a ch i-square  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  w ithin  group 

d is tr ib u tio n  o f  ra tin g s  fo r each o f  the  44 s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  ( i . e .  11 

fo r each problem and two problems fo r each group).

3) A ch i-square  an a ly s is  th a t  assesses the  pooled d is tr ib u tio n  o f 

ra tin g s  fo r each o f the  e ig h t common item s th a t  appeared in  both 

versions o f e i th e r  the f i r s t  o r second problem.

4) A ch i-square  an a ly s is  th a t  compares the two d is tr ib u tio n  o f ra tin g s  

th a t  were engendered by one s e tt in g  or the o ther fo r each of the 

e ig h t common words.

Also, th e  su b je c ts ' responses to  the  questionnaires are  summarized in  

o rder to  see , among o ther th in g s , whether or not each s e tt in g  was 

e f fe c tiv e  enough to  engender a w ithin-group consensus about the  name o f 

each la rg e r  a c t iv i ty ;  and whether o r no t th e re  was a common means fo r 

m entally rep resen tin g  th a t  a c t iv i ty  while they solved th e  problems.

R esu lts . Table 1 p re se n ts , fo r  each group, the mean ra tin g s  o f 

importance fo r  each s u b -a c tiv ity  in  re la t io n  to  i t s  la rg e r ,  encompassing 

a c t iv i ty .  I t  a lso  p resen ts  the  r e s u l ts  o f  ch i-square analyses th a t  

assessed  each group 's d is tr ib u tio n  o f ra tin g s  o f  any one s in g le  item .

Each s ig n if ic a n t  r e s u l t  would in d ic a te  th a t  th e re  i s  a s ig n if ic a n t 

consensus among su b jec ts  about the  importance o f th a t  su b -a c tiv ity  to  the



la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .  I t  would a lso  in d ire c tly  in d ica te  th a t  th e re  i s  a 

consensus about the ch arac ter o f  the la rg e r , unnamed a c t iv i ty  which 

provided an organizing framework fo r each o f the s u b -a c t iv i t ie s .  More 

d ire c t  evidence o f the l a t t e r  consensus would be av a ilab le  in  responses 

to  the questionnaire  which e x p l ic i t ly  askeo fo r the  names o f these 

unnamed a c t iv i t i e s .

Table 1 show s.that fo r Problem A1 ( i . e . ,  c le r ic a l  - -  Form A, Problem 

1) s ix  o f the  eleven d is tr ib u tio n s  o f ra tin g s  were s ig n if ic a n tly  

d if fe re n t  from chance. That i s ,  th e re  was a s ig n if ic a n t consensus w ithin 

the group on the importance of a su b -a c tiv ity  fo r s ix  s u b -a c t iv i t ie s .

For Problem A2 ( i . e . ,  fo o tb a ll) ,  f iv e  o f the d is tr ib u tio n s  were 

s ig n if ic a n t .  For Problem Bl ( i . e . ,  f ig h tin g ) , th ree  o f the d is tr ib u tio n s  

were s ig n if ic a n t .  For Problem B2 ( i . e . ,  data  p rocessing ), f iv e  o f the 

d is tr ib u tio n s  were s ig n if ic a n t .  Of course, s ig n if ic a n t consensus fo r 

each o f the  eleven s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  in  a l l  four problems would have been 

p re fe rre d . I t  would have in d ica ted  th a t  each problem represented  a 

w ell-organized la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  which d ic ta te d  the  importance o f i t s  

eleven co n s titu e n t p a r ts .  However, the design o f the experiment (as was 

explained e a r l ie r )  allowed fo r the  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  su b jec ts  would reach 

fo r understandings o f the la rg e r  a c t iv i ty ;  and each su b jec t had the 

" la titu d e "  to  reach an understanding th a t  was sub tly  or widely a t  

variance with the understanding o f o th er su b je c ts . A d if fe re n t 

understanding o f the  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  would d i f f e r e n t ia l ly  value the 

importance o f i t s  co n s titu te d  p a r ts ,  i t  i s  in s tru c t iv e ,  then , to  look a t  

the  responses in  the  questionnaires to  see whether the  same co n s titu en t 

item s (w ithin each group) engendered a consensus about the name of the 

la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .



83

TABLE 1
MEAN RATINGS OF IMPORTANCE FOR EACH SUB-ACTIVITY AND 

ITS CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE (EXPERIMENT 1)

C le rica l (Problem Al) F ighting (Problem Bl)
Member Mean Ratine Member Mean Ratina
ed itin g 1.86 * jabbing 3.14 n .s .
s tap lin g 4.79 n .s . h i t t in g 2.50 *

signing 2.21 # w restling 3.43 n .s .
typing 2.64 n .s . shoving 4.71 n .s .
pinning 5.00 * pinning 3.36 n .s .
f i l in g 3.43 * moving 2.50 *

sh u fflin g 4.78 n .s . sh u fflin g 3.14 n .s .
w riting 1.50 * sneering 4.93 n .s .
boxing 4.21 n .s . boxing 2.36 *

reading 1.71 * grabbing 3.50 n .s .
c lip p in g 4.50 n .s . c lipp ing 4.43 n .s .

Football (Problem A2) Data Processing (Problem B2)
Member Mean Rating Member Mean Rating
punting 3.21 n .s . coding 3.00 n .s .

kicking 2.86 n .s . programming 2.57 *

passing 1.71 * computing 2.36 *

scoring 1.64 * scoring 2.86 n .s .
tack lin g 1.64 * tab u la tin g 2.86 n .s .
running 1.57 * running 2.21 #

jumping 2.71 n .s . co lle c tin g 2.64 *

blocking 1.57 # debugging 3.64 n .s .
punching 4.57 n .s . punching 3.71 n .s .
tr ip p in g 5.07 n .s . so rtin g 3.36 n .s .
s c r ip tin g 4.31 n .s . s c r ip tin g 3.57 *

For mean ra tin g s  1 = very im portant; 7 = very unim portant. The 
ch i-square analyzes su b je c ts ' d is tr ib u tio n  o f ra tin g s  fo r each item 
w ithin  group inaependently .

* = p < .05; n .s .  = no t s ig n if ic a n t
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For Group A, th ere  was a t ig h t ly -k n i t  consensus about the name of 

the  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  represen ted  by the  s u b -a c tiv i t ie s  in  Problem 2; but 

th e re  was a more lo o se ly -k n it (though recognizable) consensus about the 

la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  represented  in  Problem 1. For Problem 2, twelve of the 

fourteen  su b jec ts  used the wore " fo o tb a ll"  to  name the la rg e r  a c t iv i ty .  

(One su b jec t co u ld n 't  remember and the  o th er sa id  "running"). For 

Problem 2, th e re  was g rea te r  v a r ia b i l i ty  in  the name given to  the 

a c t iv i ty ,  but the re la tio n sh ip  between them i s  not hard to  d isce rn . Some 

o f  the names were, "paper w r itin g ,"  "paperwork," " c le r ic a l  work," 

"p roofing ,"  "newspaper o f f ic e ,"  "research  paper,"  "term paper," 

"publishing" and s ix  v a ria n ts  on "w riting  or p u ttin g  to g e th er a 

newspaper, book or magazine." Obviously, the  l i s t e d  s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  

consensually engendered a w ell-defined  sense o f the a c t iv i ty .  But, th a t  

sense might be hara to  put in to  words. And th is  might have had an e f fe c t  

on the  ra tin g s  o f importance th a t  su b jec ts  gave to  in d iv id u a l 

s u b -a c t iv i t ie s .  That i s ,  perhaps th e  g re a te r  c o d if ia b i l i ty  o f the  

category name lends g rea te r  coherence to  the d e f in itio n  o f items w ithin 

th a t  category . This l a t t e r  p o s s ib i l i ty  should not n ecessa rily  be taken 

to  mean th a t  the g re a te r  c o d if ia b i l i ty  provides the means fo r more 

coherently  defined ra tin g s . J u s t as l ik e ly  i s  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  

c o d if ia b i l i ty  i s  in d ic a tiv e  or i s  symptomatic o f  some th ing  in  the 

ca teg o ry 's  form i t s e l f ,  which i s  a lso  m anifested in  the  more coherently 

defined ra tin g s  o f each ca te g o ry 's  in d iv id u a l item s.

The r e la t iv e  d i f f ic u l ty  o r ease with which su b jec ts  could word a 

name fo r the la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  (even as a l l  o f them had a sense o f th a t  

a c t iv i ty )  might be evident in  su b je c ts ' responses to  Question B on the 

questionnaire  fo r Problems 1 and 2. That question  asked su b jec ts  whether.
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they had come up with a word naming th a t  a c t iv i ty  while so lv ing  the

problem; or whether they came up with the word while answering the

preceding q uestion , but hao only worked with an idea o f  the a c t iv i ty

while so lv ing  the problem. (See Appendix A or B fo r the  exact wording of

th is  q u es tio n ). The loosely  k n it  ch arac te r o f the  group 's consensus

about the  a c t iv i ty  in  Problem 1 might be re f le c te d  in  an " id ea tio n a l"

ra th e r  than worded grasp o f th a t  a c t iv i ty  fo r in d iv id u a l su b je c ts . And

the  t ig h tly  k n it group consensus about the a c t iv i ty  in  Problem 2 might be

re f le c te d  in  the fa c t  th a t  a s in g le  word naming th a t  a c t iv i ty  sp rings to

mind in  in d iv id u al su b jec ts  — even as they are so lving the problem.

Here i s  a complete quotation  o f one s u b je c t 's  responses to  Question B in

th e  order th a t  he wrote them ( i . e . ,  f i r s t  fo r  Problem 1 and then for

Problem 2 ) . His responses to  Question A were, fo r Problem 1, "term

papers" and, fo r Problem 2, " fo o tb a ll ."

I re a liz e d  th e i r  connection to  w ritin g  while answering the 
question , but 1 did not th ink  o f the  word u n t i l  I  was asked to .

Came up with word while looking a t  them.

And here i s  another s u b je c t 's  responses to  th a t  question  fo r each o f the

two problems. His responses to  Question A, were, fo r Problem 1,

"publishing a newspaper, book or magazine" and fo r Problem 2, " fo o tb a ll ."

At f i r s t ,  the la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  seemed l ik e  some s o r t  o f  s e c re ta r ia l
jo b , bu t a f te r  looking a t  a l l  o f  the a c t iv i t i e s ,  I  figured  they 
were involved with some form o f pub lish ing , e i th e r  a paper, or 
magazine.

Realized i t  was fo o tb a ll a f te r  about the  f i r s t  th ree  or four c lu es.

The in d iv id u a l d i f f ic u l ty  o r f a c i l i ty  with grasping the la rg e r  

category might re sp ec tiv e ly  lead to  le s s e r  or greater- consensus on the 

ra tin g  o f item s th a t  c o n s titu te  the category . And so s t a t i s t i c a l  

s ig n ifican ce  might not e a s ily  be w ithin  reach. But, most ( i f  not a l l )  o f
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the su b jec ts  have a grasp of the category . The quoted answers o f 

su b jec ts  a re  not unrep resen ta tive  o f the g roup 's responses.

A s im ila r  s itu a tio n  occurred w ith the su b jec ts  in  Group 8 ( i . e . ,

Problem 1 — F ighting; Problem 2 — Data P rocessing). For Problem 1, 

th e re  was a t ig h t ly -k n i t  consensus about the name o f the la rg e r  

a c t iv i ty .  Nine o f the su b jec ts  named th a t  a c t iv i ty  " f ig h tin g ."  There 

was more lo o se ly -k n it consensus about the name fo r Problem Two's 

a c t iv i ty .  These names include "programming," "computing," "data 

p ro cessing ,"  "computerizing in fo rm ation ,"  "computer and i t s  p ro cesses ,"  

and "computer programming." There were th ree  o ffe red  names th a t  stand 

out a t  f i r s t  g lance. They were "graoing a t e s t , "  " sec re t m essages," and 

"counting e le c tio n  v o te ."  But, i t  does not take a supreme a c t  o f 

im agination to  see th a t  these  l a t t e r  names share a k insh ip  w ith the 

former family o f  names. The names th a t  th ese  l a t t e r  su b jec ts  o ffe red  

merely in d ic a te  th a t  they took the l i s t e d  s u b -a c t iv i t ie s  in  a s l ig h t ly  

d if fe re n t fash ion . And th i s  g roup 's  responses to  Question B p a ra l le l  

those given by Group A.

A la rg e r  po in t o f th is  ex erc ise  i s  to  show how th e  "same"

(g rap h ica lly  given) words co n trib u te  to  the conso lidation  o f  ra d ic a lly  

d if fe re n t  la rg e r  a c t iv i t i e s .  "Running," fo r example, d o e sn 't j u s t  take 

i t s  form from "data processing" or " fo o tb a ll;"  i t  a lso  gives g re a te r  

conso lidated  form to  "data processing" or " fo o tb a ll ."

Table 2 p resen ts the r e s u l ts  o f the ch i-square an a ly s is  where the 

ra tin g s  o f the two groups are  pooled fo r each o f  the  e ig h t "common" items 

( e .g . ,  running) and are  then analyzed. Mean ra tin g s  fo r  th e  e ig h t items 

are  a lso  presented . As can be seen, th ree  o f these pooled d is tr ib u tio n s  

are  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t .  We know th a t  th is  i s  o f  spurious



s ig n ifican ce  because we know th a t  th e re  are two groups w ithin  th is  one 

group. The so c ia l c o n s tra in ts  o f  one s i tu a t io n  or the  o ther guided the 

d is t in c t iv e  performances o f one group o r the  o th e r . But, th is  ju s t  goes 

to  show th a t  one can mix apples and oranges and s t i l l  achieve a 

s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  th a t  would serve as the (mistaken) b a s is  for 

p ra c tic a l  a c tio n . But are  th ese  apples and oranges s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

d is tin g u ish ab le  from each o ther?

A ch i-square compared th e  d is tr ib u te d  ra tin g s  o f a common word when 

i t  was placed in  one s i tu a t io n  versus another s i tu a t io n .  There was a 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ce  in  the  d is tr ib u tio n  o f  ra tin g s  (as a 

function  o f con tex t) in  only two o f e ig h t cases. '‘Pinning" plays a more 

im portant ro le  in  a c le r ic a l  s e tt in g  than i t  does in  a f ig h tin g  s e t t in g .  

And " sc rip tin g "  plays a more im portant ro le  in  a fo o tb a ll s e tt in g  than i t  

does in  a computer s e t t in g .  There i s  something about these  find ings (and 

th e i r  phrasings) th a t  i s ,  a t  the  same tim e, both s ig n if ic a n t  and 

m isleading. The m isleading p a r t in  th e  two sentences th a t  announced the  

find ings co n s is ts  o f the  misuse o f the  word " i t , "  We know very w ell (as 

o u ts id e rs)  th a t  "pinning" r e fe r s  to  two d if f e re n t  th in g s  in  th e  two 

co n tex ts . We keep our bearings by keeping th a t  d is t in c t io n  in  mind.

But, " i t "  throws us in to  confusion, s ince  when "pinning" i s  used to  begin 

the sentence we are  led  to  take i t  in  i t s  c le r ic a l  s e t t in g ;  b u t, s t r i c t l y  

speaking, " i t "  as i t ' s  used in  the  second h a lf  o f  the s e tt in g  should 

r e fe r  back to  "pinning" in  i t s  f ig h tin g  s e t t in g .  However, the 

w ell-defined  s tru c tu re  o f th i s  s i tu a t io n  and our well-honed s e n s ib i l i t i e s  

fo r dealing  with th is  lab y rin th  allow us to  draw back and recognize 

th ings fo r what they a c tu a lly  a re . This i s  not so e a s ily  manageable 

ou tside  the lab o ra to ry . As the m a te ria l b as is  fo r conventional



TABLE 2

MEAN RATINGS OF "SAME” WORD POOLED FROM 

DIFFERENT PROBLEMS AND THEIR CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE (EXPERIMENT 1)

Members Mean Rating

pinning (Al) + pinning (Bl) 4.18 n .s .

sh u ff lin g  (Al) + sh u ff lin g  (Bl) 3.96 n .s .

boxing (Al) + boxing (Bl) 3.29 n .s .

c lip p in g  (Al) + c lip p in g  (Bl) 4.46 n .s .

scoring (A2) + scoring  (B2) 2.25 *

running (A2) + running (B2) 1.89 *

punching (A2) + punching (B2) 4.14 n .s .

s c r ip tin g  (A2) + s c r ip t in g  (B2) 3.93 *

* = p < .0 5 ;  n .s .  = not s ig n if ic a n t

NOTE; paren theses in d ic a te  source o f word ( e .g . ,  'Al* i s  from Form A, 

Problem 1)
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im port, "pinning" re ta in s  i t s  id e n ti ty  as i t  becomes a nestin g  p lace fo r 

a l te rn a tiv e  conventional s ig n if ic a n c es . And th is  confounded problem i s  

a lso  the case for any m ateria l su b s tra te  th a t  conveys conventional 

im port. This problem i s  r e la t iv e ly  easy to  "so lve” when the  m ateria l you 

are  dealing  with i s  the underpinning o f words and when th e re  a re  many 

o ther "words" around which a lto g e th e r "unambiguously" p o in t to  a 

p a r t ic u la r  s e t t in g .  The problem i s  more d i f f i c u l t  to  "so lve” when you 

are dealing with o b je c ts , which, un like words, announce themselves as 

"th ings to  be understood" ra th e r  than as "th ings to  be understood fo r 

th e i r  meaning;" and to  begin to  solve i t  one must r e a l iz e  th e re  i s  a 

problem. In any one conventional world, when you r e fe r  to  " th is ” then 

you are  re fe r r in g  to  a m ateria lized  so c ia l o b jec t and no t to  i t s  m ateria l 

underpinnings. And, on the o ther hand, when you p o in t to  " th is ,"  qua 

m ateria l underpinning, you are  po in ting  to  something (or some cloud) th a t  

has the capacity  to  spring  in to  one coherent s o c ia l ex istence  o r another 

as a function of one "surrounding" s e tt in g  or ano ther. These 

d i f f i c u l t i e s  are  h igh ligh ted  in  the next experiment where the common 

item s a re  "p ictu red" ra th e r  than worded.

The s ig n if ic a n t aspect o f  the l a t t e r  s t a t i s t i c a l  an a ly s is  concerns 

what was a c tu a lly  accomplished in  th a t  an a ly s is  once we g e t p as t the 

confusing asp ects  o f " i t s "  (or th e i r )  m ateria l underpinnings. We found a 

s t a t i s t i c a l  means fo r making v is ib le  the  fa c t th a t  by consensus "pinning" 

i s  more im portant fo r c le r ic a l  a c t iv i ty  than "pinning" i s  im portant fo r 

f ig h tin g  a c t iv i ty .  This i s  l ik e  saying th a t  (perhaps) by consensus 

knowing how to  shoot a gun i s  more im portant fo r  f ig h tin g  a war than 

knowing how to  make coffee fo r  the  boss i s  im portant fo r doing 

s e c r e ta r ia l  work. Regardless o f which i s  more valuable in  r e la tio n  to
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i t s  encompassing a c t iv i ty ,  th e re  i s  a d iffe ren ce  in  value. A 

mathematical procedure th a t  could v e r ify  the  fa c t  o f  such d iffe ren ce  

could be o f use when a l l  the terms o f reference in  the ou tside  world are  

confounded and sy stem atica lly  take on one meaning or another as a 

function o f one context or ano ther. That i s ,  i t  would a id  in  the 

v e r if ic a tio n  fo r members o f each context th a t  there  was indeed another 

co n tex t. Given th a t  each accepted the  coherence o f mathematics' 

language, i t  would help each o r ie n t  toward the  th ing -ness  o f the o th er.

D iscussion. This experiment seeks to  demonstrate c e r ta in  fe a tu re s  o f  the 

manner in  which so c ia l perception i s  accomplished s in ce  they are  

otherw ise not so re ad ily  a c c e ss ib le . They a re  otherw ise not so read ily  

a v a ilab le  because, as so c ia l c re a tu re s , we humans are  always ac tin g  in  

co n tex t. But, th e  s tru c tu re d  am biguities o f th i s  experim ental design 

a ffo rd  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r lo ca tin g  some o f  those c e r ta in  fe a tu re s  th a t  

a re  otherw ise d i f f i c u l t  to  speak about.

In the experiment, when "running," "scoring" and "punching" were 

preceded by "punting ," then a l l  those words took on a coherent, 

p a r t ic u la r  so c ia l s ig n if ic an ce . When those words were preceded by 

"coding," then a l l  and each o f those words took on an o th e r coherent, 

p a r t ic u la r  so c ia l s ig n if ic a n c e . And ye t we recognize th a t  the  graphic 

p resen ta tio n s  ( i . e . ,  the m ate ria l underpinnings) o f "running ," "scoring" 

and "punching" are  id e n tic a l  reg a rd le ss  o f which system o f s ig n ifican ce  

i s  deployed. And we can accept the  fa c t  th a t ,  to g e th e r, each o f the  t r io  

becomes one s o c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t  th ing  or another depending upon the 

so c ia l s e tt in g  th a t  i s  deployed. There should no t be anything su rp ris in g  

about these  f a c ts ,  nor anything co n tro v e rs ia l about them. Consider th is
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t r i o  o f items alone. Context p lays a c ru c ia l ro le  in  managing the way 

th is  t r io  ac ts  in  unison. What i s  context? I  d o n 't  know what ' i t '  i s ,  

but tra c e s  o f i t s  presence can be seen in  the  way th a t  in d iv id u a l items 

w ithin i t  are tre a te d . I f  I ask you "what does 'ru n n in g ' mean" and you 

answer " i t  means se lf-p ro p u ls io n  w ith your f e e t ,"  I  understand th a t  a 

fo o tb a ll context re ig n s . Where i s  context? I  d o n 't  know where i t  i s .  

When I p u ll ap a rt each th ing  in  the context to  see what th e y 're  made o f,

I  find  no tra ce  o f i t ;  and when I take a l l  to rn -ap a rt th in g s  away, I 

s t i l l  see no tra c e  o f co n tex t. So I  w on't try  to  say what context i s  or 

where context i s .  Rather, I  w ill  t ry  to  ta lk  about how i t s  presence can 

be f e l t  and i t s  in fluence can be seen.

Given the emplaced context o f  fo o tb a ll ,  then running, scoring  and 

punching have taken on a c e r ta in  conventional s ig n if ic a n c e . And now th a t 

I have found ou t, from my f r ie n d 's  response to  my query about "running," 

th a t  a fo o tb a ll context i s  in  p lace , then i t  i s  tru e  when I  say th a t 

"scoring" means "crossing th e  goal l in e "  and i t  i s  f a ls e  when I say th a t  

"scoring" means " f i l l in g  in  the  data  shee t"  — given th a t  cond itions have 

remained the  same throughout th is  episode. Given th a t  conditions remain 

the same, each o f th is  t r i o  o f  o b jec ts  a re  un ited  in  th e i r  conformity to  

th a t  con tex t. And ye t w ith in  th a t  union, each item  has i t s  own 

socia lly -shaped  s ig n if ic an c e . Within th e  context o f  fo o tb a ll ,  scoring 

does not mean th e  same th ing  as running. Each item  has i t s  own p ecu lia r 

s ig n if ic a n c e , even as a l l  o f them a re  obedient to  a s in g le  co n tex t. That 

context m anifests i t s  presence in  d if f e re n t  ways when i t  descends upon 

d if fe re n t  p a r ts  o f  the m a te ria lly  a v a ila b le  world. When th e  context o f 

fo o tb a ll descends upon the g rap h ica lly  given "sco rin g ,"  "running" and 

"punching," then the s o c ia lly - s ig n if ic a n t  item s o f sco rin g , running and
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punching emerge in to  ex is ten c e . Hence, as elements o f  fo o tb a ll 's  

conventional world, th e  presence o f sco rin g , running and punching can 

each be regarded as s ig n ify in g  the con jo in t presence o f  some segment o f

the n a tu ra l world th a t  serves as a m ateria l underpinning ano of some

"thing" th a t  the context o f fo o tb a ll has in je c te d . My primary concern is  

not with the  overhanging contex t o r the underlying m a te ria l. Rather, I 

am concerned with the conventional world th a t  emerges through th e ir  

con jo in t presence. In th a t  " re la tiv e "  world, the  p o s s ib i l i ty  does e x is t  

for t e l l in g  a tru th  or t e l l in g  a falsehood. Those p o s s ib i l i t ie s  a re  

provided fo r when, e .g . ,  each o f the  t r io  o f  words remains in  conformity 

to  th e i r  co n tex t. This s e ts  up an in te rn a l  symmetry among them th a t  can 

be susta ined  o r v io la ted . As was sa id  b efo re , th a t  conformity does not 

mean th a t  they are  a l l  the same th in g . Each conveys a d is t in c t iv e  

s ig n if ic a n c e . Scoring does not mean punching. And y e t one could say 

th a t  by a l l  being in  conformity to  co n tex t, they each r e ta in  an

attachm ent to  a l l  the o th e rs . They r e ta in  th e i r  attachm ents to  each

o th er by a l l  being un ited  in  co n tex t. "Scoring" (as a graphic 

p resen ta tio n ) i s  not a ttached  to  "running" (as a graphic p re se n ta tio n ) . 

Scoring (as a conventional item  in  the world o f  computers) i s  not 

a ttached  to  running (as a conventional item  in  the  world o f fo o tb a ll) .  

Scoring d isp lay s an attachm ent to  running when both a re  "of" the context 

o f  fo o tb a ll .  They ex h ib it th e i r  a f f i n i t i e s  by v ir tu e  o f th e i r  

conventional ex isten ce ; and i t  i s  in  th e ir  conventional s ta tu s ,  

c o n s titu te d  by con tex t, th a t  the  move can be made to  e s ta b lis h  them as 

elements o f a coherent whole.

Let us take any one o f th ese  conventional item s o f the fo o tb a ll 

world. Scaring. Each o f i t s  l e t t e r s ,  s - c - o - r - i - n - g , co n trib u tes  to
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c o n s titu tio n  of the word. But, i t  i s  wrong-headed to  say th a t  each o f 

the seven l e t t e r s  co n trib u tes  one-seventh o f i t s  t o t a l  conventional 

s ig n if ic a n c e . The s ig n ifican ce  o f  "scoring" i s  obtained by the 

arrangement o f th ings around i t ,  by th e  c o n s tra in ts  th a t  they provide and 

by the  con tex t th a t  i s  in d ire c tly  p resen t in  each and every th in g . One 

can say th a t  the  meaning o f "scoring" i s  not obtained by what i t  i s  made 

up o f .  R ather, the meaning o f "scoring" i s  obtained by what i t  i s  a p a rt 

o f . I t  ob ta in s i t s  meaning through p a r t ic ip a tio n  in  a la rg e r  coherence, 

which in  i t s  most a b s tra c t sense might be c a lle d  co n tex t. But, once 

"scoring" has obtained i t s  conventional meaning, we can say th a t  a l l  o f 

the  c o n s titu e n t l e t t e r s  o f  scoring  ( i . e . ,  s -c -o - r - i-n -g )  p a r t ic ip a te  in  

rec ip ro c a l re la t io n s  to  c o n s ti tu te  ju s t  th a t  p a r t ic u la r  convention; and 

they do no t p a r t ic ip a te  in  c o n s titu tin g  the 's c o r in g ' th a t  l iv e s  in  the 

world o f computers. Even though i t  i s  g raph ica lly  id e n tic a l  to  i t s  

Counterpart in  the computer world, the ' s '  th a t  co n trib u te s  to  scoring  

( in  th e  fo o tb a ll world) takes s o c ia l  shape in  a d if f e re n t  way. I t  i s  the 

limb o f  a conventional c rea tu re  o f  the  fo o tb a ll world, no t o f  the 

computer world. This ' s '  i s  not id e n tic a l  with the  ' s '  th a t  helps 

c o n s ti tu te  "scoring" o f  the computer world, in  j u s t  the same way th a t  the 

word "scoring" which i s  a conventional a r t i f a c t  o f  fo o tb a ll i s  not 

id e n tic a l  with the  word "scoring" which i s  a conventional a r t i f a c t  o f 

computers. There i s  a d iffe ren ce  between "scoring" and "sco rin g ."  They 

a re  conventional worlds a p a r t .  1 d o n 't  know i f  th ese  d iffe ren ces  are  

p h y sica lly  describab le  (perhaps, w ith in  some conventional w orld). But, 

they a re  d iffe ren ces  which humans a re  responsive to .  (An episode th a t  

occurred in  the  p ilo tin g  o f  th i s  experim ent's instrum ents might provide 

anecdotal evidence fo r t h i s .  When naive frien d s  were shown both versions
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o f one problem ana then the problem shee ts  were taken away, they 

d isbelieved  my a sse rtio n  th a t  th e re  were sev era l words in  common on both 

sh e e ts . And w ithin the conventional worlds they inhab ited  a t  ane time or 

ano ther, perhaps they were r ig h t .  There i s  a d iffe ren ce  between 

"scoring” and "sco rin g ."  I  d o n 't know i f  these  d iffe ren ces  are  

p hysica lly  d escrib ab le , but they are  d iffe ren ces  th a t  humans are  

responsive to ) .  And the same goes fo r c ,  o , r ,  i ,  n , and g. And 

although, w ithin the fo o tb a ll world o f 's c o r in g , ' each l e t t e r  has a 

d if fe re n t  shape, a l l  o f  those l e t t e r s  a re  un ited  in  th e i r  p a r tic ip a tio n  

toward the c o n s titu tio n  o f  th e  fo o tb a ll word o f  sco rin g . Each l e t t e r ,  in  

i t s  own way, lends i t s e l f  to  "sco rin g ,"  but a l l ,  in  th e i r  own ways, a re  

commonly o rien ted  to  fo o tb a ll .  This commonality th a t  i s  d is t in c t iv e ly  

m anifesteo in  the  d isp a ra te  l e t t e r s  i s  ra d ic a lly  a t  odds with the way 

th a t  each o f  the l e t t e r s ,  in  i t s  own way, a l l  toge ther lend themselves to  

the "scoring" o f the computer world. Hence, a rough analogy might be 

drawn between the r e la t io n  th a t  e x is ts ,  w ith in  a s ta b le  conventional 

world, among the context fo o tb a ll  and the  words sco rin g , running, and 

punching; and the r e la t io n  th a t  e x is ts  among the  word scoring  and the 

l e t t e r s  s ,  c , o , r ,  i ,  n , and g . The l a t t e r  p o rtio n  o f each re la t io n  i s  

a limb o f the  former p a r t and, o f  course, each former p a r t i s  co n s titu te d  

wholly o f lim bs. And, the  ' s '  o f  scoring  takes i t s  s o c ia l  s ig n ifican ce  

from the  fo o tb a ll co n tex t, even as the word "scoring" mediates th a t  

r e la t io n  between ' s '  and fo o tb a ll .  I t  i s  a coherence th a t  echoes a t  

d if fe re n t le v e ls ,  so long as the c o rrec t connection i s  re c a s t between 

limb and i t s  whole. 'S ' i s  not a limb o f fo o tb a ll in  the way th a t  i t  i s  

a limb o f sco ring . Given a s ta b il iz e d  con tex t, no m atter how fa r  "up" 

( e .g . ,  the s tr in g  o f words o r la rg e r  u n its  fo r o rgan ization ) o r "down"
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( e .g . ,  the s tr in g  o f l e t t e r s  o r sm aller u n its  o f  o rgan ization) one goes, 

on any one le v e l w ithin  th a t  m ateria lized  conventional world, th a t  echo 

resounds.

And y e t, i f  one o f those limbs i s  dismembered from i t s  arranged 

contex t and i t  i s  presented to  observers independent o f i t s  encompassing 

con fig u ra tio n , i t  p resen ts i t s e l f  to  those observers as a naked l e t t e r  

ra th e r  than as p a r t  o f a s o c ia lly  s ig n if ic a n t word. I t s  q u a lity  as a 

p a rt i s  in v is ib le .  The l e t t e r  has lo s t  i t s  membership and no in c lin a tio n  

towards any s o c ia l  coherence (on the le v e l we have been speaking o f) i s  

ev iden t. In th a t  case, however, the  conditions th a t  had been e a r l ie r  

held constan t have changed and th a t  conventional world o f  fo o tb a ll has 

d isso lved . But, we want to  examine the  p ro p e rtie s  o f th a t  arrangement 

while cond itions remain the same, when the  context i s  firm ly  emplaced. 

Uhder those circum stances, each element i s  recognized fo r  i t s  q u a lity  as 

a p a r t;  and, w ith in  th a t  conventional world, th e re  i s  harmony th a t  issu es  

from the concerted presence o f  a l l  th e  lim bs, through th e i r  common
i

in c lin a tio n  to  a la rg e r  s o c ia l  coherence. The human i s  responsive to  

th a t  conventionally-given ch arac te r o f each limb. Though each element 

might m anifest th a t  common in c lin a tio n  d is t in c t iv e ly  ( e .g . ,  's c o r in g ' i s  

d if fe re n t from 'runn ing ' and ' s '  i s  d if fe re n t  from 'c ' ) ,  a l l  the  elements 

are under the sway o f the  emplaced context ( e .g . ,  o f  fo o tb a ll ) .  And a l l  

those elements would commonly in c lin e  otherw ise and harmoniously sway 

o therw ise, i f  th i s  emplaced contex t ( e .g . ,  o f  fo o tb a ll)  d isso lved  and 

another context ( e .g . ,  o f computers) took i t s  p lace . While any one 

context i s  in  p lace , a p a r t ic u la r  conventional world i s  s e t  up and a l l  o f 

i t s  item s are seen as p a r ts ,  making co n trib u tio n s  to  something. Through 

the fa c t  o f  th is  p a r t ic u la r  conventional world and the c h a ra c te r is t ic
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s o c ia lly - s ig n if ic a n t  shape th a t  i t  g ives to  i t s  p a r ts ,  these  p a r ts  can 

tru ly  be attached  to  each o th e r . The in c lin a tio n  o f each limb i s  guided 

by the d ire c tio n  o f th a t  co n tex t. Each i s  tra in e d  on and takes shape 

from the  con tex t; and, by way o f co n tex t, they a re  a ttached  to  each 

o th e r . In conjunction, the  harmony among them in d ic a te s  th e ir  

attachm ent. Within the h a b ita t  o f  any one conventional world, they a re  

app ropria te  to  each o th e r . The common denominator th a t  marks th is  

appropriateness i s  the  conventional world to  which they a l l  co n tr ib u te .

Hence, when a context i s  invoked and a conventional world i s  

emplaced, the e f fe c ts  o f  th a t  emplacement a re  sim ultaneously av a ila b le  

throughout the sp a tia lly -ex ten d ed  confines o f th a t  conventional world. 

That i s ,  the moment in  which the word "scoring" acqu ires i t s  ch arac te r as 

a p a r t o f  the conventional world o f  fo o tb a ll  i s  th e  same moment in  which 

th e  "running" acquires i t s  c h a rac te r  as a p a rt o f  the  conventional world

o f fo o tb a ll .  Once a p a r t ic u la r  context i s  invoked a l l  elements o f th a t
/

world acquire  th e i r  d e f in itio n  a t  once. The human's eyes might not f a l l  

on some segment o f th a t  sp a tia lly -ex ten d ed  world u n t i l  some time a f te r  

context i s  invoked. But, a t  th e  moment in  which "running" acqu ires i t s  

fo o tb a ll ch a ra c te r , in  some sense i t  becomes decidedly tru e  th a t  

"scoring" in d ic a te s  "crossing  the  goal l in e "  and fa ls e  th a t  scoring  

in d ic a te s  " f i l l in g  in  the data  shee t"  — reg ard less  o f human a c t iv i ty .

The former in d ica tio n  i s  tru e  to  th e  context i n i t i a l l y  invoked by 

"running" and the l a t t e r  in d ic a tio n  i s  f a ls e  to  th a t  co n tex t.

How i s  the presence o f a con tex t invoked and a p a r t ic u la r  

conventional world emplaced? How i t  i s  done may be a m ystery. But, when 

a p a r tic u la r  o b jec t i s  re fe rre d  to  in  i t s  conventionally  s ig n if ic a n t 

g u ise , i t  i s  already done. By po in ting  a t  an o b jec t o f p a r t ic u la r
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conventional s ig n ifican ce , one in d ire c tly  p o in ts  a t  the presence o f a 

p a r t ic u la r  context th a t  gave shape to  th is  o b jec t; and th a t  in  tu rn  gives 

shape to  the r e s t  o f  th a t  conventional w orld 's  sp a tia lly -ex ten d ed  

con fines. By the  same token, when po in ting  a t  a p a r t ic u la r  conventional 

o b je c t, one only po in ts  in d ire c tly  a t  the m ateria l underpinnings o f th a t 

o b je c t. Within a conventional world, each and a l l  o b jec ts  s ig n ify  the 

conjo in ted  presence o f m ateria l and co n tex t. Within a conventional 

world, the human i s  poin ting  a t  th a t  conjo in ted  presence which i s  p resen t 

in  any one o b je c t. Given a conventional world and the c o rre c t 

apprehension of any one shaped o b je c t, the  means e x is t  fo r  working out 

the s o c ia l s ig n ifican ce  o f the r e s t  o f  th a t  sp a tia lly -ex ten d ed  

conventional world. "Punting" in d ic a te s  in d ire c tly  th e  presence o f a 

fo o tb a ll context which in  tu rn  has given shape to  "sco rin g ,"  "runnJLng," 

and "punching." i t  in d ire c tly  in d ic a te s  the  tru e  meaning o f th a t  t r i o ,  

w ithin  th is  conventional world. I t  may take time to  tra v e rse  th a t  world 

in  order to  examine and in v e s tig a te  i t s  p a r ts ;  but a l l  those p a rts  

immediately and sim ultaneously take on d e f in it io n  once context i s  

in d ire c tly  invoked through th e  s o c ia lly - s ig n if ic a n t  naming o f any one of 

those p a r ts ,  find once any o b jec t i s  c o rre c tly  named, the  means e x is t  fo r 

c o rre c tly  apprehending the r e s t  o f  th a t  world.

Hence, the naming o f the f i r s t  o b jec t acquires a dual function . I t  

invokes a context ano i t  provides a means fo r grasping th e  r e s t  o f i t s  

sp a tia lly -ex ten d ed  conventional world. Consider the so le  presence o f the 

th ree  words, "sco rin g ,"  "running," and "punching" in  th e i r  s ta tu s  as 

m a te ria l underpinnings. At le a s t  two con tex ts l i e  fallow  ( e .g . ,  fo o tb a ll 

ano computers) and each i s  capable o f coherently  encompassing the  e n tire  

m a te ria lly -av a ilab le  world. The a c t  o f  grasping "scoring" as a m atter o f
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crossing  the goal l in e  both invokes a c e r ta in  context with i t s  

conventional world and provides the  means fo r a tta in in g  those o ther 

o b je c ts ' tru e  s ig n ifican ce  as fo o tb a ll item s. Those o b jec ts  acquired 

th e i r  tru e  s ig n ifican ce  by v ir tu e  o f  the a c t 's  invocative fe a tu re s . Of 

course, one could then come across another ''item " th a t  does not e a s ily  

lend i t s e l f  to  th e  invoked coherence. One might then s tep  back and 

e n te r ta in  the p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  another con tex t should be invoked. Or, 

th a t  p o s s ib i l i ty  might escape one and, in s te a d , one single-m indedly 

s tru g g le s  to  f i t  the  " d i f f ic u l t"  item  in to  the deployed co n tex t. This 

might occur i f  th e  word " sc r ip tin g "  occurs along with the  o ther th ree  

item s.

This did occur when " sc r ip tin g "  d id  occur below the  o ther ten  item s
i

in  one o f the problems. By th a t  p o in t, the  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f  a ra d ic a lly  

d if fe re n t con tex t, th a t  would coheren tly  give s ig n ifican ce  to  a l l  eleven 

m ate ria lly -g iv en  item s, was too fa r  out o f  reach . I t  should be noted, 

however, th a t  the  s tru g g le  fo r the s o c ia l s ig n ifican ce  o f  "sc rip tin g "  

must have su b tly  a lte re d  the "given" con tex t th a t  gave shape to  a l l  the 

o ther item s. A fter th i s  s tru g g le  o f lea rn in g , the sen s ib le  s ig h tin g  o f 

" sc r ip tin g "  had the  e f fe c t  o f  d isp lay ing  an a l te r a t io n  in  the overhanging 

co n tex t. The selfsam e a c t iv i ty  o f  s tru g g le  with th i s  o b je c t, which 

d ire c t ly  accomplished the  subsequent lo ss  o f  bewilderment with regard to  

th i s  o b je c t 's  s o c ia l s ig n if ic a n c e , a lso  in d ire c tly  accomplished an 

a l te r a t io n  o f the c o n te x t 's  form. This occurred d esp ite  the fa c t  (or 

because o f the fa c t)  th a t  the s u b je c t 's  a t te n tio n  was wholly d ire c ted  a t  

the o b jec t " s c r ip tin g ."  Given th a t  a l te re d  overhanging, the  presence of 

the  m ate ria l underpinning o f " sc r ip tin g "  now makes ro u tin e  sense w ithin 

f o o tb a l l 's  conventional world in  a way th a t  i t  did not make ro u tin e  sense
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before the  a l te r a t io n  o f the c o n te x t 's  form. Once " sc r ip tin g "  was 

included in  the  family o f item s, th e  con tex tual l ig h t  shed on any one of 

the o th er item s was a lso  d if fe re n t  from the l ig h t  th a t  was shed before 

the  incorporation  o f " sc rip tin g "  as a le g itim a te  fo o tb a ll term . The 

import o f  th i s  an a ly s is  might be more c le a r ly  conveyed by envisioning the 

process through which a novice fo o tb a ll  fan sen sib ly  incorporates a 

h ere to fo re  unfam iliar item  th a t  i s  a c tu a lly  a leg itim a te  p a r t  o f 

f o o tb a l l 's  lexicon ( e .g . ,  sp ea rin g ). Of course one does not req u ire  the 

s ig h t o f an "inappropria te"  item in  o rder to  a c t  out the  aforementioned 

p o s s ib i l i ty  o f sw itching from context to  con tex t. In the  i n i t i a l  example 

where only the t r i o  o f  item s were m a te ria lly  a v a ila b le , one could regard 

"scoring" in  i t s  fo o tb a ll guise and then a moment l a t e r  regard "punching" 

in  i t s  computer g u ise . But, then , conventional cond itions would not have 

remained the same and one would not have remained tru e  to  th e  o r ig in a lly  

invoked co n tex t. And we a re  concerned here w ith exploring  th e  p ro p erties  

o f an emplaced conventional world, given th a t  cond itions remain the same.

Perhaps th i s  exp lo ra tion  o f these  p ro p e rtie s  was overwrought and 

speciously  o rn a te , s in ce  the  fa c ts  about th ese  th re e  words, when they are 

surrounded by one s e t  o f  words o r ano ther, a re  uncon troversia l and 

unremarkably p la in . The le x ic a l  item s "sco rin g ,"  "running" and 

"punching" mean one th ing  when they a re  preceded by one s e t  o f  words and 

they mean another th ing  when preceded by another s e t  o f words. There i s  

a sense in  which we can see th a t  they a re  a l l  a ttached  w ithin  and through 

one con tex t; and in  which we can say th a t  a le x ic a l  item  tru ly  means one 

th in g  or ano ther. Within a s ta b le  co n tex t, th e re  i s  an arrangement where 

a l l  o f the  m ateria lized  s o c ia l  p a r ts  a re  in  harmony by v ir tu e  o f th e ir  

common conform ity; and each "p art"  ( e .g . ,  scoring) has i t s  limbs ( e .g . ,
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s f c , o, r ,  i ,  n and g) which, in  th e ir  harmony, a re  guided by and 

re c a p itu la te  the harmony o f the  la rg e r  u n its .  Within a s ta b le  

conventional world, th a t  coherent arrangement i s  th e re  a l l  a t  once even 

though i t  might take time to  tra v e rse  th a t  sp a tia lly -ex ten d ed  world. The 

experiment p resen ts  a "cute" and not n ecessa rily  p revalen t s itu a t io n  in  

which th re e  d is t in c t  items a l l  together sy stem atica lly  mean one th ing  or 

another depending on th e i r  surroundings (perhaps l ik e  the Necker cube). 

They take th e i r  meaning (o r, perhaps, lend themselves to  a c e r ta in  

coherence) as a r e s u l t  o f the  so c ia lly -co h eren t s ig n ifican ce  o f th e ir  

surroundings. And a l l  o f  th i s  we can unremarkably say about a 

circum scribed s e t  o f  le x ic a l  item s th a t  i s  e s se n tia lly  in e r t .  These 

item s need no t be more than in e r t  in  order to  d isp lay  th ese  p ro p e rtie s  of 

arrangement. So what? So i f  we can say th is  much, we can say a l i t t l e  

b i t  more.

As ju s t  another in e r t  item  w ithin  an emplaced conventional world, 

th e re  i s  no reason to  exclude the human from th is  arrangement. And i t ,  

too , i s  su b jec t to  a l l  o f the  considera tions h ith e r to  o u tlin e d . The 

conventional human, too , tak es shape w ith in  an emplaced co n tex t. That 

human in d ic a te s  the  conjo in ted  presence o f m ateria l underpinning and 

contex tual overhanging. I t ,  to o , re ta in s  attachm ents to  the  o ther 

conventional ob jec ts  through th e i r  common conformity to  a s in g le  

co n tex t. Of course, w ithin the emplaced con tex t, th e  human takes a 

d if f e re n t  shape from o th e r o b jec ts  in  th a t  con tex t. But, th i s  i s  no more 

remarkable than the  fa c t  th a t  "scoring" i s  d if fe re n t from "running," even 

as both conform to  a p a r t ic u la r  con tex t. Given a fo o tb a ll co n tex t, the  

human takes on one posture and, given a computer co n tex t, the human takes 

on another postu re . These d if fe re n t postures might not rep resen t a
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d iffe ren ce  th a t  i s  ph y sica lly  d escrib ab le , but i t  i s  a d iffe ren ce  th a t  

humans are  responsive to .  I f  ana when the two postu res are placed s id e  

by s id e , th e  d iffe ren ce  i s  f e l t .  As a u n it ,  the  human gains i t s  meaning 

by how i t  f i t s  in to  the  la rg e r ,  encompassing arrangement — in  an e f fo r t  

th a t  i s  a f te r  coherence. And a l l  o f i t s  limbs a re  under the harmonious 

sway of emplaced context as each, in  common with the o th e rs , co n trib u tes  

to  the c o n s titu tio n  of a human u n it  th a t  has a d e f in ite  ch arac te r w ithin 

the emplaced conventional world. We can c a l l  th a t  ch arac te r the 

p a r t ic u la r  ro le  or a t t i tu d e  or id e n ti ty  th a t  the con tex tualized  s itu a tio n  

confers on the human. There i s  no need to  provide the bodily d e ta i ls  of 

these d is t in c t iv e  postu res , even though they a re  taken in to  se rio u s  

co n sid e ra tio n , s ince  they can sy stem atica lly  and exhaustively  be captured 

under the heading th a t  names the  context and/or the a t t i tu d e .  And those 

e f fe c ts  a re  not ju s t  in  the  b ra in . They su ffuse  the whole body. The 

v is c e ra l ,  muscular aspects  o f  the  s in g u la r ly , coherently  organized body 

p a r ts ,  w ith in  any one conventional world, might be more ev ident in  

comparing the human's s ta te  w ith in  two s u p e rf ic ia l ly  s im ila r  sp o rts  

a c t iv i t i e s  ( e .g . ,  being a quarterback and being a p itc h e r)  o r in  

comparing two more " in te l le c tu a l"  a c t iv i t i e s  ( e .g . ,  p laying  the piano and 

playing th e  harpsichord ). In one circum scribed con tex t or ano ther, one 

p a r t o f the  human body ( e .g . ,  the  arm) or another ( e .g . ,  the hand) might 

more ev iden tly  d isp lay  th e  d is t in c t iv e  o rgan ization  th a t  the  whole body 

takes on when th e  human i s  to ta l ly  given form. But th a t  d is t in c t iv e  

o rgan ization  ex e rts  i t s  presence in  a l l  o f  th e  body's p a r ts .  Those 

d iffe ren ces  a re  equally  th e re , when ( in  th is  experiment) su b jec ts  found 

themselves in  a fo o tb a ll con tex t or a computer co n tex t. Those 

d iffe ren ces  are  w ritten  la rg e  in  the d if fe re n t  appearances o f "sco rin g ,"
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d i f f e r e n t ia l  responsiveness to  those appearances th a t  su b jec ts  

d isp layed . Within a rigo rously  s ta b le  conventional world, the context 

to ta l ly  gives conventional shape to  a l l  o f  i t s  p a r ts ;  and th e  system atic 

ch arac te r o f  a c t iv i ty  throughout th a t  conventional world i s  the r e s u l t  of 

each and every p a r t 's  conformity to  the  reign ing  context through which 

they remain a ttached  to  each o th e r . Within two d is t in c t iv e  

circum scribing circum stances, th e  s u b je c t 's  exposure to  the  word 

"scoring" might engender the same image on the  s u b je c t 's  r e t in a  (and by 

"same" we mean 'th u s  fa r  ph y sica lly  in d is tin g u ish a b le ' in  th e  way th a t  

the two words "scoring" a re  p h y sica lly  in d is tin g u ish a b le ) . And the two 

exposures might engender th e  same circum stances in  the o p tic  nerve and in  

the b r a in 's  motions. But, the d iffe ren ces  between the two "same" f ir in g s  

in  the  b ra in  (where one i s  experienced as "crossing th e  goal l in e "  and 

the o ther i s  experienced as " f i l l i n g  in  the d a ta  sh ee ts" )  a re  ju s t  as 

evident as the d iffe ren ces  on paper between "running" and "running" when 

i t  i s  circum scribed by one s e t  o f  circum stances or ano ther. Once the 

context i s  emplaced and the human i s  on the in s id e  o f th a t  conventional 

world ( e .g . ,  by the fix in g  o f  "punching" in  a p a r t ic u la r  way), the 

d if fe re n t  so c ia l ex istence  between "running" and "running" on th e  page o f 

paper should be ju s t  as remarkable o r unremarkable as the d if fe re n t 

so c ia l experiences o f  "scoring" and "sco rin g ."  And vice v ersa . Whether 

speaking o f s o c ia l  ex istence  in  the "ex terna l world" o r s o c ia l experience 

in  the " in te rn a l w orld," th e  s o c ia l d iffe ren ces  th a t  a re  engendered by 

the "same" n a tu ra l ,  m a te ria l underpinnings a re  equally  remarkable and 

equally  m ysterious. Once con tex t i s  in  p lace , we a re  examining the  

re la t io n s  among a s e t  o f  conventional o b jec ts  each o f  which d isp lays i t s



103

leg itim a te  in te g r i ty  as the conjo in ted  presence o f m ateria l and con tex t. 

With a conventional world in  p lace , to  speak o f a th ing  i s  not ju s t  to  

speak o f  i t s  conceptual meaning w ithin  an id e a l system o f  s ig n ifican ce , 

in d ire c tly  poin ting  out the overhanging context by d ire c t ly  naming the 

s o c ia lly - s ig n if ic a n t  o b jec t. To speak o f  a th ing  in  the  world i s  to  

speak ju s t  as much (and ju s t  as in d ire c tly )  o f the m ateria l underpinnings 

o f th a t  th in g . What i s  a c tu a lly  and d ire c t ly  spoken o f i s  the th ing  th a t  

i s  the union o f m ateria l and co n tex t. And to  speak o f the a t t i tu d e  th a t  

persons have during the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream o f l i f e  w ithin th a t  

everyday world, should be to  speak ju s t  as much about both the postured, 

bodily fea tu res  and the conventional s ig n ifican ce  which together 

c o n s titu te  persons in  th e ir  o r ie n ta tio n  to  the r e s t  o f  th e  world. Within 

th a t  conventional world, which was s e t  up in  th i s  experiment ( e .g . ,  when 

the context o f fo o tb a ll was invoked), th e  attachm ent between "sub ject" 

(who i s  a lready o rien ted  to  be a reader o f fo o tb a ll words) and "scoring" 

i s  as e a s ily  understandable as the  attachm ent between "scoring" and 

"running." There i s  no need fo r e x tra  "processing" in  the  b rain  as these 

conventional o b jec ts  law fu lly  in term ingle  with each o th er on the  bridge 

o f conventionalized n a tu re . There i s  a p re -es tab lish ed  harmony among a l l  

o f  these  p a r ts  th a t  i s  vouched fo r by the  in te g r i ty  o f  con tex t. They a l l  

speak the  same language and they each hold the key to  a l l  o th e rs ' 

o rgan ization  w ith in  th e i r  own conventional o rd e rlin e s s . Once th e  context 

i s  invoked, a l l  elements o f th a t  conventional world have sim ultaneously 

taken on a p a r t ic u la r  o rgan ization  th a t  conforms to  context — even 

though i t  might take time to  tra v e rse  th a t  conventional w orld 's s p a tia l  

e x te n t. The emergence o f one so c ia l o b jec t r a is e s  in to  ex istence a l l  

o ther o b jec ts  o f th a t  conventional world. Perhaps, th is  w ill  be c le a re r
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In the next two experiments where the  "ambiguous" o b jec ts  are  p ic tu red  

items ra th e r  than worded item s.

A ll o f  th is  an a ly sis  t r e a t s  the  so c ia liz e d  human as ju s t  another 

in e r t  item in  a conventional world whose d e f in itio n  i s  to ta l ly  given by 

con tex t and whose p a r ts  are  un ited  by th a t  co n tex t. This human has no 

sp e c ia l s ta tu s  as an o u ts id e r attem pts to  keep tra ck  o f the re g u la r i t ie s  

th a t  are exh ib ited  w ithin a conventional world. This an a ly s is  portrays 

the  fea tu re s  o f th a t  world once con tex t i s  in  p lace and the human finds 

i t s e l f  in  co n tex t. I t  only secondarily  focused on how contex t i s  put in  

p lace . This te x t  i s  concerned with how so c ia l perception  i s  po ssib le  

s in ce  th e  mechanisms o f n a tu ra l perception cannot bridge the  chasm 

between, e .g . ,  the events th a t  take p lace on the b aseb a ll f ie ld  in  th e ir  

conventional guise and the  fans in  the  stands who experience the 

profusion  o f conventional s ig n if ic a n c e . I t  may seem l ik e  question - 

begging to  attem pt an answer to  th a t  question  by a s se r tin g  th a t  the 

postured fans are  a p a r t  o f  the  e n t ire  coherent scene th a t  i s  un ited  in  

i t s  conformity to  co n tex t. But, in  the meantime, th is  angle o f  view on 

the conventional world allows fo r c e r ta in  f r u i t f u l  d is t in c t io n s  and fo r a 

more s a tis fy in g  ap p rec ia tio n  o f  c e r ta in  fea tu res  o f so c ia l l i f e .

F i r s t ,  i t  b ridges the chasm between "ob ject"  and "observer,"  by 

dem onstrating how both can sim ultaneously take shape when a context i s  

invoked. Secondly, both a re  un ited  through the  ro u te  o f co n tex t. The 

inescapable attachm ents o f the  "observers" with the  r e s t  o f a 

conventional world become more understandable once i t  i s  grasped th a t  

th is  conventional world i s  re a d ily  av a ilab le  to  th e  "observers" w ith in  i t  

because o f the  conventional shape th a t  they have already  taken . That 

shape i s  in  conformity with the  overarching context th a t  gives form to
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"observer” ( i . e . ,  th a t  conventional id e n ti ty )  i s  the  p erso n 's  s tak e  in  

the r e a l i ty  o f th i s  conventional world. I t  i s  in  th a t  shape and through 

th a t  shape and by th a t  shape th a t  th ese  attachm ents a re  su sta in ed . Those 

attachm ents take on even g re a te r  s ig n ifican ce  when, from th is  

p ersp ec tiv e , i t  i s  re a liz e d  th a t ,  th i rd ly ,  in  speaking o f  a 

conventionally-organized observer, we a re  speaking o f one who i s  wholly 

organized — "body" and "mind." Each "p art"  o r limb o f th a t  observer i s  

organized with reference  to  the  u n it  o f  human which i s  i t s e l f  a member o f 

a la rg e r  coherence; and, so , each limb o f th a t  human in  i t s  conventional 

s i tu a t io n  i s  a un ity  which shows tra c e s  o f "body" and "mind." This 

h ig h lig h ts  the potency o f assuming a ro le ,  a t t i tu d e  or conventional 

id e n t i ty .  By having assumed an id e n t i ty ,  one has invoked the presence o f 

an e n tire  conventional world. And th e  coherence o f a l l  p a r ts  o f th is  

conventional world (including  the observer) has em otional s ig n ifican ce  as 

w ell as conceptual s ig n if ic a n c e . Hence, fo u rth , the s a tis fy in g  q u a lity  

o f  found coherence (which w ithin  the  conventional world has the charac ter 

o f  t ru th )  i s  as em otionally rooted  as i t  i s  conceptually  roo ted . Truth, 

in  th is  world a t  la rg e , amounts to  th e  co -in c id en ta l s a tis fa c t io n  of both 

"coherence" c r i t e r i a  and "correspondence" c r i t e r i a .  C ertain  fa c ts  about 

a conventional world a re  tru e  by v ir tu e  o f the  shape o f th a t  conventional 

observer. The attachm ents to  t ru th  run deep because the  v e r if ic a tio n  o f 

the t ru th  o f those "e x te rn a l,"  conventional f a c ts  amounts to  a 

v e r if ic a tio n  o f the  a u th e n tic ity  o f th a t  conventional observer who 

remains tru e  to  th a t  world. F if th ,  th is  perspective  makes more sen sib le  

the  u t te r  emotional and conceptual v io la tio n  th a t  humans fe e l when 

elements o f th e i r  conventional world a re  tre a te d  "wrongly" (from th e i r
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p e rsp e c tiv e ) . In d ire c tly  ( th a t  i s  to  say , through the ro u te  o f context) 

i t  i s  an a s sa u lt  on th e ir  own c u ltiv a te d , conventional id e n ti ty  which 

they have learned th a t  they cannot l iv e  w ithout. Within a s ta b il iz e d  

conventional world, " re la tiv e ” tru th  i s  not re la t iv e  a a l l .  S ix th , i t  

makes more v is ib le  the  elements o f s o c ia liz a tio n , whereby, in  w itnessing 

a conventionally  a r t ic u la te  scene, persons gradually  lo se  th e ir  

bewilderment. As becoming members o f a group they become acclim ated to  

the  so c ia l s ig n ifican ce  o f the  environment. Concommitant w ith a gradual 

understanding o f the so c ia l scene i s  an accumulation o f  conventional 

id e n ti ty  th a t  i s  coherently  a p a rt o f  th a t  scene, complete with "bodily" 

postured expression . I t  i s  no t something th a t  i s  easy to  go back on and 

i t  i s  not something th a t  can e a s ily  be abandoned, even when th e re  are 

"good reasons" fo r abandoning i t .  Hence, on the one hand, th ere  i s  

attachm ent by members to  so c ia l t ru th  th a t  i s  av a ila b le  w ithin the  group, 

which has been c u ltiv a te d  over the years; and, on th e  o th er hand, there  

i s  d i f f ic u l ty  fo r members in  detaching themselves from those tru th s .

This amounts to  detaching a p a r t o f themselves from them selves. This 

ta sk  i s  made a l l  the more d i f f i c u l t  when th e re  i s n ' t  another 

already-fash ioned  context to  take i t s  p lace , in  the vacuum th a t  was l e f t  

by the  departure o f the  c u ltiv a te d  con tex t. Seventh, th i s  perspective 

serves as a b a s is  fo r d is tin g u ish in g  between two s o r ts  o f "b ias" : th a t  

which sp rings from a member's system atic "e rro r"  ( in te n tio n a l or not) 

w ithin the  coherent framework of a s in g le  p a r t ic u la r  context th a t  i s  

shared by the  member engaging in  "b ias" and th e  member making the charge; 

and th a t  which springs from a member's system atic adherence ( in te n tio n a l 

o r not) to  a context which i s  foreign  to  the context and conventional 

world th a t  i s  av a ilab le  to  an o u ts id e r who i s  making th is  charge. (This
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w ill be examined in  g re a te r  d e ta i l  in  the d iscussion  o f  the second 

experim ent). Eighth, th is  p erspective  can serve as the  b as is  fo r 

d is tin g u ish in g  between two s o r ts  o f  cognitive " a c t iv i ty ,"  one o f which 

would be b e t te r  c a lle d  "conceptual in e r t i a ."  When persons recognize, 

e .g . ,  "scoring" as an element o f  fo o tb a ll and then tu rn  th e i r  eyes to  

"running," recognizing i t s  fo o tb a ll fe a tu re s , th i s  i s  an e f f e c t  o f the  

context th a t  has firm ly remained unchanged in  p lace . I t  i s  to  be 

d is tin g u ish ed  from the s o r t  o f  conceptual a c t iv i ty  th a t  occurs when, 

a f te r  recognizing the fo o tb a ll "sco rin g ,"  one recognizes the  computer 

"running." in the former case , con tex t remains in e r t  when, through 

"cognitive a c t iv i ty ,"  "running" i s  recognized fo r i t s  fo o tb a ll fe a tu re s . 

The a c t iv i ty  th a t  accomplished the  recogn ition  o f "running" r e l ie d  on 

th in g s  remaining conceptually  in  p lace . In the  l a t t e r  case , context 

undergoes ac tiv e  a l te ra t io n  when, through "cognitive a c t iv i ty ,"  "running" 

i s  recognized fo r i t s  computer fe a tu re s . This l a t t e r  a c t iv i ty  th a t  

accomplished th e  recognition  o f running r e l ie d  on th ings becoming 

conceptually  a c tiv e . (This w ill  be examined In  g re a te r  d e ta i l  In  the 

d iscussion  o f the  th ird  experim ent).

F in a lly , th i s  perspective  g ives us a firm er grasp o f  what i s  a t  

issu e  in  conceptual s ta b i l i t y  and conceptual change. In the  

p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream  o f everyday l i f e ,  the  a tte n tio n  o f  humans 

(through the use o f th e i r  resources as group members) i s  tra in e d  on 

so c ia l o b jec ts  not co n tex ts. The con tex ts a re  in d ire c tly  made p resen t by 

the  way in  which o b jec ts  (includ ing  observers) a re  grasped. Conceptual 

in e r t i a  goes hand in  hand w ith conceptual s t a b i l i t y .  But, when the 

ap p rec ia tio n  o f any one o b jec t i s  a l te re d  by experience with th a t  o b jec t, 

th a t  a l te ra t io n  has i t s  e f fe c t  on the context which under normal
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circum stances gives shape to  o b je c ts . Turn about i s  f a i r  p lay . The

background context i s  a l te re d  by experience w ith th e  o b jec t; and th is  in

tu rn  lends more a r t ic u la te  shape to  a l l  the o ther s o c ia l  ob jec ts  th a t
«

in h ab it th is  conventional world. Does th is  scheme buy any more than the 

schemes th a t  B a r t le t t  disparaged? I  hope i t  does. 1 th ink  i t  does. In 

any case, i t  makes more understandable the  emotional s ig n ifican ce  th a t  a 

p a r t ic u la r  conventional world has in  s to re  fo r observers who take the 

conventional perspective  th a t  i s  coherent with th a t  world.
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In tro d u c tio n . Among o ther th in g s , the  previous experiment sought to

demonstrate how the same gestu re  can both d ire c tly  name the o b jec t in  a

conventional world and in d ire c tly  name the  context o f  th a t  conventional

world. In the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream o f everyday l i f e ,  the person

s tru g g le s  to  manage with th ings in  the world. As such, the person 's
•

a tte n tio n  i s  tra in e d  on c e r ta in  o b jec ts  while the  c o n te x t 's  d e f in itio n  i s  

taken care o f in d ire c tly  and by the  way. Naming o b jec ts  or recognizing 

them fo r th e i r  conventional s ig n ifican ce  f ix e s  th is  context and the 

conventional world, while i t  shears away a lte rn a tiv e  contexts and th e ir  

conventional worlds. The conventional id e n ti ty  o f the person i s  ju s t  

another one o f  the th ings th a t  a re  given form when context i s  in d ire c tly  

invoked (by the d ire c t  naming o f an o b jec t)  and the e n t i re  conventional 

world i s  given form. The importance o f the a c t th a t  names the f i r s t  

o b jec t was h ig h lig h ted , in so fa r  as i t  both invoked the  presence of 

context and provided the  means fo r id en tify in g  th e  o ther so c ia l ob jec ts  

in  th a t  world. I t  follows th a t  a l l  subsequent namings or reco g n itio n s, 

w ith in  con tex t, serve to  r e i te r a te  th e  ch arac te r o f  th a t  context and to  

streng then  the bonds among a l l  o b jec ts  th a t  a re  given form by th a t 

co n tex t. The f i r s t  o b jec t named could be the human "observer" who would 

accomplish th i s  by assuming a conventional id e n t i ty .  Or, the  f i r s t  

o b jec t named could be a "thing" in  th e  environment which seems to  in v ite  

i t s e l f  to  be seen in  a c e r ta in  conventional way thereby in v it in g  the 

observer to  be in  a c e r ta in  conventional way. In e i th e r  case, the  upshot
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o f th is  i s  th a t  conventional observers constan tly  find  themselves in  the 

miadle o f  a conventional world. I f  we leave as id e  an examination of the  

process by which humans assume a conventional id e n ti ty  o r how humans 

switch from one coherent id e n ti ty  to  ano ther, then from a distanced  

p ersp ec tiv e , the  d a ily  l i f e  o f any one human can take on the appearance 

o f a s e r ie s  o f d is c o n tin u it ie s .  In a s e r ie s  o f d is c re te  moments, the 

human i s  conventionally  loca ted  in  one so c ia l space or another.

This s i tu a tio n  o ffe rs  both an opportunity  and an o b s tac le . This 

s itu a t io n  o ffe rs  observers the opportunity  to  ob tain  a reading o f the 

ch a rac te r o f  th e i r  conventional id e n ti ty  by reading o f f  the  conventional 

ch a rac te r o f  the ob jec ts  th a t  populate the  world w ith them. (In  the 

previous experiment, fo r example, recognizing "scoring" fo r i t s  fo o tb a ll 

fea tu re s  in d ic a te s  the presence o f an observer whose conventional 

id e n ti ty  i s  one o f a "person who i s  ready fo r the fo o tb a ll lex ico n "). 

Hence, any gesture th a t  takes p lace in  context ( i . e . ,  th a t  r e l ie s  on the 

conventional coherence o f the av a ila b le  world) i s  a lso  in d ire c tly  a 

gestu re  o f s e lf - re fe re n c e  and s e lf -a ff irm a tio n . But, th e re  i s  an 

o b stac le  th a t  stands in  the way o f th i s  opportunity  fo r  inform ation about 

one 's  s e l f .  The inform ativeness o f th i s  described  world i s  diminished by 

the  lack  o f concurrent access to  another conventional world ( in h ab itin g  

th ese  same m ate ria lly  given p re c in c ts ) .  I f  both d esc rip tio n s  or 

experiences could, in  one moment, be placed s id e  by s id e , then th is  might 

in d ic a te  the way-wardness o f a p a r t ic u la r  conventional way o f seeing 

th in g s . Otherwise, what you see i s  what you see . That gives you no 

d ire c tio n  in  understanding the ch arac te r o f  the  conventional id e n ti ty  

th a t  has been adopted. I f  you could grasp how th ings could be 

experienced o therw ise, you could ap p rec ia te  the  dimensions o f the
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"choice" th a t  was made when a c e r ta in  conventional id e n ti ty  was adopted. 

But, liv in g  w ithin any one conventional world in h ib i ts  th a t  a c t iv i ty  

which amounts to  an experienced ap p rec ia tio n  of another conventional 

world. The very a c t o f  reading th e  s ig n s  o f th i s  world hems one in to  i t s  

conventions and se a ls  one o f f  from o th e r conventions.

In th is  sense, the  ready-made ch arac te r th a t  the conventional world 

has fo r i t s  o b se rv e r-in h ab itan ts  resembles the ready-made ch arac te r th a t  

the experiem tnal s tim u li o f  Rosch ( i . e . ,  ca teg o ries  and th e i r  members) 

had fo r i s  o b se rv e r-su b jec ts . They d o n 't  f in d  themselves making c e r ta in  

la rg e r  cho ices. R ather, they a re  w itness to  and operate in  a world th a t  

shows the a f te re f f e c ts  o f cho ice. In th ese  s itu a t io n s ,  the  f u l le s t  

ex erc ise  o f choice i s  only p o ssib le  when two contexts and/or conventional 

id e n t i t ie s  a re  equally  access ib le  fo r  deployment before the  onset o f  

conventional a c tio n , find the f u l l e s t  measure e f  re sp o n s ib ili ty  fo r those 

ac tions (whether c re d it  o r blame) i s  only a t t r ib u ta b le  under these 

circum stances. I t  i s  only under such circum stances th a t  one can 

e n te r ta in  the research  questions "How come these  su b jec ts  chose th is  

context through which to  give shape to  the experim ental s t im u li ."  Or, 

how come these persons chose to  l iv e  th e i r  l i f e  through th is  context and 

in  th i s  way? Otherwise, one i s  observing, in  those ac tio n s , a facsim ile  

o f choice w ithin  the  confines o f a s e t  or co n tex t. Those people are  

being led  on by the inescapably fea tu red  form o f  th e i r  conventional 

world. So, any p ro je c t which seeks to  in v e s tig a te  how su b je c ts  o r 

persons choose one con tex t as they are  faced with the  prospect o f  ac tio n  

must f i r s t  d e lin e a te  whether one con tex t o r many con tex ts a re  e a s ily  

accessib le  to  the a c to r ; and how the  ch arac te r o f  ac tio n  th a t  follows
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from "choice" i s  a is tin g u ish ab ly  d if fe re n t when i t  occurs under one 

circum stance or the o th e r.

These considera tions have relevance fo r a so c ie ty  in  which 

accusations o f b ias  ano p re jud ice  a re  p rev a len t. Subjects could choose 

b lin d ly , as they operate in  experim ents. Persons could choose b lin d ly , 

as they l iv e  out th e ir  l iv e s  w ithin  a conventional world. But when, 

w ithin  one so c ie ty , th e re  are  many groups each o f which has members (with 

conventional io e n t i t ie s )  whose l iv e s  overlap with the l iv e s  o f members in  

o ther groups; and when those l iv e s  come in to  system atic c o n f l ic t  so th a t  

charges o f b ias  and pre jud ice  f i l l  the a i r ,  i t  becomes im portant to  

i l l u s t r a t e  the conditions fo r th a t  c o n f l ic t  and, th e re fo re , th e  required 

ac tio n  th a t  i s  necessary to  reso lve  i t .  Are those c o n flic tin g  groups 

in h ab itin g  the  same contex t o r do they each l iv e  in  d if fe re n t 

conventional worlds? I f  the  former i s  the  case , then th e re  i s  a common 

s e t  o f c r i t e r i a  whose mark i s  system atica lly  being missed by members o f 

one "group" or the o th e r . But, those e r ro rs  a re  not a reason for 

rev is io n  of the context or the conventional id e n ti ty  o f members. All 

members o f both "groups" are  b lin o ly  choosing to  l iv e  in  the same way. 

But, i f  the  l a t t e r  i s  the case and each group i s  liv in g  in  i t s  own 

conventional world, then the s i tu a tio n  i s  much more se rio u s ; and the 

requirem ents fo r reso lv ing  th ese  issu es  are  more e lab o ra te . The 

re so lu tio n  o f these issu e s  req u ire s  th a t  one find  a way to  bridge the 

chasm th a t  separa tes  two contex ts o r two sealed  conventional worlds. How 

does one do th is ?  One can make a s t a r t  on th is  by re a liz in g  th a t  one i s  

dealing with the l a t t e r  case and not the former case . This helps in  an 

otherw ise f u t i l e  s i tu a t io n .  I t  a lso  helps i f  one recognizes the  added
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d i f f i c u l t i e s  th a t  stand  in  th e  way o f reso lv in g  th is  s itu a t io n  and the 

added requirem ents fo r th a t  re so lu tio n .

For example, i f  th is  case holds fo r the problems o f racism  and 

sexism in  our so c ie ty , then i t  w il l  no t do fo r a white man to  declare 

with the b e s t o f in te n tio n s , " I  am not a r a c is t"  o r  " I  am not a s e x is t ."

He is  using h is  resources as member o f the  white and male group to  give 

form to  those words. Those phrases s ig n ify  o th e r th ings to  o ther 

groups. The m ate ria l underpinnings o f those phrases a re  as l ia b le  to  be 

ambiguous as the  words "sco rin g ,"  "running" and "punching." The groups 

might pu rport to  speak the  same language, with each understanding the  

o th e r 's  c laim s. Yet, each a c ts  in  conformity w ith a d if f e re n t  context 

th a t  d is tin g u ish ab ly  gives shape and expression to  th e  "same" 

m a te ria lly -av a ila b le  world, includ ing  language 's  underpinnings. The 

previous experiment demonstrated how th is  could happen with words. The 

next experiment dem onstrates how th is  can happen w ith p ic tu re d  item s. I t  

a lso  attem pts to  demonstrate how, under some circum stances un like  those 

in  the previous experim ent, language can help  serve to  r e d ire c t  the 

ac tio n s  o f d if fe re n t groups th a t  would otherw ise pass b lin d ly  by each 

o th e r .

W ittingly or n o t, the  demand to  abandon racism and sexism i s ,  in  

p a r t ,  a demand to  abandon a po rtio n  o f o n e 's  conventional id e n t i ty .  Some 

whites and men d o n 't  re a l iz e  th i s  and so they can e a s ily  say "I am not a 

r a c i s t "  o r " I am not a s e x is t ."  Other w hites and men do r e a l iz e  th i s ,  in  

a sense, and so they do r e s i s t  attem pts to  a l le v ia te  d isc rim in a tio n .

.A fte r a l l ,  they a re  a ttached  to  them selves. Other w hites and men do 

re a l iz e  t h i s ,  in  a sense, and so they attem pt th e  d i f f i c u l t  process o f 

a l te r in g  them selves. But th e  enormity o f  the ta sk  th a t  attem pts to
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elim inate  racism and sexism i s  s tag g erin g . Who knows what a world looks 

l ik e  in  which th is  b lig h t does not appear and how a human should or could 

a c t w ith in d iffe ren ce  to  sex or ra ce , in  s e l f  or o ther?  Blacks and women 

a lso  bear the mark o f l iv in g  in  a world th a t  has never been free  of 

sexism and racism . Now, however, a t  l e a s t  we a sp ire  to  th a t  world. What 

i s  the ch arac te r o f  th a t  con tex t th a t  would thus d if fe re n tly  give form to  

the world? Surely, i t  i s  not necessary to  stumble from o b jec t to  o b jec t, 

refash ion ing  each one as we are  held to  the  p r in c ip le s  in  our words, 

thereby only in d ire c tly  working in  a piecemeal fashion towards a 

refashioned con tex t. Obviously, a new context must be forged. I t  would 

help i f  so c ia l s c ie n t i s t s  had an a r t ic u la te  grasp on the a b s tra c t 

ch arac te r o f th is  e n te rp r is e  and the  manner in  which i t  would be deployed 

in  dealing  with the s itu a te d  problems o f  th is  so c ie ty .

M ate ria ls , Procedure and Measures. This experiment follow s the same 

general procedure as Experiment 1 with some adjustm eots. Each o f  four 

groups o f 14 su b jec ts  received  two problems to  so lv e . For a l l  groups, 

each problem consis ted  o f a l i s t  o f  11 o b jec ts  which a re  members o f a 

category . As was th e  case in  the  o r ig in a l  Rosch procedures, su b jec ts  

were asked to  judge how good an example o f  the  category th a t  o b jec t i s  on 

a sca le  from one (very good f i t )  to  seven (very poor f i t ) .  Again, 

su b jec ts  were no t to  be to ld  what the category i s .  Rather, they had to  

look a t  examples o f the  category , a sse ss  what the  category was, and then 

ra te  each ob jec t as a good or bad example o f  the category . Subjects were 

co llege  studen ts  a t  a N ortheastern u n iv e rs ity . Twelve o f  th e  su b jec ts  in  

each group were te s te d , en masse, in  a classroom s e t t in g .  Two su b jec ts  

in  each group were te s te d  in d iv id u a lly  so as to  allow fo r extensive
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debriefing  and feedback. There were an approximately equal number o f men 

and women in  each group.

For Group C (Appendix C) and Group D (Appendix D), the ob jec ts  were 

presented in  p ic tu re  form ra th e r  than the  word form p resen ta tion  o f the 

f i r s t  experim ent. For Problem 1, th e re  were f iv e  p ic tu red  ob jec ts  than 

can be "seen" in  one o f  two ways ( tw ee ze rs /p lie rs ; shaver/p ick  axe; pick 

comb/paint brush; s c is s o rs /s c is s o rs ;  aeroso l can /aeroso l can). Other 

item s in  each l i s t  "led" su b jec ts  to  believe  they were e i th e r  looking a t  

bathroom item s (Form C) or carpentry  to o ls  (Form 0 ) . For Problem 2, 

th e re  were a lso  f iv e  item s th a t  can be "seen" in  one o f two ways 

(p itc h fo rk /fo rk ; shovel/spoon; w atering can/measuring cup; bucket/bucket; 

s to o l / s to o l ) .  Other item s in  the l i s t  "led" su b jec ts  to  be lieve  they 

were e i th e r  looking a t  farming to o ls  (Form C) o r k itchen item s (Form D). 

Each group received only one type o f to o l ( i . e . ,  carpentry  or farming) 

and one type o f  fu n c tio n a lly  defined s itu a t io n  ( i . e . ,  bathroom or 

k itch en ). The questionnaires th a t  su b jec ts  answered a f te r  completing the 

ra tin g  procedure were b a s ic a lly  the same as th e  questionnaires in  

Experiment 1 (as can be noted in  Appendices C and D). Before debriefing  

began, th e  problem sheets  were re tu rned  to  su b jec ts  and they were asked 

to  w rite  the  name o f the ob jec t next to  i t s  p ic tu red  re p re sen ta tio n .

Thse su b je c ts ' responses were analyzed in  Experiment 2 as they were 

analyzed in  Experiment 1.

Group E (Appendix E) and Group F (Appendix F) were added as s o r ts  o f 

co n tro l groups. Each o f these groups was pa ired  w ith one o f the groups 

th a t  received  the p ic tu red  item s. However, th ese  groups received  the 

same problems as worded ( ra th e r  than p ic tu red ) rep resen ta tio n s  o f the 

item s, on the  b as is  o f  which they made judgments. Their ra tin g s  on items
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co h o rts ' ra tin g s  on those same item s to  see whether th e re  i s  any 

d iffe ren ce  o f  ra tin g  based on medium o f  rep resen ta tio n  ( le x ic a lly  or 

p ic to r ia l ly ) .  No d iffe ren ces  were expected on th is  item by item 

comparison. But th is  "con tro l"  procedure i s  meant to  be suggestive o f 

another way in  which " in v is ib le "  d iffe ren ces  among members o f th e  "same 

pool" o f  su b jec ts  can be made v is ib le .  That i s ,  th e re  i s  obviously no 

ambiguity fo r th e  su b jec ts  who rece iv e  worded problems ( i . e . ,  they can 

t e l l  the d iffe ren ce  between worded "tw eezers" and " p lie rs " )  in  the way 

th a t  th e re  might be ambiguity fo r  su b jec ts  who received  p ic tu red  problems 

( i . e .  can they t e l l  the  d iffe ren ce  between p ic tu red  " p lie rs "  and 

"tw eezers," i f  in  fa c t  they can t e l l  th a t  th e re  i s  even a problem). I t  

suggests th a t  when one medium o f rep resen ta tio n  f a i l s  to  d is tin g u ish  

between two same groups, another medium o f  rep resen ta tio n  might make 

those d iffe ren ces  v is ib le .  That i s ,  the ch i-square a n a ly s is , as a 

mathematical means o f rep re sen ta tio n , may f a i l  to  d is tin g u ish  between the 

s ig h ts  o f  "tweezers" and " p l ie r s ,"  or the s t a t i s t i c i a n  who analyzes these 

data  might f a i l  to  re a l iz e  the  s ig n ifican ce  o f  the  "bi-modal 

d is tr ib u tio n "  th a t  these  da ta  y ie ld ed . But, then a verbal medium o f 

rep re sen ta tio n  might make those d iffe ren ces  unavoidably c le a r .

Hence, the  analyses performed include:

1) ' The mean ra tin g s  o f goodness o f  f i t  fo r  each o f 22 item s (eleven

fo r each problem) fo r each o f four groups.

2) A ch i-square an a ly s is  assessin g  th e  d is tr ib u tio n  o f each o f 

those ra tin g s .

3) A chi-square an a ly s is  th a t  analyzes the pooled d is tr ib u tio n  of 

ra tin g s  fo r each o f the ten  p ic tu red  common item s ( e .g . ,
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p lie rs /tw e e z e rs ) . This pooled d is tr ib u tio n  combined the 

responses o f Groups C and 0 fo r "item s1' th a t  appeared in  both 

versions o f  e i th e r  the  f i r s t  o r second problem. Again, th is  i s  

j u s t  to  demonstrate how spurious s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  can be 

achieved by an experim enter who i s  b lin d  to  the so c ia l 

d iffe ren ces  in  "m a te ria lly - id e n tic a l"  experim ental s tim u li.

4) A chi-square an a ly s is  th a t  compares the two d is tr ib u tio n s  of 

ra tin g s  fo r each o f the ten  common p ic tu red  item s, th a t  were 

engendered by one s e tt in g  or the  o th e r.

5) A chi-square an a ly s is  th a t  compares the  d is tr ib u tio n s  o f each 

item  (N=44) when i t  i s  p ic tu red  versus when i t  i s  worded.

Hence, th i s  between groups an a ly s is  i s  w ithin  context but across 

medium o f rep re se n ta tio n . That d iffe ren ce  in  medium o f 

rep re sen ta tio n  i s  no t expected to  y ie ld  any s ig n if ic a n t 

d iffe re n ce s .

Also, the  su b je c ts ' responses to  the  questionnaires  a re  summarized in  

o rder too see , among o ther th in g s , whether or not each s e tt in g  was 

e f fe c tiv e  enough to  engender a w ithin group consensus about the name o f 

each unnamed la rg e r  category ; and whether or not th e re  was a common means 

fo r m entally rep resen tin g  th a t  la rg e r  a c t iv i ty  while those problems were 

solved.

R esu lts . Table 3 p re sen ts , fo r each group, the  mean ra tin g s  fo r goodness 

o f f i t  fo r  each p ic tu red  item  in  re la t io n  to  i t s  encompassing category .

Zt a lso  p resen ts  th e  r e s u l ts  o f  ch i-square  analyses th a t  assessed  the 

d is tr ib u tio n  o f each g roup 's  ra tin g s  fo r each p ic tu red  item . Each 

s ig n if ic a n t  r e s u l t  would in d ic a te  th a t  th e re  i s  a s ig n if ic a n t consensus



among su b jec ts  about the goodness o f f i t  fo r th a t  p ic tu red  ob jec t to  i t s  

category . I t  would a lso  in d ire c tly  in d ic a te  th a t  th e re  i s  a consensus 

about th e  ch arac te r o f the unnamed category which provided an organizing 

framework fo r the member-objects. More d ire c t  evidence o f the l a t t e r  

consensus would be av a ilab le  in  responses to  the questionnaire  which 

e x p l ic i t ly  asked fo r the names o f those unnamed ca teg o rie s .

Table 3 shows th a t  fo r Problem Cl ( i . e . ,  bathroom — Form C, Problem 

1) fiv e  o f th e  eleven d is tr ib u tio n s  o f ra tin g s  were s ig n if ic a n tly  

d if f e re n t .  For Problem C2 ( i . e . ,  farming to o ls ) ,  seven o f the 

d is tr ib u tio n s  were s ig n if ic a n t .  For Problem D ( i . e . ,  carpentry  to o ls ) ,  

s ix  o f the  d is tr ib u tio n s  were s ig n if ic a n t .  Of course, again , a 

s ig n if ic a n t  consensus fo r each o f the eleven o b jec ts  in  a l l  four problems 

would have been p re fe rred . I t  would have in d ica ted  th a t  (probably) each 

problem represen ted  a w ell-organized category which d ic ta te d  the  goodness 

o f f i t  fo r i t s  eleven o b jec t members. However, the  design o f the 

experiment allowed fo r the p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  su b jec ts  would reach fo r 

understandings o f the category; and each su b jec t had the " la ti tu d e "  to  

reach fo r a "context" th a t  was su b tly  o r widely a t  variance with the 

con tex ts th a t  o ther su b jec ts  in d ire c tly  in d ica ted  by th e i r  d ire c t  

r a t in g s .  A d if fe re n t context (or category name) would d if f e r e n t ia l ly  

value th e  goodness o f f i t  o f i t s  member-objects. i t  i s  in s tru c t iv e ,  

then , to  look a t  the  responses in  the questionnaires  to  see whether the 

same p ic tu red  member-objects (w ithin each group) engendered a consensus 

about the  name o f  th a t  co n tex t-ca teg o ry .

For Group C, th e re  was a r e la t iv e ly  w e ll-k n it consensus fo r both 

Problem 1 ( i . e . ,  bathroom item s) and Problem 2 (farming to o ls ) .  However, 

r e f le c t in g  the  fa c t  th a t  th e re  was a functiona l o rgan ization  to  the
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TABLE 3

MEAN RATINGS OF EACH PICTURED OBJECT AND 
ITS CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE (EXPERIMENT 2)

Bathroom (Problem Cl) Carpentry Tools (Problem 01)
Member Mean Rating Member Mean Rating
toothbrush 1.43 * hammer 1.29 *

Q -tips 3.00 n .s . saw 1.50 #

to o th p aste 1.79 * wrench 2.00 *

razo r blade 1.86 * screw driver 1.86 *

brush 2.93 n .s . nut and b o lt 4.79 n .s.
comb 2.57 n .s . hand d r i l l 2.21 #

tweezers 3.57 n .s . p l ie r s 3.29 n .s
razo r 6.21 * pickaxe 3.93 n .s
s c is so rs 3.64 * s c is s o rs 3.50 n .s
pick comb 4.93 n .s . p a in t brush 4.86 n .s
aero so l can 3.14 n .s . ae ro so l can 6.57 *

Farming Tools (Problem C2) Kitchen (Problem D2)

Member Mean Rating Member Mean Rating
wheelbarrow 2.00 * egg b ea te r 2.21 • *

axe 2.07 * can opener 2.14 #

hoe 2.07 * coffee po t 1.64 *

rake 1.57 # fry ing  pan 1.57 *

ladder 3.14 * sp a tu la 2.79 n .s

scythe 2.50 n .s . corkscrew 3.36 n .s
p itch fo rk 2.79 * fork 2.50 #

p a il 2.29 * p a il 4.86 n .s
s to o l 4.00 n .s . s to o l 4.79 n .s
w atering can 3.64 n .s . measuring cup 2.50 n .s
shovel 2.57 n .s . spoon 2.07 *

For mean ra tin g s  1 = very good f i t ;  7 = very poor f i t .  The ch i-square 
analyzes s u b je c ts ' d is tr ib u tio n  o f ra tin g s  fo r  each item  w ithin  group.

* = p <  .05; n .s .  = not s ig n if ic a n t
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o b jec ts  th a t  c o n s titu te d  Problem 1 ( i . e . ,  th e i r  coherence l i e s  in  the 

fa c t  th a t  they a re  a l l  found or used in  the  bathroom), su b je c ts ' names 

fo r the  category were lengthy and s l ig h t ly  a t  variance with each o th e r. 

This s tands in  c o n tra s t to  su b je c ts ' names fo r th e  category in  Problem 2 

(farming to o ls ) ,  whose member-objects e a s ily  lend themselves to  

c la s s i f ic a t io n  in  t r a d i t io n a l  c la ss-su b c la ss  form. In the  l a t t e r  case, 

su b je c ts ' names a re  b r ie f  and to  the p o in t. In both problems, su b jec ts  

g enerally  obtained a w ell-defined  and worded grasp o f each category- 

co n tex t, e a r ly  in  the so lu tio n  o f each problem. As we s h a l l  soon see, 

th e  same r e s u l ts  were obtained fo r Group E. They received  the  same two 

problems, but each item  was worded ra th e r  than p ic tu red . They to.o 

developed a sharp ly-defined  consensus ea rly  in  each problem and the  

substance o f th a t  consensus did  no t s ig n if ic a n tly  d i f f e r  from the 

consensus generated by Group C.

Among the  responses provided by Group 0 fo r Problem 1, th e re  were 

the  names "bathroom u te n s i ls  or grooming to o ls ,"  "th ings found in  the 

bathroom," "bath accesso rie s-th in g s  you clean up with in  the morning," 

"ob jec ts  used in  bathroom fo r personal hygiene," "bathroom o b je c ts ,"  

" to i le t r i e s "  and "face care  p ro d u c ts ."  Only two su b je c ts ' names (one did 

not respond) departed from th is  consensus. S u b jec ts ' responses to  o ther 

questions in d ica ted  th a t  these  wordy d esc rip tio n s  were form ulated early  

in  the so lu tio n  o f the problem. The responses o f Group C fo r  Problem 2 

a lso  d isplayed a consensus in  naming the  category and th is  consensus was 

more c u r tly  worded. However, the s u b je c ts ' consensus was s l ig h t ly  a t  

odds with the name th a t  the  experim enter had assigned to  the  category. 

S u b jec ts ' names fo r the  category included such responses as "garden care 

to o ls ,"  "gardening to o ls ,"  " th ings found in  the shed ," "th ings used to
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work ou tsid e  the house" and " a l l  types o f to o ls ."  In f a c t ,  a l l  but one 

o f the  su b jec ts  (who d id n 't  respond a t  a l l )  agreed on the  "too l"  

ch a rac te r o f  the category . But, s ix  responded by e x p l ic i t ly  including a 

version o f  the  word "gardening" in  c o n tra s t to  the word "farming" th a t  

the experim enter had o r ig in a lly  assigned . Perhaps, th i s  i s  because 

su b jec ts  were h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned in  an urban environment (where the  

u n iv e rs ity  th a t  su b jec ts  a ttended i s  lo c a te d ) . But th is  i s  a lso  the case 

fo r the experim enter who devised th ese  m a te ria ls . Also, these  r e s u l ts  

stand  in  curious c o n tra s t to  the r e s u l ts  fo r  the yoked Group E, who 

received  these  o b jec ts  in  worded form. For them, the  responses were 

s p l i t  evenly between "farm to o ls"  and "garden to o ls ."  I t  should be 

noted, though, th a t  the  goodness o f  f i t  or value o f  "p itc h fo rk ,"  fo r 

example, would be ra d ic a lly  a lte re d  by the d i f f e r e n t ia l ly  named and 

experienced assessment o f the  category as "farming to o l"  versus 

"gardening to o l ."  In any case , fo r  the  su b jec ts  in  Group C, the s ig h t o f  

these p ic tu red  o b jec ts , by consensus, engendered an experience o f  a 

garden.

The responses o f Group 0 s im ila r ly  d isplayed a consensus, including 

the fa c t  th a t  th e i r  names fo r the category in  Problem 2, which was 

fu n c tio n a lly  organized ( i . e . ,  k itch e n ) , were wordier than th e i r  names fo r 

Problem 1 (carpentry  to o ls ) .  As a m atter o f  f a c t ,  su b je c ts ' names fo r 

the  category in  Problem 1 were le s s  wordy than the  ex perim en ter's . Nine 

su b jec ts  simply used the word " to o ls ."  Four o ther su b jec ts  included the 

word "carpentry" in  such ways as "c a rp en te r 's  to o ls"  and " to o ls  ( i . e . ,  

c a rp e n try ) ."  One o th er su b jec t described the  category as " to o ls  you use 

with your hands." A ll su b jec ts  seemed to  have come up with the name 

ea rly  in  the process o f so lv ing  the problem. This was a lso  the case fo r
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th i s  g roup 's  responses to  Problem 2 ( i . e . ,  k itch en ). However, th e i r  

names in  th is  case were w ordier. They included "kitchen  u te n s i ls ,"  

" a r t ic le s  found in  the k itc h e n ,"  "cooking u te n s i l s ,"  "ob jects used around 

the  k itch e n ,"  "kitchen to o ls ,"  and " to o ls  used in  the  p reparation  o f 

food." The awkward use o f " to o l"  in  the l a t t e r  two examples was probably 

a carryover from th e i r  performance in  Problem 1. I t  would be in te re s tin g  

to  determine whether these d iffe ren ces  are  merely a m atter o f words or 

whether they a re  a r e f le c t io n  o f experience th a t  was modified by th e ir  

engagement in  Problem 1. U nfortunately, the data  do not help  reso lve 

th i s  problem, in  any case , a l l  su b jec ts  agreed on the  general charac ter 

o f  th i s  category.

An an a ly sis  was performed on th e  pooled d is tr ib u tio n s  (from two 

groups) o f  ra tin g s  fo r each o f  the ten  item s th a t  were p ic to r ia l ly  

id e n t ic a l  in  the two versions o f any one problem ( e .g . ,  tw ee ze r/p lie rs ; 

spoon/shovel). A ll the  evidence presented  thus fa r  (and some presented 

l a t e r )  would in d ic a te  th a t ,  though th ese  item s were m a te ria lly  id e n tic a l ,  

they engendered ra d ic a lly  d if f e re n t  experiences in  su b jec ts  w ithin  one 

con tex t or another. Yet, these  d is tr ib u tio n s  are  pooled and analyzed, in  

o rder to  show how spurious s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  can be achieved when 

s o c ia l  fea tu re s  a re  ignored and m ate ria l c r i t e r i a  a re  used fo r assessing  

th e  id e n tic a l  ch arac te r o f  experim ental conditions fo r  d if fe re n t 

s u b je c ts . Table 4 p resen ts the  mean ra tin g  fo r these  pooled 

d is t r ib u t io n s .  As can be seen, seven o f these ten  spurious analyses were 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t .

Another an a ly s is  compared the  d is tr ib u tio n s  o f  ra tin g s  fo r a 

m a te r ia lly - id e n tic a l f ig u re , when th a t  fig u re  was p laced in  one s e tt in g  

( e .g . ,  p l ie r s )  versus another ( i . e . ,  tw eezers). As was mentioned in  the
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TABLE 4

MEAN RATINGS OF "SAME" PICTURED OBJECT POOLED FROM 

DIFFERENT PROBLEMS AND THEIR CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE (EXPERIMENT 2)

Members Mean Rating

p l ie r s  (Cl) + tweezers (Dl) 3.43 n .s .

pickaxe (Cl) + razor (Dl) 5.07 *

s c is so rs  (Cl) + s c is s o rs  (Dl) 3.57 *

pain tbrush  (Cl) + pick comb (Dl) 4.89 n .s .

aeroso l can (Cl) + aeroso l can (Dl) 4.86 *

p itch fo rk  (C2) + fork (D2) 2.64 *

p a i l  (C2) + p a i l  (D2) 3.57 n .s .

s to o l (C2) + s to o l (D2) 4.39 *

w atering can (C2) + measuring cup (D2) 3.07 *

shovel (C2) + spoon (D2) 2.32 *

* -  p < .0 5 ;  n .s .  = not s ig n if ic a n t

NOTE: parentheses in d ic a te  source o f p ic tu re  ( e .g . ,  'C l ' i s  from Form C, 

Problem 1)
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f i r s t  experim ent, th is  procedure suggests a means fo r m athematically 

marking th e  d is t in c tio n  between two ob jec ts  th a t  by a l l  o th er av a ilab le  

c r i t e r i a  seem to  be id e n t ic a l .  For the ten  comparisons performed, only 

th ree  were s ig n if ic a n tly  d if fe re n t  a t  the .05 le v e l .  They were: aerosol 

can in  the  carpen try  to o l context versus aeroso l can in  the bathroom 

con tex t; p itch fo rk  in  the farm to o l context versus fork in  the  kitchen 

co n tex t; and p a i l  in  the farm to o l context versus p a i l  in  the k itchen 

co n tex t.

Groups E and F were re sp ec tiv e ly  presented with the same problems as 

Groups C and D. In the  former case , however, the  p resen ta tio n  o f these 

item s was in  worded fashion ra th e r  than p ic tu red  fash ion . Table 5 

p resen ts  the mean ra tin g s  o f  goodness o f f i t  fo r  each o f  these  item s, 

w ithin group; and the  r e s u l ts  o f  ch i-square  an a ly s is  th a t  assessed  each 

o f  th e  d is tr ib u tio n s  o f  those r a t in g s .  As can be seen, fo r Problem El 

( i . e . ,  bathroom) f iv e  o f  th e  eleven d is tr ib u tio n s  were s ig n if ic a n t .  For 

Problem E2 ( i . e . ,  farming to o ls ) ,  seven comparisons were s ig n if ic a n t .

For Problem FI ( i . e . ,  carpen try  to o ls ) ,  e ig h t comparisons were 

s ig n i f ic a n t .  For Problem F2 ( i . e . ,  k itchen) ten  .comparisons were 

s ig n if ic a n t .  The worded p resen ta tio n  of these  problems seemed to  have 

engendered a more coherent consensus among su b jec ts  than the  p ic tu red  

p re sen ta tio n  o f these  problems. More o f th e  d is tr ib u tio n s  o f ra tin g s  o f 

in d iv id u a l item s were s ig n if ic a n tly  d if f e re n t  from chance in  the worded 

p resen ta tio n  ( i . e . ,  30 out o f 44) than in  the p ic tu red  p resen ta tio n  

( i . e . ,  24 out o f  44). But, were the d iffe ren ces  in  d is tr ib u te d  ra tin g s  

d if f e re n t  when th e  item  was presented  in  word versus p ic tu re  form? 

F orty -four ch i-square analyses were performed, each o f which compared the 

d is tr ib u tio n  o f  ra tin g s  fo r a s in g le  item  when i t  was worded versus when



TABLE 5
MEAN RATINGS OF EACH WORDED OBJECT AND 

ITS CHI-SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE (EXPERIMENT 2)

Bathroom (Problem El)
Member Mean Rating
toothbrush 1.50 *

Q -tips 2.86 n .s
too thpaste 1.79 *

razor blade 1.64 *

brush 3.00 n .s
comb 2.57 *

tweezers 3.57 n .s
razor 2.07 *

sc is so rs 4.43 n .s
pick comb 3.71 n .s
aero so l can 3.46 n .s

Carpentry Tools (Problem FI)
Member Mean Ratina
hammer 1.14 *

saw 1.57 *

wrench 1.14 *

screw driver 1.21 *

nut and b o lt 2.29 *

hand d r i l l 1.64 *

p l ie r s 1.64 *

pickaxe 2.79 n .s
sc is so rs 4.86 n .s
pain tbrush 4.50 n .s
aeroso l can 6.71 *

Farming Tools (Problem E2)
Member Mean Rating
wheelbarrow 1.67 *

axe 2.71 n .s
hoe 1.21 *

rake 2.07 *

ladder 4.43 n .s
scythe 2.93 n .s
p itch fo rk 1.57 *

p a il 3.14 n .s
s to o l 5.50 #

w atering can 2.57 *

shovel 1.79 *

Kitchen (Problem F2)
Member Mean Rating
egg b ea te r 1.64 *

can opener 2.29 #

coffee  pot 2.07 *

fry ing  pan 2.29 *

sp a tu la 1.93 *

corkscrew 3.29 n .s
fork 1.50 *

p a i l 5.69 *

s to o l 5.79 *

measuring cup 2.07 *

spoon 1.64 *

* = p < .0 5 ;  n .s .  = no t s ig n if ic a n t
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i t  was p ic tu re d . In a l l  cases bu t two, d is tr ib u tio n s  o f  ra tin g s  are  

in s ig n if ic a n tly  d if f e re n t  from each o th er — the  razor, in  Problems Cl 

versus E l; and nut and b o lt  in  Problems Dl versus F I. The l a t t e r  case i s  

not e a s ily  ex p licab le . The nut and b o l t ,  by consensus, seems to  be a 

b e t te r  example o f a to o l when th a t  item  i s  worded (X = 2.29) than when i t  

i s  p ic tu red  (X = 4 .7 5 ). The former case i s  more e a s ily  ex p licab le . The 

p ic tu re  o f a razor does not suggest a razo r. Perhaps, th is  p ic tu re  

should have been elim inated  or a l te re d , as a r e s u l t  o f  in d ica tio n s  from 

p ilo t in g . In any case, i t  was n o t. (Among o th e r th in g s , the 

experim enter became attached  to  th a t  p ic tu re ) .  This was the only fig u re  

th a t  crea ted  any d if f ic u l ty  fo r su b jec ts  in  Group C (o r D) when they were 

asked a f te r  the experim ent, but before the  d e b rie fin g , to  w rite  the  name 

o f the  o b jec t next to  the p ic tu re d  o b je c t. They d id n 't  know what to  make 

o f  i t .  Many o f them wrote "T-square1' with a question mark nex t to  i t .

I t  should be noted, by the  way, th a t  su b je c ts  in  Group D had no troub le  

naming the  "same" fig u re  as a "pickaxe" under o th er co n d itio n s. This 

example w ill  be even more in s tru c t iv e  in  Experiment 3 where th is  figure  

again appears in  two d is t in c t  conventional gu ises .

Subjects in  Groups E and F provided e s s e n tia lly  the  same responses 

to  the  questionnaires  as the su b je c ts , re sp e c tiv e ly , in  Groups C and D. 

The names o f category th a t  Group E (worded condition) provided fo r 

Problem 1 ( i . e . ,  bathroom) included "th ings in  the  bathroom," "bathroom 

a c c e sso r ie s ,"  "items in  a shaving k i t  or th ings you 'd  find  in  a 

bathroom," "hygienic u te n s i ls ,"  " a r t ic le s  fo r  personal hygiene" and 

" t o i l e t r i e s . "  As was mentioned e a r l i e r ,  the  responses to  Problem E2 

( i . e . ,  farming to o ls )  s p l i t  in to  two groups. Five o f them named "garden 

to o ls"  or some version o f th a t .  Six o f  them named "farm to o ls"  or some
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version o f th a t .  Others named " to o ls"  or some version  o f  th a t  which i s  

in d if fe re n t to  gardening and farming. For Group F, Problem 1 ( i . e . ,  

carpentry  to o ls )  engendered the follow ing names fo r the category:

" to o ls"  (fo r s ix  su b je c ts ) , " too l box," "build ing to o ls ,"  "hand to o ls"  

and " to o ls  you would find  in  a workshop." Problem F2 ( i . e . ,  k itchen) 

generated a s im ila r , though w ordier, consensus. The names fo r  the  

category included the follow ing: "kitchen u te n s i l s ,"  "kitchen

ap p lian ces ,"  "what you use fo r making b re a k fa s t,"  "ob jec ts  r e la t in g  to  

making b re a k fa s t,"  "th ings in  a k itc h en ,"  "cooking u te n s i l s ,"  and o ther 

such v ersio n s . One remarkable su b jec t named the  category as  " th ings 

females used ."  Yes, the  su b jec t was a male. (Did he share in  the

group 's  consensus o f the category name?) In a l l  four problems fo r  Groups

E and F, su b jec ts  seem to  have generated ra th e r  quickly a name fo r  the 

category while they were working on th e  problem 's so lu tio n . In th is  

re sp ec t and with resp ec t to  the substance o f th e i r  responses, they seem 

to  be s im ila r  to  th e ir  yoked cohorts who received  p ic tu red  versions o f 

these  problems.

D iscussion. For the d u ra tion , the  convention w ill  be adopted whereby the  

th ing  th a t  serves as a m ate ria l underpinning in  the experiment fo r e i th e r

the  p l ie r s  o r the tweezers i s  re fe r re d  to  as the  "p lie rs /tw e e z e rs ;"  and

so , fo r the "p ickaxe/razo r,"  " e t c . / e t c ."  When a  person looks a t  the  

"p lie rs /tw eezers"  and attem pts to  name i t ,  th e re  a re  tim es when i t  i s  

tru e  to  name i t  a p l ie r s  and th e re  a re  tim es when i t  i s  tru e  to  name i t  a 

tw eezers. Those tim es are  s o c ia lly  and h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned . The 

design o f  th is  experiment makes c le a r  the  s o c ia l and h is to r ic a l  

conditions under which the  names " p lie rs "  or "tw eezers" a re  tru e  even as ,
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a t  the  same tim e, i t  makes c le a r  th a t  these  tru th s  a re  p ro v is io n a l. The 

case i s  le s s  c le a r  in  the  famous examples o f th e  Necker cube o r the  

"duck/rabb it" where the  same m ateria l underpinnings engender not ju s t  

d is t in c t iv e  d esc rip tio n s  but a lso  ra d ic a lly  d if f e re n t  experienced 

s ig h ts .  But the claim  i s  made th a t  the  experience o f  these l a t t e r  

examples i s  ju s t  as s o c ia lly  and h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned as the  

s u b je c ts ' experience o f the experim ental s tim u li .  The claim  i s  made th a t  

a l l  human experience i s  so c ia lly  and h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned. Despite 

the f a c t  th a t  these  conditions a re  p ro v is io n a l, they d o n 't ju s t  lend 

co lor to  human experience. They give form to  human experience. I t  i s  

ju s t  th a t  in  th is  experiment i t  i s  e a s ie r  to  lo c a te  more o f the  elements 

o f  th i s  o p era tio n .

When i t  i s  tru ly  sa id , under c e r ta in  circum stances, th a t  th is  

"p lie rs /tw e ez e rs"  i s  a p l i e r s ,  th is  i s  no t ju s t  a tru th  about the name o f 

an o b je c t. I t  i s  a lso  a t ru th  about th e  experience o f  persons, w ithin 

th is  conventional world, th a t  i s  "caused" by the  exposure to  th e ir  

r e t in a s  o f the  " p lie rs /tw e e z e rs ."  They see a p l ie r s .  They experience a 

p l i e r s .  The coherence o f th a t  experience i s  indebted to  s o c ia l  and 

h is to r ic a l  cond itions ( i . e . ,  c o n tex t) . Traces o f  those cond itions can 

a lso  be found in  the  conventional id e n ti ty  o f observers who in h a b it th a t  

world. The r e g u la r i ty  o f human (so c ia l)  behavior and human (so c ia l)  

perception  and human (so c ia l)  experience i s  indebted to  the  conditions o f 

co n tex t. That re g u la r i ty  i s  a product o f  th e  conditions o f  co n tex t. The 

qu ickest way to  g e t a handle on those r e g u la r i t ie s  and to  open up the 

p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r  "p red ic tin g "  (so c ia l)  human behavior i s  to  excavate the 

so c ia l and h is to r ic a l  fe a tu re s  th a t  condition  th a t  behavior. However, 

th i s  would be a q u a lif ie d  s o r t  o f  "p re d ic tio n ,"  s in ce  the  r e g u la r i t ie s  o f
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human behavior th a t  put "p red ic tio n 11 w ith in  reach are  held in  place by 

forms th a t  have only p ro v is io n a l ex is ten ce . The usefu lness and 

r e l i a b i l i t y  o f those "p red ic tio n s"  (which, in  tu rn , a re  based on the 

observation o f e a r l ie r  human behavior th a t  was conventionally-form ed) 

l a s t  only as long as those forms are  used by conventionalized humans as a 

means fo r giving form to  th e i r  behavior. Some so c ia l s c ie n t i s t s  are  

l ia b le  to  fo rg e t th i s ;  and so they operate under the im pression th a t  the 

laws o f human (so c ia l)  behavior which they have discovered w ill  continue 

to  l a s t  fo rev er. These forms th a t  give shape to  human (so c ia l)  behavior, 

e sp e c ia lly  more a b s tra c t  and generalized  forms, a re  not e a s ily  shed. One 

good reason fo r th i s  i s  the  fa c t  th a t  the forms o f con tex t do not o ften  

d ire c t ly  occupy the  a t te n tio n  o f conventionally  id e n tif ie d  humans.

Rather, humans focus on the o b jec ts  th a t  a re  given shape by the con tex t, 

co n stan tly  streng then ing  th a t  con tex t by r e i te r a t in g  i t s  v a lid ity  in  

gazing a t  each and every o b je c t th a t  takes shape in  th a t  con tex t. A 

re la te d  reason stems from the  fa c t th a t  they find  themselves staked to  

these  forms o f context by v ir tu e  o f th e i r  conventional id e n tify . No one 

wants to  lo se  th e i r  id e n ti ty  and so they hang on fo r dear l i f e .

However, those s o c ia lly  and h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned forms can 

change; and so , too , can the  ch arac te r and re g u la r ity  o f  human (so c ia l)  

behavior. When em pirical tra c e s  o f th i s  show up in  the psychological 

lab o ra to ry , these  a re  one o f two usual responses. The n a tu ra l s c ie n t is ts  

o f  psychology e i th e r  conclude th a t  they go t i t  wrong b efo re , but now 

th ey 'v e  got i t  r ig h t .  Or, they conclude th a t  th ese  su b je c ts , who 

provided the  means fo r  expression o f th ese  d a ta , a re  i r r a t io n a l .  How can 

an approach l ik e  th i s  be expected to  cope with o r reso lve  problems l ik e  

b ias  and p rejud ice th a t  e x is t  in  our so c ie ty ?
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The design o f th is  experiment makes c le a r  how one person can say "A" 

( e .g . ,  p l ie r s )  and another person can say "not A" ( e .g . ,  tw eezers) and, 

y e t, how both can be t e l l in g  the  t ru th .  They are  no t only te l l in g  the 

tru th .  For each o f them, th e i r  a c tu a l experiences t e s t i f y  to  the tru th  

o f th e i r  a s se r tio n s . Is  th e re  a more n a tu ra l o r rigorous or lo g ic a l kind 

o f t ru th  than the s o r t  th a t  i s  expressed when only t ru ly  a s s e r ts  th a t  

th i s  su b jec t experienced a p l ie rs ?  There might a f r u i t f u l  d is t in c tio n  to  

make h e re . There i s  a kind o f tru th  expressed when one t ru ly  a s se r ts  

th a t  th i s  em pirica l fa c t  happened, th a t  th i s  su b jec t experienced a 

p l i e r s .  But, th i s  i s  a contingent t ru th  th a t  depends in  p a r t  on the 

psychological operations and a c t iv i t i e s  o f the  s u b je c t. There i s  another 

kind o f t ru th  th a t  i s  expressed when one t ru ly  a s s e r ts  th in g s  about the 

re la t io n s  between p l ie r s  and pickaxes and the general coherence th a t  they 

lend themselves to  w ithin  the encompassing context o f  to o ls .  This kind 

o f t ru th  i s  a lso  d isplayed when one p o in ts  a t  th i s  "p lie rs /tw e ez e rs"  and 

fin d s  i t  to  be tru ly  a p l ie r s ;  o r , when one a s s e r ts  th a t  th e  invocation 

o f a to o l context has ru led  the  p l ie r s  in to  ex istence  and ru led  the 

tweezers out o f ex is ten ce . (This w ill  be discussed a t  g re a te r  length  in  

the next experim ent). P ossib ly , th e re  a re  tru th s  to  be expressed i f  one 

takes each o f  the  problems in  these  experiments to  be g en era lizab le  

examples o f , among o th er th in g s , the  r e la t io n  between o b jec t and co n tex t, 

the  coherence o f co n tex t, the context-dependent ch a rac te r  o f  human 

percep tion , e tc .  The tru th  o f these  m atters does no t depend on the 

em pirica l psychological operations and a c t iv i t i e s  o f in d iv id u a l humans, 

or a group o f  humans. The tru th  o f  these  m atters depends upon the  massed 

accumulation of a c t iv i ty  whose products ( e .g . ,  co n tex ts) have taken on a 

quasi-autonomous ex isten ce . In some sense, th ese  massed products d ic ta te
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human s o c ia l  a c tio n . But, the  lessons th a t  a re  drawn from the  discovery 

o f  these  tru th s  (whether more a b s tra c t ly  general o r  le s s  a b s tra c tly  

p a r t ic u la r )  have only p ro v is io n a l u sefu ln ess . They a re  u sefu l fo r 

understanding and/or p red ic tin g  behavior, only so long as those so c ia l 

and h is to r ic a l  conditions remain unchanged.

Is  th ere  y e t a more rig o ro u s, n a tu ra l and lo g ic a l kind o f  t ru th  

whose r ig o r  i s  vouched fo r by Nature or Logic and which does not depend 

a t  a l l  on human a c t iv i ty ,  su rv iv ing  independently o f  human a c t iv i ty ?  I 

d o n 't know. Even the  notion o f  r e la t io n  may be l ia b le  to  change. I t  i s  

not the  most im portant th ing  on the mind o f  a s o c ia l  p sycholog ist whose 

foremost concern focuses on the  d iv erse  p a tte rn s  o f  r e g u la r i ty  in  human 

so c ia l behavior. That d iv e rs ity  i s  allowed w ith in  th e  "bounds" o f  Nature 

or Logic ( th a t  possib ly  e x i s t ) .  The s o c ia l  psycho log ist i s  in te re s te d  in  

how and why th ings go th is  way ra th e r  than th a t  way when they could have 

gone e i th e r  way; and in  how and why they s tay  th i s  way or change. The 

" tw eezers /p lie rs"  stands fo r what Nature i s  a l l  about in  somehow 

re ta in in g  a m ateria l in te g r i ty  y e t allow ing fo r s o c ia l  d iv e r s i ty .  I t  i s  

not c le a r  th a t  when n a tu ra l s c ie n t i s t s  propound th e  Laws o f Nature or 

when lo g ic ian s  propound the Laws o f Logic th a t  they o f fe r  any more than 

th i s .  A fter a l l ,  they are  a lso  human. They do not grasp naked Nature or 

Logic. They grasp what stands fo r  Nature o r fo r Logic.

When, in  one o f the  experim ental problems, th e  su b jec ts  f i r s t  see a 

hammer and a con tex t o f  "carpentry  to o ls "  has been e f fe c tiv e ly  invoked, 

then th e re  i s  a sense in  which th e  r e s t  o f  th a t  conventional world 

already has been e f fe c tiv e ly  given form, even before th e  su b je c ts  have 

la id  eyes on i t .  The r e s t  o f th a t  conventional world includes a p l ie r s  

and an observer, whose conventional id e n ti ty  can only clum sily be put
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in to  words. In th is  world, the s ig h t o f a p l ie r s  w ill  s t r ik e  observers ' 

eyes. That p l ie r s  already e x is ts  ou tside  the confines o f  th e i r  sk in s .

In th i s  sense, then , observers a re  s tru ck  by th ings o f th e i r  own making. 

This s o r t  o f th ing  provides th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r the re g u la r i ty  o f human 

s o c ia l behavior. I t  re g u la te s  s o c ia l behavior. And i t  provides the 

p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r the  p r e d ic ta b il i ty  o f  human s o c ia l behavior. I t  p red ic ts  

and can be used to  p red ic t human behavior. But, i t  i s n ' t  n ecessa rily  the 

case th a t ,  when su b je c ts ' eyes t ra v e l  down the  page toward the  

"p lie rs /tw e e z e rs ,"  they w ill be "caused" to  see a p l ie r s .  Perhaps, as a 

r e s u l t  o f  th e i r  own personal circum stances o f s o c ia l i ty  and h is to ry , they 

are  suddenly possessed by a sense o f "bathroom" and in s te ad  they are  

s tru ck  by th e  s ig h t o f  a tw eezers. (However, th is  too expresses a so c ia l 

coherence, a lb e i t  unexpected). The chances a re , however, th a t  these 

su b jec ts  w ill  be s tru ck  by th e  s ig h t o f a p l ie r s .  And fo r  those su b jec ts  

who f i r s t  see a toothbrush and fo r  whom th e  context o f  "bathroom" has 

been e f fe c tiv e ly  invoked, th e  chances are  th a t  as th e i r  eyes tra v e l  down 

the pages they w ill  be s tru ck  by the s ig h t o f a tw eezers. These chances, 

th a t  p e rv ert the random ch arac te r o f  the n a tu ra l world, a re  indebted to  

so c ia l and h is to r ic a l  cond itions and to  th e  in te n tio n s  th a t  use those 

conditons as a means fo r expression .

There a re  two p o in ts  to  make in  th i s  regard . F i r s t ,  i t  makes l i t t l e  

sense to  say th a t  any p a r t ic u la r  re g u la r i ty  o f s o c ia l  behavior i s  

n a tu ra lly  caused. B lindly o r n o t, to  have reg u la rly  engaged in  a so c ia l 

behavior i s  to  have "opted" fo r doing th ings one way when, by d e f in it io n , 

they could have been done otherw ise. Of course, one could argue about 

the s o c ia l ch a rac te r o f  some fea tu re  o f  the  world and say , fo r example, 

th a t  " in te llig e n c e "  i s  a n a tu ra l form. There a re  arguments to  be made
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ag a in s t th i s  claim , but th is  i s  not the place fo r them. However, th is  

s tra te g y  o f arguing th a t  " in te llig e n c e "  i s  a n a tu ra l form w ill  only work 

fo r the  sh o rt run. In some sense, th e  sources fo r the  re g u la r ity  o f 

s o c ia l behavior s t i l l  must be explained . And when the  sources o f 

re g u la r i ty  in  so c ia l behavior a re  fix ed , those r e s u l ts  w ill  probably be 

ap p licab le  w ithout d i f f ic u l ty  to  the  ch arac te r o f , e .g . ,  in te ll ig e n c e  

th a t  now seems n a tu ra l. Of course, one could say th a t  a l l  human behavior 

i s  n a tu ra l and, by im p lica tion , th i s  would ru le  out o f  ex istence any 

s p e c if ic a l ly  so c ia l fea tu re s  o f  human behavior. Claims l ik e  these  have a 

strange  grasp o f the  notion "so c ia l"  and a s trange view o f  th i s  world o f 

s o c ia l d iv e rs ity .

Second, i f  indeed the  course o f human so c ia l behavior, perception 

and experience i s  regu la ted  by the  s o c ia l  and h is to r ic a l  cond itions th a t  

a re  packed in to  con tex t, then problems o f  c o n f l ic t  in  b ia s  and p rejud ice 

th a t  sp ring  from the meeting o f incommensurable con tex ts (perhaps, fo r 

example, racism or sexism) req u ire  a d is t in c t iv e  approach fo r th e i r  

re so lu tio n . These are  more than d iffe ren ces  o f opin ion . These are  

d iffe ren ces  o f tru th  th a t  re sp ec tiv e ly  hold th e  w arrant fo r th e i r  

v a l id i ty  in  d is t in c t iv e  conventional w orlds. Perhaps, the  re sp ec tiv e  

members o f each conventional world do not want to  come out o f  th e i r  

h a b i ta t .  But, i f  they do want to  (or i f  they say they want to )  they 

should r e a l iz e  what th is  endeavor e n ta i l s .  Among o th er th in g s , th a t  

f in a l  achievement would come in  the  afterm ath  o f a newly e x is tin g  context 

th a t  both p reserves fe a tu re s  o f each o f  the  e a r l i e r  incommensurable ones 

and d isca rd s o th e r fea tu re s  o f each o f those e a r l i e r  co n tex ts . And i t  

follows from th is  th a t  th e re  would be a l te r a t io n  in  the conventional 

id e n t i t ie s  o f a l l  persons and in  the conventional o b je c ts  th a t  are
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programmatic a sp ira tio n . But th is  p erspec tive  provides gu ide lines fo r 

le s s  am bitious a sp ira tio n s  th a t  would operate  in  a more piecemeal 

fash ion . On the one hand, when one renounces o n e 's  own p re ju d ice , th ere  

should be a re a liz a tio n  th a t  th i s  commitment amounts to  more than 

mouthing words with good in te n tio n s . The means fo r  mouthing those words 

might s t i l l  d isp lay  tra c e s  o f p re ju d ice . I t  i s  the heigh t of 

eg o cen tric ity  to  say, a t  f i r s t ,  "Yes, I am prejudiced" and then , re ly in g  

on o n e 's  own resou rces, to  say , "No, now, I'm no t p re ju d iced ."  One must 

take guidance from members o f the  a lte r-co n v en tio n a l world, even i f  one 

does not put on e 's  s e l f  completely in  th e i r  hands. On th e  o th er hand, 

when one accuses the o th er o f p re ju d ice , th e re  should be a  r e a liz a tio n  

th a t  i t  i s  not easy to  abandon th is  p re ju d ice . One i s  a ttached  to  o n e 's  

conventional id e n ti ty .  And besides what w ill  take the  p lace o f  th is  

d iscarded conventional id e n ti ty  and i t s  re p e r to ire  o f  behaviors, 

perceptions and experiences? Does anyone expect another re p e r to ire  to  

spring  "n a tu ra lly "  up in  i t s  p lace? Surely , members o f the  

a lte r-co n v en tio n a l world do not expect th e  p rejudiced  person to  adopt 

th e i r  conventional, id e n t i ty . These problems could be worked out among 

people as they communicate with each o th er in  an atmosphere o f t r u s t .

But, who t r u s t s  anybody these  days, e sp e c ia lly  those anybodys o f  another 

kind? In these  tim es, th e re  are  good, pragm atic reasons fo r  not tru s tin g  

anybody com pletely. A la rg e  measure o f  t r u s t  i s  requ ired  fo r th is  

op era tio n . In p r in c ip le , s o c ia l  s c ie n t i s t s  a re  in  a unique p o s itio n  fo r 

mediating th i s  s i tu a t io n ,  s in ce  they operate  from a detached p o s itio n  

th a t  does not ex erc ise  g rea te r  b ias  ag a in s t one group o r th e  o th er ( in  

p r in c ip le ) .  But f i r s t  so c ia l s c ie n t i s t s  must fu lly  ap p rec ia te  the
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general ch arac te r o f  b ias  and how i t  works in  any one p a r t ic u la r  

s i tu a t io n  th a t  c o n s titu te s  the problem a t  hand.

In one o f  the experim ental problems, two contex ts were av a ilab le  fo r  

giving form to  a circum scribed s e t  o f "o b je c ts ."  For the  a l te rn a t iv e  

contexts o f  bathroom and carpen try  to o ls ,  th e re  was a "p lie rs /tw eezers"  

which could tru ly  and accu ra te ly  be sa id  to  be a tweezers (under one s e t  

o f circum stances) and a p l ie r s  (under another s e t  o f circum stances). 

Subjects are  each te l l in g  th e  tru th  th a t  i s  coherent with th e ir  

experiences. But i t  i s  almost as accurate  to  say th a t  each i s  b iased  and 

te l l in g  a falsehood. I f  each group i s  firm ly entrenched in  th e i r  "own" 

conventional world and does not have access to  the  o th e r 's  context th a t  

gives form to  th e  o ther conventional world, then th e re  i s  a problem. For 

one who i s  entrenched in  th e  bathroom, the  claim  th a t  " th is "  i s  a p l ie r s  

i s  sen se less  I f  not p reversely  i r r a t io n a l .  (The l a t t e r  fee lin g  would 

follow i f  the o th e r 's  gestu re  went beyond naming, and had more la s tin g  

im p lica tio n s). Conversely, fo r  one who i s  entrenched in  the world o f 

carpen try  to o ls ,  the claim  th a t  " th is "  i s  a tweezers i s  sen se less  i f  not 

perversely  i r r a t io n a l .  Each i s  re so lu te ly  c e r ta in  about the  o th e r 's  b ia s  

and they both have the  testim ony o f  th e i r  experience th a t  "proves" i t .  

There are  two broad ca teg o ries  in to  which one can c la s s ify  episodes o f 

th is  s o r t .  E ith e r , members o f one or both groups do have access, in  

p r in c ip le , to  the conceptual equipment th a t  would m a te ria lize  fo r  s ig h t 

the o th e r 's  conventional world. For some reason , however, th e  deployment 

o f th a t  equipment i s  being fo re s ta l le d . In th a t  case, a "mediator" must 

e lim inate  the o b stac les  th a t  f o r e s ta l l  th i s  conceptual equipm ent's 

deployment so th a t  the  members can experience what they "already know." 

This would begin to  solve the problem o f b ias  in  th is  category . There i s ,
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those problems which occur when e i th e r  one or both groups, In  p r in c ip le , 

do not have access to  the conceptual equipment th a t  would m a te ria lize  the 

o th e r 's  conventional world. In th is  experim ent, fo r  example, consider 

the im p lications i f  one group or the o th er had never heard o f o r had 

experience with bathrooms or carpentry  to o ls .  In th i s  case , i t  makes 

l i t t l e  sense to  " c a ll  out" th a t  con tex t which has h is to r ic a l ly  

conditioned ex isten ce , s in ce  th a t  person was never in  touch with those 

h is to r ic a l  co n d itio n s. Rather, a way must be found fo r  p resen ting  th a t  

context whole; and not ju s t  one o r two fa c ts  th a t  could be d is to r te d ly  

experienced through th e  o th e r 's  co n tex t. R ather, a whole way o f  l i f e  

must be p resen ted . This i s  a d i f f i c u l t  ta sk . But, th e  chances fo r 

achieving success a re  in f in i te ly  g re a te r  when everyone r e a l iz e s  th a t  th i s  

i s  what i s  a t  issu e .

In th i s  experim ent, i t  was a r e la t iv e ly  easy m atter to  reso lve  these 

am biguities. Each h is to rica ly -c o n d itio n ed  group o f  su b jec ts  had access 

to  the conceptual equipment th a t  m ateria lized  the  world fo r th e  o ther 

h is to r ic a lly -c o n d itio n e d  group. Once they were d eb rie fed , they could see 

th e  e n t ire  design. C uriously, when one su b jec t was d eb rie fed , and shown 

both versions o f  the p ic tu red  problems, she d e lig h ted ly  remarked a t  one 

p o in t, "Oh, th e r e 's  a tweezers th a t  you've go tten  to  look l ik e  a 

p l ie r s ."  Obviously, the  h is to r ic a l  conditions o f  th e  experiment had not 

e n t ire ly  worn o f f .

We can see the  e n t i r e  design o f the  experiment and th e  manner in  

which the  so c ia l am biguities were b u i l t  in to  i t .  Perhaps, from the  

ou tside we underestim ate th e  potency o f  each conventional world. 

Regardless o f th a t ,  in  th is  case , i t  i s  c le a r  how a s o c ia l  s c ie n t i s t
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would go about reso lv in g  the problems o f p re jud ice  and group c o n f lic t  

th a t  a re  represen ted  in  th is  experim ent. But how does one deal with 

th ese  problems in  th e  world a t  la rg e  which i s  no t so n ea tly  designed or 

e a s ily  deciphered? F i r s t ,  i t  i s  im portant to  a sc e rta in  whether or not 

both s id es  in  p r in c ip le  have access to  the  conceptual equipment th a t  

would m a te ria liz e  the  o th e r 's  conventional world. Do the  s o c ia l  

s c ie n t i s t s  have access to  th a t  conceptual equipment? And do they have 

access to  i t  in  a fashion th a t  does not predispose them to  favor one s id e  

more than the  o ther?  I f  the answer i s  yes, then a d i f f i c u l t  

''th e rap eu tic "  process can begin. I f  th e  answer i s  no, then an in f in i te ly  

more d i f f i c u l t ,  possib ly  insurm ountable, process can beg in . I t  helps to  

know the  ch arac te r o f  th a t  p rocess. Perahsp i t  cannot su ccessfu lly  end. 

8ut the attem pt to  e x tra c t con tex ts and ways o f  l iv in g  from em pirical 

observation  in  co-operation  with reasoned understanding cannot help but 

leave people in  b e t te r  p o s itio n  a f te r  the attem pt than th e  p o s itio n  they 

were in  before the  attem pt, probably.
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VII - EXPERIMENT 3

In tro d u c tio n . In Experiments 1 and 2, the  in s tru c tio n s  made i t  c le a r  to  

su b jec ts  th a t  a l l  items on the  page were members o f a c la s s .  And though 

these experiments avoided some o f  the enforced c l a r i ty  o f  Rosch's 

experiments ( i . e . ,  she named the  category under which item s had to  be 

judged fo r p ro to ty p ic a lity , before they looked a t  in d iv id u a l item s), 

neverthe less  su b jec ts  knew beforehand th a t  a l l  o b jec ts  were un ited  by 

membership in  a s in g le  c la s s .  There may be doubt, th en , th a t  th i s  

conceptual guidance (whereby a l l  " th ings"  in  the  surround take shape 

through contex t) operates in  the  everyday con tex t, "d ic ta tin g "  the  course 

o f s o c ia l perception  and s o c ia l  behavior. That i s ,  i f  su b jec ts  w eren 't 

e x p l ic i t ly  to ld  th a t  a l l  o b jec ts  were members o f a group, they w ouldn 't 

go out o f  th e i r  way to  take i t  th a t  way. The im p lica tion  i s  th a t  

s u b je c ts ' consistency in  th e ir  perception and behavior fo r the  f i r s t  two 

experiments was a m a tte r .o f  going "out o f th e i r  way." But, otherw ise 

th e ir  behavior i s  not constrained  in  th is  fashion by these  fa c to rs  and i t  

i s  no t ty p ic a l  o f the ch arac te r o f  r e g u la r i t ie s  th a t  co n s tra in  the course 

o f everyday s o c ia l  l i f e .  Experiment 3 was designed to  dea l w ith the  

em pirical fa c ts  o f th i s  is su e .

Again each o f two groups o f su b jec ts  (w ith ten  su b jec ts  in  each 

group) were given two problems to  so lv e . In th is  s tu d y , however, the 

problems were o f a ra d ic a lly  d if f e re n t  s o r t .  For each problem, su b jec ts  

were presented  w ith an e lab o ra te  drawing o f a scene and they were to ld  

th a t  th e re  were an indeterm inate number o f o b jec ts  hidden o f those
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had been hidden in  each o f  th e  four drawings and they correspond to  the  

four s e ts  o f  11 ob jec ts  th a t  were g rap h ica lly  presented  in  Forms C and D 

o f Experiment 2. Form G corresponds to  Form C. (The eleven o b jec ts  

e x p lic i t ly  depicted  in  e i th e r  Problem 1 o r Problem 2 o f Form C are 

re sp ec tiv e ly  hidden in  Drawing 1 and Drawing 2 in  Form G). And Form H 

s im ila r ly  corresponds to  Form D. The hidden p o s itio n  o f  the "ambiguous" 

items ( i . e . ,  tw ee ze rs /p lie rs ; spade/spoon) a re  id e n tic a l  in  both forms of 

the  drawing. The name th a t  su b jec ts  give to  the o b jec ts  th a t  they find  

would in d ic a te  the  context th a t  they a re  using fo r "seeing" i t .  I t  i s  

p red ic ted  th a t  the  context d isplayed by the o th er hidden o b jec ts  in  the 

drawing w ill  "determine" the  s ig h t th a t  they see in  th e  "ambiguous" items 

— d esp ite  the fa c t  th a t ,  in  th is  case , th e re  was no e x p l ic i t  mention 

th a t  a l l  hidden o b jec ts  were un ited  by membership in  a s in g le  c la s s .

That i s ,  the consistency o f con tex t th a t  lends shape to  each item  (even 

the "ambiguous" item s) w ill  not be accomplished by su b jec ts  "going ou t of 

th e i r  way." Rather, i t  i s  p rec ise ly  in  th e i r  way to  use the  so c ia l 

resources o f context and to  r e ta in  th i s  consistency in  o rder to  give 

shape to  th e i r  m ateria l surroundings.

Procedures, M aterials and Measures. Subjects were co lleg e  s tu d en ts  a t  a

N ortheastern u n iv e rs ity . Eight su b je c ts  in  each cond ition  received  the

experim ent, en masse, in  a classroom s e t t in g .  The o th e r two su b jec ts  in  

each condition  were te s te d  in d iv id u a lly , so as to  allow  fo r ex tensive 

deb riefing  and feedback. There were an approximately equal number o f men

and women in  each group. A ll in s tru c tio n s  to  su b jec ts  were given on a

cover sh ee t. A fter sub jec ts  had completed the  problems, they were given
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questionnaires  to  complete. Subjects were asked i f  they no ticed  th a t  a l l  

the hidden o b jec ts  were o f  a s in g le  category; i f  they d id , what the  name 

o f th a t  category was; when they no ticed  th i s  c a te g o ric a l n a tu re ; when 

they came up with the word describ ing  the  category; to  l i s t  th e  names o f 

hidden o b jec ts  they remembered; and, f in a l ly ,  how they knew which ob jec ts  

were hidden in  the p ic tu re  as opposed to  unhidden. With regard to  the 

l a t t e r  question , subjects*  a b i l i ty  to  d is tin g u ish  the  'h idden ' from 

unhidden o b jec ts  in  a s in g le , them atica lly  defined p ic tu re  i t s e l f  marks 

the  capacity  fo r s e n s i t iv i ty  to  co n tex t. S u b jec ts ' own d e sc rip tio n s , in  

th e i r  own words, o f  how they managed th is  a re  o f in te r e s t .  The e n tire  

p ro toco ls fo r each o f the two conditions a re  given in  Appendices G and H.

S u b jec ts ' naming responses to  the  drawing were analyzed by 

c la s s ify in g  each name-response in  one o f four ca teg o rie s : co n tex t- 

co n s is ten t (where the given name o f the  item  i s  co n s is ten t with the 

con tex t th a t  i s  im plied by the  preponderance o f  "unambiguous" item s); 

co n tex t-in c o n sis ten t (where th e  context im plied by the  given name o f  an 

item  co n trad ic ts  the con tex t given by the o th er item s; where perhaps i t  

i s  co n s is ten t with the ungiven co n tex t); context-ambiguous (where the 

name given i s  co n s is ten t w ith , and in d if fe re n t to ,  both co n tex ts ); 

unnoticed (where the  su b jec t fa ile d  to  n o tice  th e  o b jec t hidden in  the 

p ic tu re ) .

F i r s t ,  each g roup 's responses were analyzed sep ara te ly  and two 

ch i-square  analyses were performed on each group 's d a ta . The f i r s t  

a n a ly s is , fo r  each item , examined the  d is tr ib u tio n  o f su b je c ts ' responses 

among th e  c o n tex t-c o n s is te n t, co n te x t- in c o n sis te n t and context-ambiguous 

ca teg o ries  to  see i f  th a t  d is tr ib u tio n  i s  s ig n if ic a n t .  The second 

a n a ly s is  co llapsed  these l a t t e r  th re e  ca teg o ries  and analyzed the
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d is tr ib u tio n  o f no ticed  and unnoticed item s. This was a lso  assessed  in  

l ig h t  o f  su b je c ts ' responses in  Experiment 2 ( fo r  Forms C and D) when 

su b jec ts  were asked, on the re tu rn  on th e i r  r a t in g  sh ee ts  a f te r  the 

experim ent, to  name the p ic tu red  o b je c ts . Those o b jec ts  which Experiment 

2 su b jec ts  had d i f f ic u l ty  naming (or d isp layea a lack  o f  consensus in  

naming) might be more l ik e ly  to  be completely unnoticed in  th e  "hidden 

o b jec ts"  form o f the problem. Second, two ch i-square analyses were 

performed th a t  re la te d  th e  two groups' naming responses to  each o f  the 

ten  ambiguous fig u res  (f iv e  in  each Problem) as a function  o f  manipulated 

con tex t. The f i r s t  o f  these  analyses d isregarded  th e  context in  which 

th a t  name was generated and pooled th e  responses o f  th a t  group to  see 

whether th e  d is tr ib u tio n  d iffe re d  s ig n if ic a n tly  from chance. This one by 

th ree  ch i-squ re  c la s s i f ie d  names, a s , e .g . ,  bathroom c o n s is te n t, 

carpentry  to o l co n s is ten t or ambiguous, s ince  in  t h i s  pooled perspective  

n e ith e r  con tex t i s  app ropria te  o r encouraged. A lack  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s ig n ifican ce  would in d ica te  nothing in te re s tin g  s in ce  th i s  might in d ic a te  

an "even" d is tr ib u tio n  of "bathroom response" ( e .g . ,  tw eezers) in  a 

bathroom contex t and "carpentry to o l response" ( e .g . ,  p l ie r s )  in  a 

carpentry  to o l con tex t. The f l a t  d is tr ib u tio n  i s  to  be expected. The 

achievement o f s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce  in  th i s  case , however, i s  

s ig n if ic a n t and i t  in d ica te s  one o f two th in g s . E ither th e  pooled 

responses are  a l l  located  in  the  context ambiguous category , which i s  to  

be expected in  some cases ( i . e . ,  ae ro so l can, s c is s o rs ,  p a i l ,  s to o l)  - -  

these  were included to  show how th e  d i f f e r e n t ia l  s ig h t o f  an o b jec t i s  

not n ecessa rily  revealed by th e  word used to  name i t ;  o r ,  achieved 

s ig n ifican ce  in  th is  pooled an a ly s is  might in d ic a te  th a t  th i s  analyzed 

ob jec t ( e .g . ,  " tw eeze rs /p lie rs" )  re ta in ed  enough conventional in te g r i ty
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so th a t  i t  r e s is te d  the  in flu en ce  o f con tex t. That i s ,  the s ig h t o f i t

d id not f l ip  one way or the  o th er u n ila te ra lly  with the m anipulation o f

co n tex t. I t  had " i t s  own mind."

The second an a ly s is  d is tin g u ish ed  between the two groups o f  su b jec ts  

and compared the re sp ec tiv e  d is tr ib u tio n s  o f  th e i r  responses to  the 

"same" o b je c t. This two by th ree  ch i-square an a ly s is  would revea l

whether the p a tte rn s  o f naming were d is tin g u ish ab ly  d if fe re n t  from each

o ther as a function  o f the  context in  which th a t  naming a c t iv i ty  took 

p lace .

S u b jec ts ' responses to  the questionnaire  were analyzed to  see 

whether they re a liz e d  th a t  a l l  the  o b jec ts  hidden in  any one p ic tu re  were 

o f  a c la s s ,  whether th e re  was a  co n tex t-co n sis ten t consensus about what 

th a t  c la s s  was, and how they each went about re a liz in g  th i s .

R esu lts . Table 6 p resen ts  a frequency c la s s i f ic a t io n  o f names fo r 

o b jec ts  in  the  p ic tu re s  th a t  c o n s titu te d  Problem 1 fo r  Form G ( i . e . ,  

bathroom). The su b je c ts ' responses by which they named the "ambiguous" 

o b jec ts  were c la s s i f ie d  on the  b a s is  o f  whether th a t  name was co n s is te n t 

with (and in d ire c tly  named) a bathroom con tex t, whether th a t  name was 

in c o n s is te n t w ith a bathroom co n tex t, or whether th a t  name was ambiguous 

( th a t i s ,  in d if fe re n t with re sp e c t to  th is  context o r i t s  a l te r -c o n te x t 

o f carpen try  to o ls  — as p o ssib ly , fo r  example, w ith " sc is so rs"  and 

"aerosol can"). Table 7 p resen ts  a s im ila r  c la s s i f ic a t io n  fo r the 

responses to  Problem 1 o f  Form H ( i . e . ,  carpen try  to o ls ) .  In th i s  case, 

however, a bathroom -consistent response was scored as  co n tex t- 

in c o n s is te n t and a to o l-c o n s is te n t response was scored as  co n tex t-  

c o n s is te n t. Ambiguous names were s t i l l  ambiguous.
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TABLE 6
FREQUENCY CLASSIFICATION OF RESPONSES TO FORM G, 

PROBLEM 1 (BATHROOM) (EXPERIMENT 3)

Context
encouraged

name

tweezers 
pick comb 
razo r
aeroso l can 
sc is so rs

Related to  
bathroom names 
(context con- 

s ls te n t)

4
9
0
1
0

U nrelated to  
bathroom names 

(context in -  
c o n s ls ten t)

5
0
1
0
0

AMBIGUOUS 
(name 
d o e sn 't 

d is tin g u ish  
whether or 
not context 
c o n s is ten t)

1
0
4
1
9

Unnoticed

0
1
5
8
1

TABLE 7
FREQUENCY CLASSIFICATION OF RESPONSES TO FORM H, 

PROBLEM 1 (CARPENTRY TOOLS) (EXPERIMENT 3)

AMBIGUOUS
(name

Context
encouraged

name

Related to  
carpentry  
to o l names 

(context con­
s is te n t )

Unrelated to  
carpentry  
to o l names 

(context in ­
co n s is ten t)

d o esn 't 
d is tin g u ish  
whether or 
no t context 
c o n s is ten t) Unnoticed

p l ie r s 10 0 0 0
paintbrush 5 4 0 1
pickaxe 10 o’ 0 0
aeroso l can 0 0 2 8
sc is so rs 0 0 10 0
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For the d u ra tio n , the convention i s  aaopted o f  c a ll in g  the 

"ambiguous" o b jec t ( e .g . ,  " tw ee ze rs /p lie rs”) by i t s  given, conventional 

name ( e .g . ,  tw eezers) when the an a ly s is  th a t  i s  performed on i t  i s  w ithin 

group ( th a t  i s ,  w ithin co n te x t) . As can be seen in  Table 6 , th e  tweezers 

were equally  l ik e ly  to  be c a lle d  a tweezers as a p l ie r s  and the  

ch i-square  was not s ig n if ic a n t .  Table 7 shows, however, th a t  the  p l ie r s  

was always named a p l ie r s .  No one, in  h is  co n tex t, named i t  a tweezers 

and (probably) no one experienced i t  as a tw eezers. The ch i-square was 

s ig n if ic a n t  (p < .0 5 ) .  The pooled an a ly s is  in d ica ted  the 

co n tex t-re s is tan ce  of th i s  " tw e e z e rs /p lie rs ."  The pooled frequency o f 

tweezers (N=4) and p l ie r s  (N=15) as o ffe red  names and th e  s ig n ifican ce  o f  

th is  ch i-square  (p < .0 5 )  in d ica ted  th is  c o n te x t-re s is ta n c e . However, the  

an a ly s is  th a t  compared the  d is tr ib u tio n  o f names as a function of 

manipulated context was a lso  s ig n if ic a n t  (p < .0 5 ) .  This in d ica ted  th a t  

the manipulated context d id  in flu en ce  the  p a tte rn  o f  groups' naming o f 

the " tw e e z e rs /p lie rs ."

Table 6 shows a l l  nine people who no ticed  the  comb named i t  a comb 

and th is  was s ig n if ic a n t (p*L .0 5 ). Table 7 shows th a t  the  names o f the 

pain tbrush  were evenly d is tr ib u te d  among contex t co n s is te n t and 

co n tex t-in c o n sis ten t c a te g o rie s . S ub jec ts, however, came up with th e ir  

own context c o n s is ten t name, " rak e ,"  which was no t used a t  a l l  in  the 

bathroom co n tex t. The pooled a n a ly s is  showed th a t  th e re  was a 

s ig n if ic a n t (p<  .05) tendency to  name " i t "  a comb reg ard less  o f con tex t. 

But, a between context an a ly s is  revealed  th a t  th e re  was s ig n if ic a n t 

d iffe ren ce  (p < .0 5 )  in  the  p a tte rn  o f naming th e  "comb/paintbrush" as a 

function  o f encouraged co n tex t.



Table $ shows th a t su b je c ts  had d i f f ic u l ty  naming the ra z o r . One 

c a lle d  i t  a pickaxe and four provided ambiguous names. This p a tte rn  did 

no t d i f f e r  s ig n if ic a n tly  from chance. Five su b jec ts  d id  not n o tice  the 

ra zo r. Table 7, on the  o th er hand, shows th a t  too led  su b jec ts  had no 

d i f f ic u l ty  lo ca tin g  and naming the pickaxe. All ten  su b je c ts  named i t  

th i s  way and th is  was s ig n if ic a n t  (p -^ .0 5 ). The pooled names fo r the  

"razor/p ickaxe" again in d ica ted  a s ig n if ic a n t  tendency ( p < .05) to  name 

th i s  a pickaxe reg a rd less  o f co n tex t. This was again demonstrated in  th e  

s ig n if ic a n c e  ( p < .05) o f the  between context comparison. Context 

influenced  th e  p a tte rn  o f naming, in so fa r  as i t  was a pickaxe in  one 

context and hardly  named a t  a l l  in  the  o th e r co n tex t. One could say , in  

the  l a t t e r  case , th a t  the  o b jec t d id n 't  e x is t  a t  a l l .  The e f f e c t  o f  

context could be seen in  th i s  case in  the fa c t  th a t  "bathroom” su b jec ts

d id n 't  recognize the  th ing -ness  o f  the  "razor/p ickaxe" a t  a l l .  The

su b je c ts ' emplacement in  the  bathroom context fo re s ta lle d  access to  

another con tex t ( i . e . ,  to o l)  th a t  would m a te ria liz e  th e  o b jec t as a 

pickaxe and make i t s  s ig h t re a d ily  a v a ila b le . This r e c a l ls  the

d if f ic u l ty  encountered by su b jec ts  in  Group C, where they went back to

the c le a r  c la s s  o f  bathroom o b jec ts  and were puzzled by th e  s ig h t o f  a 

"T -square." They c o u ld n 't ,  fo r th e i r  conventional l iv e s ,  see th e  pickaxe 

th a t  was re a d ily  av a ilab le  to  the  o th er group th a t  had been h is to r ic a l ly  

conditioned o therw ise.

Tables 6 and 7 show th a t  th e  aeroso l can and th e  ae ro so l can were 

not no ticed  as  hidden o b jec ts  by e i th e r  group. I f  one looks a t  where the 

can i s  "hidden" (in  Problem 1 o f e i th e r  Appendix G o r H) in  th e  lower 

l e f t  hand co rn er, th e  reason i s  ev id en t. This o b jec t might be taken to  

be an "unhidden" trashcan  o r something o f  th a t  s o r t .
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Table 6 shows the s c is s o rs  recognized by a l l  as a s c is s o rs .  But 

th is  name does not d if f e r e n t ia te  between bathroom and to o l .  Table 7 

shows a s im ila r  recogn ition  in  the to o l con tex t. In each case , the ch i 

square i s  s ig n if ic a n t  ( p < .0 5 ), as i t  i s  in  the  case o f  the  pooled 

a n a ly s is . But, th is  i s  because a l l  responses get. t a l l i e d  in  the 

ambiguous category s in ce  the  name does not d i f f e r e n t ia te  between the two 

co n tex ts . I f  th e re  i s  a d iffe ren ce  in  the  experienced s ig h t o f  a 

s c is so rs  as a to o l and a s c is so rs  as a bathroom item , th i s  an a ly s is  

d o esn 't pick i t  up. This p o in t i s  emphasized in  the f a c t  th a t  the  

between context comparison was in s ig n if ic a n t .  In e i th e r  co n tex t, i t  was 

c a lle d  a s c is s o rs .  Of course, su b jec ts  could have chosen names th a t  

would have d if fe re n tia te d  between the two ( e .g . ,  shears  versus n a i l -  

c u tte r s )  but they d id n 't .

Table 8 p resen ts  the frequency c la s s if ic a t io n  o f names o f  o b jec ts  

th a t  appear hidden in  Problem 2 o f Form G ( i . e . ,  farming to o ls ) .  Names 

th a t  in d ire c tly  po in t to  a farm to o l context are  scoreo as 

c o n te x t-c o n s is te n t. Names th a t  in d ire c tly  po in t to  another context 

( e .g . ,  k itchen) a re  scored as  c o n te x t- in c o n s is te n t. Table 9 p resen ts  the  

frequency c la s s if ic a t io n  o f names o f  o b jec ts  th a t  appeared hidden in  

Problem 2 of Form H ( i . e . ,  k itch en ). Here, names th a t  in d ire c tly  po in t 

to  another context ( e .g . ,  farm to o ls )  a re  scored as con tex t 

in c o n s is te n t. For both Tables 8 and 9, any name th a t  d id  no t 

d i f f e r e n t ia te  between k itchen  and farm to o l contexts ( e .g . ,  p a i l )  were 

scored as ambiguous.
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TABLE 8

FREQUENCY CLASSIFICATION OF RESPONSES TO FORM G, 

PROBLEM 2 (FARM TOOLS) (EXPERIMENT 3)

Context 
encouraged 

name______

shovel 
p itch fo rk  
w atering can 
p a i l  
s to o l

Related to  
Farm names 

(context con- 
s ls te n t )

9
5
4
0
0

U nrelated to  
Farm names 

(context in -  
c o n s ls ten t)

1
5
6 
0 
0

AMBIGUOUS Unnoticed

0
0
0

10
10

0
0
0
0
0

TABLE 9

FREQUENCY CLASSIFICATION OF RESPONSES FOR FORM H, 
PROBLEM 2 (KITCHEN) (EXPERIMENT 3)

Context
encouraged

name

Related to  
k itchen  names 
(context con­

s is te n t )

Unrelated to  
k itchen names 

(con tex t in ­
co n s is ten t) AMBIGUOUS Unnoticed

spoon 9 1 0 0
fork 10 0 0 0
measuring cup 10 0 0 0
p a il 0 0 10 0
s to o l 0 0 10 0
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Table 8 shows th a t  nine su b jec ts  named the  shovel as a shovel, while 

one person named i t  as a spoon and th is  was s ig n if ic a n t  ( p < .0 5 ) .  Table 

9 shows th a t  n ine su b jec ts  named th e  spoon as a spoon w hile one su b jec t 

named i t  as a shovel and th i s  was s ig n if ic a n t  (p< ,0 5 ). The an a ly s is  of 

the pooled namings o f these two groups, which exh ib ited  an "even" 

v d is tr ib u tio n  o f  ten  spoons and ten  shovels, was s ig n if ic a n t  (p < .0 5 ) .

This was due to  the fa c t th a t  the c e l l  ta l ly in g  ambiguous names was 

empty, in so fa r  as a l l  o ffe red  names c le a r ly ,  though in d ire c t ly ,  pointed 

to  e i th e r  a k itchen  or farm to o l co n tex t. The between group a n a ly s is  was 

s ig n if ic a n t (p < .0 5 ) ,  showing th a t  the  p a r t ic u la r  con tex t th a t  was in  

p lace fo r  each group s ig n if ic a n tly  Influenced the  p a tte rn  o f naming fo r 

th a t  group.

Table 8 shows th a t  f iv e  su b jec ts  named the  p itch fo rk  as a p itch fo rk  

while f iv e  su b jec ts  named i t  as a fo rk . This d is tr ib u tio n  o f responses 

was not s ig n i f ic a n t ,  in  p a r t ,  th i s  i s  due to  th e  fa c t  th a t  a scoring 

decision  was made to  regard the  name "fork" as c o n s is te n t w ith a kitchen 

contex t even though the  w ritten  word i s  ambiguous and may have been 

intended to  convey a farm to o l .  Five o f  these  su b je c ts  e x p l ic i t ly  

included "p itch" in  th e i r  naming o f  the  "p itch fo rk /fo rk "  which was not 

the case fo r the  o th e r group. Table 9 shows th a t  the  su b je c ts  named the 

fork as a fork w hile none named i t  as a p itch fo rk  and th i s  was 

s ig n if ic a n t  (p < .0 5 ) .  The an a ly s is  o f  the  pooled namings o f these  two 

groups was s ig n if ic a n t  ( p < .05) and (possib ly ) showed the  con tex t 

re s is ta n c e  o f  th i s  o b jec t. That i s ,  i t  was l ik e ly  to  be named a "fork" 

(whatever th a t  s ig n if ie s )  reg a rd le ss  o f  co n tex t. The between group 

a n a ly s is  was s ig n if ic a n t (p < .0 5 )  showing th a t  th e  p a r t ic u la r  context 

th a t  was in  place fo r each group s ig n if ic a n tly  in fluenced  the  p a tte rn  o f 

naming fo r  th a t  group.
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Table 8 shows th a t  four su b jec ts  named the  w atering can as a 

w atering can while s ix  named i t  as a measuring cup and th is  was not a 

s ig n if ic a n t d iffe re n c e . Table 9 shows th a t  a l l  ten  su b jec ts  named the 

measuring cup as a measuring cup while no su b jec ts  named i t  as a w atering 

p a i l  and th is  was s ig n if ic a n t  (p < .0 5 ) .  The an a ly s is  o f pooled names was 

s ig n if ic a n t (p< ,.05) and th is  showed th e  context re s is ta n c e  o f the 

"watering can/measuring cup"; and in  a sense th is  p a tte rn  o f responses 

was s im ila r  to  th a t  obtained with the  "p itc h fo rk /fo rk ."  In th is  case, 

however, the " in te g r ity "  o f the "watering can/measuring cup" was so 

s trong  th a t  th e  between group an a ly s is  o f  p a tte rn  o f  response did not 

reach s ig n if ic a n c e . That i s ,  the  emplaced contex t d id  no t s ig n if ic a n tly  

in fluence the  p a tte rn  o f  naming between groups. However, i t  should be 

noted th a t  no one in  th e  k itchen  contex t c a lle d  " i t "  a w atering can.

Tables 8 and 9 show th a t  fo r both the " p a i l /p a i l"  and " s to o l/s to o l"  

a l l  su b jec ts  in  both groups named the  item s re sp ec tiv e ly  as a p a il  and as 

a s to o l .  For each o f these  item s, th e re fo re , th e  p a tte rn  o f naming was 

s ig n if ic a n tly  d if fe re n t  (p<..05) from chance both w ith in  context and when 

those context-dependent responses were pooled. But th is  was because a l l  

responses were t a l l i e d  in  the "ambiguous name" category , ju s t  l ik e  the 

" sc is so rs /s c is s o rs "  o f th e  previous problem. I f  th e re  a re  d iffe ren ces  in  

the  experienced s ig h t o f  these  o b je c ts  as a function  o f  co n tex t, they 

were no t d is tin g u ish ab le  on th e  b a s is  o f  names th a t  su b jec ts  provided.

And th is  was borne out by the lack  o f  s ig n ifican ce  in  the  between groups 

a n a ly s is  o f  naming th e  " p a i l /p a i l"  and " s to o l /s to o l."  In e i th e r  case , 

su b jec ts  named the item s resp ec tiv e ly  as a p a i l  and a s to o l ,  reg ard less  

o f the context th a t  was in  p lace .
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In naming any hidden o b je c ts , the su b jec ts  a lso  showed th a t  they 

noticed  i t .  Hence, these  responses were co llapsed  fo r each o b jec t and 

compared to  the number o f tim es i t  remained unnoticed. A s ig n if ic a n t  

ch i-square  would in d ica te  th a t  the hidden o b jec t was more l ik e ly  to  be 

no ticed  than unnoticed or v ice v ersa , depending upon th e  frequencies in  

the c e l l s .  This an a ly s is  was performed fo r  each o b je c t- in -c o n te x t ( e .g . ,  

fo r p l ie r s  and fo r tw eezers), fo r  each o b je c t-reg a rd le ss -o f-co n tex t 

( e .g . ,  "p lie rs /tw eeze rs")  and a between group an a ly s is  fo r  each o b jec t as 

a function o f con tex t. In almost a l l  cases, an o b je c t- in -c o n te x t was 

more l ik e ly  to  be noticed  than unnoticed (p < .0 5 ) .  The exceptions were 

the  raz o r, which was ju s t  as l ik e ly  to  be no ticed  as i t  was unnoticed (as 

opposed to  pickaxe which was always n o ticed ); and the  ae ro so l can, in  

both co n tex ts , which only e l ic i te d  a few cases o f  n o tic in g  i t  as a hidden 

o b je c t. One must in fe r  th a t  many su b jec ts  d id  not regard th i s  o b jec t as 

"hidden" even though they saw i t  and th e re fo re  "did no t n o tice  th e  hidden 

o b je c t."

This r a is e s  another is su e . In alm ost no case d id  the su b jec ts  in  

the experiment "notice a hidden o b jec t"  in  the  drawings th a t  the 

experim enter, in  designing the  experim ent, regarded as unhidden. That 

i s ,  everyone knew which o b jec ts  were hidden and which ones were not 

hidden. This might seem t r i v i a l  bu t i t  req u ire s  a well-honed s e n s i t iv i ty  

to  con tex t. How does one know whether or not an o b jec t i s  hidden? 

(C h ild ren 's  capacity  to  do th is  a t  a c e r ta in  po in t in  th e i r  development 

s ig n if ie s  th e i r  capacity  to  deal w ith the fea tu re s  o f  c o n tex t) . Hence, 

the  capacity  to  sy stem atica lly  "d e tec t"  the  hidden o b jec ts  (reg a rd less  o f 

the  name th a t  i s  given) and to  leave th e  unhidden o b jec ts  "undetected" 

i t s e l f  dem onstrates th e  context-dependence o f percep tion . How i s  th i s
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context-dependent a c t iv i ty  accomplished? This te x t  attem pts to  make 

headway on th a t  is su e . I t  i s  in te re s t in g ,  however, to  hear s u b je c ts ' 

responses to  th is  question when they were asked a t  th e  end o f  the

questionnaire  how they knew which o b jec ts  were hidden.

The almost unanimous response o f  su b jec ts  amounted to  an a s se r tio n

th a t  the  hidden o b jec ts  were out o f p lace o r d id n 't  belong th e re . But i t

i s  in s tru c tiv e  to  hear how su b jec ts  phrased the  ch a rac te r o f  th a t

inappropria teness. The following are  some o f th e  su b je c ts ' responses:

They were out o f  context w ith the  r e s t  o f  the  p ic tu re .

Because they d id n 't  f i t  the  context o f  th e  p ic tu re . They d id n 't  
belong.

They seemed to  be out o f p la ce , (ex . s c is s o rs  d o n 't  belong in  a 
tre e  and they co n trasted  w ith the p a tte rn  o f  the o b je c t they were 
hidden in ) ,  ( s u b je c t 's  emphasis)

Because they d id n 't  belong w ith the  s e t t in g  o f  the  p ic tu re .

They were not in  a "normal" p lace , ( s u b je c t 's  quo ta tion  marks)

They were in  dumb p laces and no t in  p roportion  with the p ic tu re .

I  assumed the  most a b s tra c t  th in g s  were hidden.

Out o f  s c a le . Also most o b jec ts  defied  g ra v ity .

Most o b jec ts  had no reason fo r  being where they were. Not 
c o n s is ten t w ith room's decor.

The o th e r 's  seemed to  go w ith the environment.

Out o f proportion to  sca le  o f  r e a l  l i f e .

Appeared to  be very im plausib le .

And as one su b jec t most accu ra te ly  pu t i t  in  h is  f i r s t  response and

re i te ra te d  in  h is  second response:

They w eren 't hidden. They j u s t  d id n 't  belong in  th e  s e t t in g  they 
were in .

The ob jec ts  w eren 't hidden, otherw ise I  w ouldn't have seen them.
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The su b jec ts  were saying th a t  the "hidden" o b jec ts  d id n 't  belong 

th e re . But, ion order to  ex erc ise  a judgment o f inapp rop ria teness, 

su b jec ts  somehow had to  have a grasp on the  c r i t e r i a  o f apprpria teness 

th a t  were re lev an t fo r th is  p a r t ic u la r  s itu a t io n . They might not have 

been ab le  to  express th e i r  grasp o f those c r i t e r i a  in  so many words, but 

each time they detected  a hidden o b jec t they t a c i t ly  d isplayed th a t  

grasp . Ana, almost every time an "unhidden" o b jec t remained undetected 

tney a lso  t a c i t ly  displayed th a t  g rasp . (In  a few cases, they might have 

missed a "hidden" o b je c t) .  In some sense, th e i r  grasp o f the c r i t e r i a  

th a t  had given meaning to  the  p ic tu re  regu la ted  each and every "d isc re te "  

a c t o f perception  th a t  took p lace as they looked a t  the  p ic tu re .

This dem onstrates the  fa c t  th a t  a s e t  o f c r i t e r i a ,  per se , governed 

th e i r  perception  o f the m anifest scene. Their grasp o f the substance of 

those c r i t e r i a  might not have been put in to  so many words but i t  was 

s u f f ic ie n t  to  r e je c t  the hidden o b jec ts  as negations o f  those c r i t e r i a .

But, w ithin the bounds o f th is  general process o f negation , were th ere  

d i f f e r e n t ia l  forms o f  id en tify in g  those negative in s tan ces , each o f which 

takes so c ia l shape as a function o f an even more deeply hidden so c ia l 

framework? That i s  to  say, the  general process o f  negation allow s fo r 

more than one way to  be negative . The design o f the  experiment allowed 

su b jec ts  to  be negative in  one o f  two ways and each took i t s  form from 

the  "surrounding" so c ia l cond itions. That i s ,  su b jec ts  could have 

"chosen" to  have th e i r  perception  regu la ted  by the s o c ia l  shape o f the 

o ther hidden o b jec ts  th a t  were "c lea rly "  any one th in g . There was no 

requirem ent fo r them to  take  guidance from the  o th er hidden o b je c ts .

There w asn 't even mention o f the  fa c t th a t  a l l  the  hidden o b je c ts  in  any 

one p ic tu re  were o f one c la s s .  Despite th i s ,  was th e re  perception
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regu lated  by these "deep" so c ia l forms? The data  In d ica te  th a t  th e ir  

perception was reg u la ted . In f iv e  in stances ( i . e . ,  " p lie rs /tw e e z e rs ,"  

"spoon/shovel," "razo r/p ickaxe ,"  "com b/paintbrush," "p itc h fo rk /fo rk " ) , 

the  between groups ch i-square an a ly s is  revealed  th a t  each group 's p a tte rn  

o f  naming was s ig n if ic a n tly  ( p ^ .05) influenced.by the  con tex t th a t  was 

"deeply" th e re . Only one stim ulus o b jec t designed to  demonstrate th is  

phenomena ( i . e . ,  "watering can/measuring cup") fa i le d  to  do so .

Did su b jec ts  "know" what was going on? That i s ,  were they aware o f 

the fa c t th a t  a l l  hidden o b jec ts  were o f  a kind? There was no e x p lic i t  

mention o f th i s  so th a t  th i s  awareness would be a spontaneous 

r e a l iz a t io n . F urther, even i f  they did  re a l iz e  t h i s ,  th e re  would be no 

reason fo r them to  adopt th i s  as guidance fo r perceiv ing  and naming the  

hidden o b je c ts , s in ce  nowhere was the  c r i te r io n  o f appropria teness even 

t a c i t ly  invoked as i t  was t a c i t l y  invoked when they were asked to  find  

the o b jec ts  th a t  were "hidden" in  the  la rg e r  p ic tu re . S u b jec ts ' 

r e a l iz a t io n s  could take one o f  sev e ra l forms. They could have re a liz e d  

th is  a f te r  finding  the f i r s t  few o b jec ts  in  the  f i r s t  p ic tu re  or a f te r  

they fin ish ed  the  f i r s t  p ic tu re . In e i th e r  case , they could then apply 

th is  "algorithm " to  the  second p ic tu re . Or they could have re a liz e d  th is  

in  the second p ic tu re  and then re tro sp e c tiv e ly  app lied  i t  to  th e  f i r s t  

p ic tu re . In a l l  these cases, they could have sensed the notion  th a t  a l l  

o b jec ts  were o f a kind but not give a name to  th a t  k ind. Or they could 

give a name to  th a t  k ind . Or, th i s  r e a liz a tio n  could have escaped them 

u n t i l  they were e x p lic i t ly  asked th i s  question  in  th e  questionnaire  (even 

though th e i r  perception  and behavior had been guided by th is  

"knowledge"). Or, th is  r e a liz a tio n  could s t i l l  have escaped them, but 

when they s ta r te d  l i s t in g  from memory the  hidden o b jec ts  th a t  they had
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found (which the questionnaire  requested they d o ), they could then have 

re a liz ed  i t .  Or, to  th is  day, they could s t i l l  no t r e a l iz e  th a t  the  

o b jec ts  th a t  they found were o f  a kind (even though they were guided by 

th is  knowledge). I t  would a lso  be in te re s tin g  to  see , fo r those people 

who recognizea the c la s s ,  whether they worked with an idea  o f the c la s s  

or whether they had a s p e c if ic  word fo r  the  c la s s ;  and whether th e  names 

th a t  they generated fo r the  c la s s  corresponded to  those names th a t  were 

o ffered  by su b jec ts  in  Experiment 2 (Groups C and D) where they were 

e x p l ic i t ly  to ld  o f  the c la s s  n a tu re  o f  these  o b je c ts . L e t 's  see .

By the time th a t  su b jec ts  were f in ish ed  with th e  questionnaire  

(which they only began answering a f te r  no longer having access to  the 

p ic tu re  problems), a l l  o f  them were aware o f th e  c la s s  natu re  o f the  

hidden o b jec ts  th a t  they had found in  both o f  the problems each had 

solved. The consensus each group disp layed about th e  names o f  those 

c la sses  was even more coherent than th a t  provided by Groups C and D, in  

Experiment 2, where su b jec ts  were e x p l ic i t ly  to ld  o f th e  c la s s  natu re  o f 

the o b je c ts . For Problem G1 ( i . e . ,  bathroom), s u b je c ts ' names fo r the 

c la s s  included "bathroom m ate ria ls"  ( th e re  were th ree  su b jec ts  who 

e x p lic i t ly  named the bathroom), "grooming equipm ent," " t o i l e t r i e s ,"  

"hygiene products" and "c le a n lin e s s ."  A ll ten  su b jec ts  shared in  th i s  

consensus th a t  was ju s t  as coherent ( i f  no t more so) as th e  one reached 

by Group C. For Problem G2 ( i . e . ,  farming to o ls ) ,  n ine o f th e  su b jec ts  

named "garden to o ls "  o r some such equ iva len t and one s a id , " to o ls  to  work 

with farm ing." For Problem Hi ( i . e . ,  carpen try  to o ls ) ,  s ix  simply named 

" to o ls ,"  th ree  named "carpen ter to o ls"  o r some version  and one named 

"garden to o ls ."  For Problem H2 ( i . e . ,  k itc h e n ) , e ig h t named "kitchen 

u te n s i ls ,"  one named "kitchen ap p lian ces ,"  and one named "cooking
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u te n s i ls  -  e a tin g ."  A fter the f a c t ,  th e re  was a remarkably coherent 

consensus e x p lic i t ly  a v a ilab le  about the  names o f the c la s se s  th a t  had 

e a r l ie r  been only in d ire c tly  av a ila b le  in  the c o n te x t-se n s itiv e  namings 

o f the hidden o b jec ts  they had found. But, were su b jec ts  ?ware o f the  

c la s s  n a tu re  o f th ese  o b je c ts , even as th a t  knowledge guided th e i r  

naming? And i f  so , how were they aware o f  th is  and when did they become 

aware o f th is ?  The data  in  th ese  questionnaires are  r ic h  and varied  but 

the attem pt w ill be made to  summarize them.

Four o f  the  twenty su b jec ts  were not aware o f the c la s s  na tu re  o f 

th e  o b jec ts  in  e i th e r  problem ( i . e . ,  th a t  th i s  was an issu e  a t  a l l )  u n t i l  

they attem pted to  respond to  th e  f i r s t  question which asked i f  they were 

aware o f th i s  c la s s .  Yet, th e i r  namings were guided by context and in  

re tro sp e c t they were ab le  to  provide coherent names fo r  the  c la sse s  th a t  

shared in  the  consensus o f th e  r e s t  o f  the  group which was more aware.

For example, one o f  these su b jec ts  in  response to  question  C (on the 

questionnaire  fo r P ic tu re  1) which asked "when d id  you f i r s t  n o tice  th a t  

a l l  the o b jec ts  were o f a ca teg o ry ,"  simply answered,

A fter try in g  to  respond to  the  f i r s t  question  on th i s  sh ee t.

In response to  question  0 , which asked "when d id  you come up w ith the 

word naming th is  category?", th e  su b jec t answered,

I d id n 't  even r e a l iz e  they were in  ca teg o ries  u n t i l  I read th is
f i r s t  question .

S im ilar responses were made by th is  su b jec t on th e  questionnaire  fo r 

P ic tu re  2. (And s im ila r  responses were provided by the  o th er th ree  

su b jec ts  who d id n 't  r e a l iz e  th e  c la s s  natu re  o f  the hidden o b je c ts ) .

Yet, in  response to  question B on each o f the two q u estio n n a ires , which 

asked fo r the  name o f the  category , th i s  su b jec t answered, "bathroom
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m a te r ia ls” and "garden m a te r ia ls .” This su b jec t was ab le  to  " re tr ie v e "  

the  names of the  ca teg o ries ; and her perception during th e  problems was 

guided and constrained  by "knowledge” she was no t aware o f  — knowledge 

o f a to ta l ly  so c ia l ch a rac te r.

The responses o f the  r e s t  o f  the su b jec ts  a re  harder to  summarize

co n c ise ly . Some o f them noticed  "something” a f t e r  they found the f i r s t

few ob jec ts  in  the f i r s t  p ic tu re  but d id n 't  pay any a tte n tio n  to  i t  u n t i l

they sensed the same "something" in  the second p ic tu re ; and thereupon

re tro sp e c tiv e ly  applied  i t  to  th e  f i r s t .  And, under these  circum stances,

su b jec ts  ju s t  had an "idea" o f the su b stan tiv e  c la s s -n a tu re  as they

worked through the  problems. They d id n 't  have a c le a r  o r worded

rep resen ta tio n  o f th a t  c la s s  u n t i l  they were asked to  g ive i t  in  the

q uestio n n a ire . For example, here i s  one s u b je c t 's  response to  question  C

on the questionnaire  fo r  P ic tu re  1.

I  began to  n o tice  a resemblance a f t e r  th e  f i r s t  few and once I  got 
to  the  second p ic tu re  1 figured  th a t  the  same app lied  th e re  a lso .

And in  response to  Question D fo r th e  f i r s t  p ic tu re , t h i s  su b jec t sa id ,

I  th ink  I  was th ink ing  o f  an idea no t a sp e c if ic  word. But once 
asked the question (B) t h a t 's  when 1 thought o f  a s p e c if ic  word 
but the idea was already in  my head.

Other su b jec ts  grasped ra th e r  quickly  in  the f i r s t  p ic tu re  the  sense o f

the c la s s  n a tu re , applying th i s  throughout, bu t not coming up with a

c le a r  and/or worded rep re sen ta tio n  o f th a t  c la s s  t i l l  they were asked fo r

i t .  S t i l l  o th e r su b jec ts  reached a c le a r  and worded re p re sen ta tio n  o f

the c la s s  nature in  the f i r s t  p ic tu re  and looked forward to  seeing i t  in

the  second p ic tu re . One su b jec t even took th is  knowledge as an

in d ica tio n  o f th e  inappropria teness o f some o f  th e  names she had given to

some o f the hidden o b jec ts ; and took i t  upon h e r s e lf  to  "co rrec t"  those

names. As she s a id , in  answer to  question C,
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A fter I found two combs and, f in a l ly ,  the  brush I re a liz e d  th a t  I
had m islabelled  some o b je c ts .

But th is  was th e  most extreme response to  th e  r e a l iz a t io n  o f the  c la ss  

natu re  o f the hidden o b je c ts . Most o f  the su b jec ts  had a sense o f  the 

c la s s  n a tu re , per se , o f  o b jec ts  th a t  slowly developed over the  course o f 

th e i r  performance; and concurren tly  they developed a sense (c le a r  o r no t) 

o f  the s u b s ta n tia l nature  o f  those c la s se s . Here, fo r  example, a re  the 

answers fo r questions A through D fo r both P ic tu re  1 and 2 from a s in g le  

su b jec t. This su b jec t may have been a b i t  more a r t ic u la te  in  describ ing  

the process th a t  had been going on, bu t th e  responses a re  rep re se n ta tiv e  

o f  a l l  s u b je c ts ' responses.

P ic tu re  1

A. Yes, except fo r the o b je c ts  I  was unclear on.

B. T o ile try  item s.

C. I was vaguely aware they belonged in  th e  same category by the  
second or th ird  item . But I r e a l ly  w asn 't fu lly  cognizant, or 
perhaps more s p e c if ic a l ly  d id n 't  th in k  i t  a t  a l l  im portan t, 
t i l l  I  saw the  f i r s t  q uestion .

D. I  came up with an idea  f i r s t ,  namely — th in g s  to  be found 
around a bathroom sink  — then thought a few seconds and came 
up with a f a i r ly  accu ra te  category .

P ic tu re  2

A. Yes, the ones I  could id e n tify .

B. Garden to o ls .  (The su b je c t wrote "farm implements" and then 
crossed i t  o u t) .

C. By the  second o r th ird  o b je c t i t  seemed p re tty  c le a r  to  me. I 
was su re  o f i t  when I  answered the  l a s t  page, when 1 a lso  
f i r s t  came up w ith a "p lacing" o f  them — th in g s  to  be found 
in  the  yard.

D. I f i r s t  thought o f th e  word (farm implements) while answering 
the  l a s t  page, very soon a f t e r  I  "placed" them. Then while 
answering th e  l a s t  question  1 thought o f  a more accu ra te  
d e sc rip tio n .
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All o f th e  su b je c ts ' behavior, perception  and experience was 

accommplished, both in  so lv ing  th e  p c itu re s  and answering the 

q u es tio n n a ires , w ithout any e x p l ic i t  in s tru c tio n  th a t  hidden o b jec ts  

would a l l  be o f  a k ind. Yet, th e i r  ac tio n s  were guided by th e  c la s s  

nature  o f th e  o b jec ts . Those ac tio n s  took on meaning, fo r  them and fo r 

us, through th e i r  context-dependence, through the way they were organized 

and given form v ia  the co n tex t. Those ac tio n s  took on o rgan ization  

through the con tex ts th a t  were access ib le  to  su b jec ts  in  one way or 

ano ther. But d esp ite  the fa c t  th a t  those were s o c ia l con tex ts with 

p ro v is io n a l ex is ten ce , they s t i l l  had the  potency to  reg u la te  su b je c ts ' 

a c tio n s . However, these  r e g u la r i t ie s  o f  ac tio n  (and the p o s s ib ilty  fo r 

"p red ic tin g "  th a t  ac tio n ) l a s t  only as long as  f i r s t ,  those s u b s ta n tia l  

con tex ts a re  in  p revalen t use among s o c ie ty 's  members as a means fo r 

g iving shape to  ac tio n ; and, in  a la rg e r  sense, they l a s t  only so long as 

the more a b s tr a c t ,  formal fe a tu re s  o f context-dependent a c t iv i ty  th a t  a re  

h ere in  fea tu red  remain in  use. Surely , the  con tex ts employed in  th is  

experiment a re  so c ia l co n stru c tio n s  and, as such, s u b je c ts ' a c tio n s  were 

s o c ia lly  and h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned. Are the more a b s tr a c t ,  formal 

fea tu re s  o f context-dependent a c t iv i ty  a function o f s o c ia l  o r h is to r ic a l  

conditions o r do they transcend the  p a r t ic u la r i t ie s  o f  any h is to r ic a l  and 

s o c ia l cond itions?  I  c a n 't  say . But I see th a t  s p e c if ic  p a tte rn s  o f 

human a c t iv i ty  are  a t  le a s t  in  p a r t organized as a function  o f s o c ia l  and 

h is to r ic a l  cond itions; and they change as a function o f  those 

co n d itio n s. This s t a b i l i t y  and change i s  a m atter o f  in te r e s t .

Were the  su b jec ts  inescapably d isp lay ing  a "n a tu ra l"  p ro c liv ity  when 

they spontaneously re a liz e d  the  c la s s  nature o f th e  hidden o b jec ts?

There was c e r ta in ly  no p ro c liv ity  to  be "aware" o f  th a t  c la s s  nature
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since some su b jec ts  were never aware o f i t  u n t i l  they were s p e c if ic a lly  

asked fo r i t .  i t  a lso  w asn 't necessary fo r them to  be aware o f i t  in  

order fo r th e i r  behavior to  be regu la ted  by i t .  But, was i t  "n a tu ra l"  on 

some t a c i t  le v e l fo r them to  "know" or be s e n s itiv e  to  i t .  I  d o n 't  

know. But, c e r ta in ly  the form th a t  th i s  possib ly  n a tu ra l p ro c liv ity  took 

was o f a completely so c ia l ch a rac te r . I f  they had never had experience 

with bathrooms, k itch en s, farming to o ls  o r carpen try  to o ls  — the le a s t  

we can say i s  th a t  th e ir  ac tio n  would not have taken th i s  form.

D iscussion. When a s u b je c t 's  eye l i t  on the  drawing and f i r s t  no ticed , 

perhaps, a wheelbarrow, a context o f "farming to o ls"  was in d ire c tly  

invoked in  th a t  moment. As the su b jec t saw, in  tu rn , an axe, and a hoe 

and a rake, th a t  context gained " re a l i ty ;"  and, i f  not th a t ,  i t  gained 

more s tren g th  to  reg u la te  the s u b je c t 's  a c tio n s . Each new s ig h t 

in d ire c tly  r e i te ra te d  and reaffirm ed the  ch arac te r o f  th a t  context and 

each s ig h t gave g rea te r  coherent r ig o r  to  the s o c ia l  shape o f ob jec ts  

th a t  the  su b jec t had not y e t "seen" ( e .g . ,  sh o v e l). There i s  a sense, 

then , in  which, when th a t  context was invoked, the shovel was ru led  in to  

ex istence and the  spoon was ru led  out o f  ex is ten ce . The "observer," too , 

took on a c e r ta in  shape th a t  would have been o therw ise, i f  an egg b e a te r , 

can opener and spoon were th e re  to  be seen . Even as  observers a re  

looking a t  th i s  conventional world (preserv ing  the appearance o f being a t  

a d istan ce  from i t ) ,  they are  a p a r t  o f  th i s  conventional world. All 

p a r ts  take shape through th e i r  common conform ity to  co n tex t; and, by way 

o f th e i r  attachm ents to  each o ther through co n tex t, a l l  p a r ts  are  

in te l l ig ib le  to  each o th e r. The same i s  the case , as we s h a ll  soon se e , 

fo r two humanms who both in h ab it the  same conventional world and both
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take shape by conforming to  th e  same co n tex t. That d o e sn 't mean th a t  

these  two humans are  id e n t ic a l .  A fter a l l ,  "scoring" does not mean 

"running," w ith in  any one conventional world. Each takes p ecu lia r  shape, 

as a function o f the m a te ria l underpinnings, even as they a l l  conform to  

con tex t.

In the afterm ath o f  invoking th e  context o f  farm to o ls ,  a f te r  the  

wheelbarrow has been seen , a l l  o b jec ts  take a c e r ta in  shape in  th a t  

conventional world. The shovel e x is ts  in  th is  world and the  spoon does 

n o t. Hence, when the eyes o f  th is  conventional observer s h i f t  to  the 

"shovel/spoon," i t  becomes im portant to  d is tin g u ish  between the  cogn itive  

a c t iv i ty  th a t  takes p lace i f  th a t  observer sees a shovel and the 

cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  th a t  takes p lace i f  th e  observer sees a spoon. There 

i s  a sense in  which the  former does no t deserve the  name "cognitive 

a c t iv i ty "  in  the way th a t  th e  l a t t e r  does. There i s  a c e r ta in  absence o f 

a c t iv i ty  in  the former case , un like the  l a t t e r  case . The s ig h tin g  o f the  

"shovel" i s  a function o f con tex t remaining unchanged and in a c tiv e , while 

the s ig h tin g  o f the "spoon" i s  a function  o f a changing and an ac tiv e  

con tex t. In th is  sense , the  s ig h tin g  o f  a shovel does no t req u ire  

explanation in  the way th a t  th e  s ig h tin g  o f  the  spoon req u ire s  

exp lanation . The shovel was s ig h ted  "because" th ings remained the  same. 

By a s im ila r  token, w ith in  the  conventional world o f to o ls ,  th e re  i s  a 

d iffe ren ce  in  the oversigh t o f  the "shovel/spoon" by the  su b jec t when 

th a t  too led  conventional su b je c t overlooks th e  shovel and when th a t  

so c ia lly  same su b jec t overlooks the  spoon. Even though the  su b jec t has 

overlooked both the shovel and th e  spoon by the  absence o f the "same" 

s in g le  g es tu re , the  su b jec t would have to  tra v e rse  over d if f e re n t  s o r ts  

o f d istance  in  order to  reach the s ig h t o f  th e  shovel versus the spoon.
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Without p re tension , th e re  i s  an analogy to  be drawn between th is  

po in t and the po in t th a t  G alileo  and Newton were making in  try in g  to  come 

to  g rip s  with the  problem of motion. A ris to tle  was aware th a t  th e  key to  

understanding natu re  lay  in  exp lain ing  the causes o f motion. P art of 

G a lile o 's  and Newton's achievement lay  in  d is tin g u ish in g  between what was 

tru ly  motion and what only "looked" l ik e  motion. Motion th a t  was a 

function o f in e r t i a  only looked l ik e  motion. I t s  continuing "movement" 

was not caused and i t  did not have to  be explained . That "motion" was a 

function  of th ings remaining the same. A cceleration , on the o th e r hand, 

was caused by th e  ap p lica tio n  o f force to  an o b je c t. I t  had to  be 

explained. Things th a t  are  l e f t  to  th e i r  own devices do not a c c e le ra te . 

I f  we are  w itness to  an acce le ra tin g  o b je c t, then th a t  acce le ra tio n  must 

be explained . I t  was a function  of th ings not having remained the  same. 

To explain  th a t  acc e le ra tio n , in  th e i r  case , one would have to  look fo r 

the source of th a t  force in  another body th a t  had en tered  the system to  

apply th a t  fo rce . I t  i s  not c le a r  th a t  th i s  i s  the  way to  explain  

" a c tiv ity "  in  our case.

In any case, th is  analogy should help make c le a r  what i s  meant when 

i t  i s  a sse r te d  th a t  in  a sense the s ig h tin g  o f a shovel (as opposed to  a 

spoon) d o esn 't have to  be explained . There i s n ' t  r e a l ly  any in te re s tin g  

cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  going on h e re . No "processing" must be invoked in  

order to  explain  how the observer was ab le  to  see th e  shovel. But, there  

i s  in te re s t in g  cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  to  explain  i f  the observer saw a spoon. 

This po in t i s  general. But the fa c ts  a re  r e la t iv e .  That i s ,  i t  i s n ' t  

the s ig h tin g  o f the shovel o r spoon, per s e , th a t  i s  in te re s tin g  and 

req u ires  explanation . Rather, i t  i s  the  s ig h tin g  o f the spoon when, a 

moment ago the  observer was in  the  conventional world o f farm to o ls ,  th a t
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i s  in te re s tin g  and req u ires  exp lanation . And i t  i s  the  s ig h tin g  o f a 

shovel when, a moment ago, th e  observer was in  the  conventional world o f 

the k itchen , th a t  i s  in te re s tin g  and req u ire s  exp lanation . These 

s o c ia lly  and h is to r ic a l ly  conditioned fa c ts  need to  be v e r if ie d  in  order 

to  know whether anything in te re s tin g  has happened th a t  req u ire s  

exp lanation , with regard to  "cognitive a c t iv i ty ."  How can we begin on 

such a p ro je c t o f  explain ing cogn itive  a c t iv i ty ,  when we s t i l l  d o n 't  have 

the means fo r id en tify in g  and d is tin g u ish in g  i t  when i t  em pirica lly  

happens? That i s ,  we must have the means fo r d is tin g u ish in g  between 

cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  and th a t  which only looks l ik e  cogn itive  a c t iv i ty .  

Without t h i s ,  we cannot begin co n tro lled  em pirica l observation  o f 

cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  th a t  would in  p a r t c o n trib u te  to  a "science" o f  th a t  

a c t iv i ty .  This knowledge of s o c ia l and h is to r ic a l  conditions i s  

req u ired , i f  fo r no o ther reason than to  lo ca te  the  em pirica l in stances 

th a t  coula be observed fo r  th e i r  in s tru c tiv e n e ss  in  th e  e f f o r t  to  "build  

a sc ien ce ."  But, these  po in ts  a lso  a llu d e  to  th e  inescapably so c ia l 

ro o ts  and conditions (o f some s o r ts )  o f  cogn itive  a c t iv i ty .  They 

co n trib u te  to  the  c o n s titu tio n  o f  th a t  cogn itive  a c t iv i ty .

When a human has been in  the  conventional world o f  k itchens and, 

then when faced with the  propsect o f  a "shovel/spoon," i s  s tru ck  by th e  

s ig h t o f a shovel, th ere  a re  two fea tu re s  o f change th a t  can be remarked 

upon. The spoon has "turned in to "  a shovel and the conventional observer 

o f  k itchens has turned in to  the  conventional observer o f  to o ls .  (Of 

course, th e re  "also" has been a change in  conventional w o rld s). From our 

p ersp ec tiv e , i t  should go w ithout saying th a t  th e  change in  conventional 

observer i s  accompanied by change in  the  b io lo g ic a l su b s tra te  th a t ,  as 

m ateria l underpinning, co n trib u tes  to  the c o n s titu tio n  o f  the
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conventional observer. Under the r ig h t  co n d itio n s , these  changes in  the 

b io lo g ica l su b s tra te  would be in te re s t in g  to  study . But, th a t  b io lo g ica l 

a c t iv i ty  must be d istingu ished  from the  b io lo g ic a l a c t iv i ty  th a t  occurs 

when the conventional observer o f k itchens i s  s tru ck  by the  s ig h t o f  a 

spoon. In any case o f p ercep tion , o f  course th e re  a re  tra n sa c tio n s  in  

the m ate ria l underpinnings o f  the  conventional o b jec ts  whose re g u la r i ty  

i s  vouched fo r by "n a tu re ."  But, i t  i s  m isleading to  say th a t  those 

underlying processes, w ith in  th e  conventional world o f  k itch en s, so le ly  

cause the  s ig h t o f  a spoon. And i t  i s  c e r ta in ly  m isleading to  say th a t  

those selfsam e processes, in  th a t  same conventional world, cause the  

s ig h t o f a shovel. The re g u la r  and p red ic tab le  s ig h t o f  a spoon was, in  

p a r t ,  a function o f the necessary presence o f  th e  conventional world.

The same, somehow, goes fo r the  i r r e g u la r  and unpred ic tab le  s ig h t o f 

shovel.

When as a  function o f th e  s ig h t o f  th e  shovel the  conventional 

observer has flipped  in to  the world o f  to o ls  and a l l  o f  the  world has 

taken shape in  conformity with the  con tex t o f  to o ls ,  i t  i s  too sim ple to  

say th a t  th e  m ateria l underpinnings o f  th a t  process ( th a t  d ire c t ly  

nego tia ted  the  tra n sa c tio n  whereby th e  s ig h t o f  a shovel was av a ilab le )  

e n t ire ly  caused th a t  f l i p .  R ather, the  s ig h t  o f  the  shovel spurred a 

process o f conceptual reo rg an iza tio n  (which i t s e l f  has a b io lo g ica l 

c o n s ti tu e n t) .  Or the  process happened in  rev e rse  o rd e r. Or th e  two 

processes happened in  tandem. In any case , th e  two processes a re  

d is tin g u ish ab le . And in  any case , i t  i s  m isleading to  say th a t  a simple 

uncompounded "em pirical" process th a t  underlay th e  s ig h t o f  a s in g le  

o b jec t was the cause or the m a te ria l co u n te rp art o f  a conceptual 

reo rgan ization  th a t ,  in  one moment, gave e n tire ly  d if f e re n t  shape to  the
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whole world. There i s  more to  a "smoking gun" ( i . e . ,  a f in a l  i r re fu ta b le  

piece o f em pirical evidence whereby we change or minds) than meets the 

eye.

There i s  no denying th a t  a human can in te n tio n a lly  be in truded  upon 

on a b io lo g ic a l le v e l ( e .g . ,  drugs) and th a t  th is  w ill  in fluence the 

course o f  cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  and the  s ig h ts  th a t  w il l  be seen . 8 u t, th a t  

i s  not o f in te r e s t  in  th is  co n tex t, where we wish to  ge t a track  on the 

human move to  freedom as the capacity  fo r  choosing becomes more fu lly  

developed. That o ther s tra te g y  moves in  the o ther d ire c tio n  looking fo r 

ways to  put down the avenues o f human movement, even i f  i t  i s  m otivated 

by a d e s ire  to  help people. In any case , i t  i s  no t c le a r  th a t  th is  

s tra te g y  alone would explain  how i t  i s ,  e .g . ,  th a t  some people dream and 

h a llu c in a te  w hile o thers  only dream.

In the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream  o f everyday l i f e ,  each 

encountered o b jec t o f fe rs  the observer an opportunity  to  r e i te r a te  the 

context th a t  i s  already in  force which g ives shape to  th e  conventional 

world. This, in  tu rn , s treng thens the rigorous shape o f a l l  conventional 

o b jec ts  th a t  a re  in  th a t  world. But each encountered o b jec t a lso  o f fe rs  

the opportunity  fo r a ra d ic a l a l te r a t io n  o f  the  con tex t and world, i f  

th a t  o b jec t i s  ir re g u la r ly  and unpredictab ly  named. Then, in d ire c tly ,  

the world i s  ra d ic a lly  changed. There i s  th e  middling course where, time 

a f te r  tim e, the  s ig h t o f  an o b jec t i s  s l ig h t ly  a l te re d  and these  changes 

accumulate even as they might remain unnoticed by the  observer who is  

accomplishing them. The a l te r in g  s ig h t o f  th i s  o b jec t a l t e r s  the  context 

th a t  overhangs. This, in  tu rn , a l t e r s  the  s ig h t o f every o th er o b jec t in  

th a t  co n tex t. But, a l l  those o th er o b jec ts  a lso  have a h is to ry  of 

exchange with the observer. And so , we might have a d r i f t  o f  development
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as a l l  these  ob jec ts  "communicate" with each o ther through the rou te  o f 

co n tex t, w ith th e i r  massed e f fe c t  on the  conventional observer. However, 

th is  observer has many ro le s  ( i . e . ,  conventional id e n t i t ie s )  which on a 

la rg e r  sca le  might co n trib u te  to  th e  massed, d r if t in g  development o f th a t  

person. When conventional observers d o n 't see how th e i r  world could be 

otherw ise, th i s  d r if t in g  continues "on cou rse ."  I t s  co n tin u ity  i s  

vouched fo r by the s e lf -e v id e n t personal h is to ry  th a t  has accumulated in  

each human's conventional environs.

When the conventional human attem pts to  a l t e r  the  environment and 

arrange i t  in  another way, the  form o f those very g estu res  i s  i t s e l f  

arranged by the  p re -e x is tin g  s o c ia l  and h is to r ic a l  cond itions. New 

th in g s  in  the  world in h e r i t  a t  l e a s t  tra c e s  o f those p r io r  forms since  

th e i r  human c rea to rs  were su b jec t to  and shaped by those p r io r  forms, 

even as they crea ted  these  new th in g s . And so , s o c ia l  ad h is to r ic a l  

c o n tin u itie s  are preserved. The d isru p tio n  o f th ese  c o n tin u itie s  might 

even be re s is te d  by the conventional ob jec ts  themselves which r e s i s t  

re d e f in itio n  when they are placed in  another con tex t. These o b jec ts  seem 

to  have minds o f th e ir  own ( e .g . ,  the "watering can/measuring cup" in  the 

experim ent). In p a r t ,  th i s  may be what i s  intended by th e  commonly 

understood d is t in c tio n  between o b jec ts  and/or a c t iv i t i e s  th a t  a re  context 

dependent and those th a t  a re  con tex t independent. (From our persp ec tiv e , 

o f  course, i t  can make no sense to  a s s e r t  th a t  any s o c ia l o b jec t has 

form, independent o f co n tex t) . The appearance o f  con tex t dependence i s  

most e a s ily  accessib le  when the  observer i s  puzzled by the  meaning o f an 

o b jec t and must f ix  on o ther elem ents o f th a t  environment in  o rder to  

understand what the  o b je c t, th a t  i s  the focus o f a t te n tio n , means. 

U sually, the  re a liz a tio n  th a t  " th is  ob jec t"  could mean o th er th in g s  i s  a
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th a t  the meaning o f " th is  o b jec t"  in  th is  s i tu a t io n  i s  fixed  by th is  

con tex t and depends on th is  context th a t  "surrounds" i t .  There a re  o ther 

o b je c ts , however, th a t  do not req u ire  an appeal to  the  r e s t  o f  the 

environment in  order to  see what they mean. They c le a r ly  and 

"unambiguously" announce what they mean w ithout regard  to  th e i r  

environment. And they seem to  r e ta in  th a t  meaning when they are placed 

in  foreign  environments. But, th a t  d o e sn 't  mean th a t  i t s  s o c ia l form i s  

independent o f co n tex t. Quite th e  co n tra ry . A s in g u la r  con tex t i s  so 

firm ly emplaced in  th is  m ate ria l underpinning ( i . e . ,  we a re  so "used" to  

seeing  i t  th is  way) th a t  i t  r e s i s t s  th e  attem pts o f  o th e r con tex ts to  

give i t  o ther forms.

But, how can ra d ic a l (and perhaps m otivated) d isco n tin u ity  in  

cogn itive  a c t iv i ty  and s o c ia l ac tio n  be put in to  e f fe c t?  Two

p o s s ib i l i t ie s  come to  mind. For th e  conventional observer in  a
✓

well-known environment, the  p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream  o f  everyday l i f e  

o f fe rs  up a c o lle c tio n  o f e a s ily  recognized o b je c ts , w ithin co n tex t, the  

recogn ition  o f each o b jec t as i t  has been known in d ire c tly  r e i te r a te s  

th a t  con tex t and renews the  in te g r i ty  o f  th a t  o b je c t 's  s o c ia l  form. But 

i f  th a t  observer has access to  o th er co n tex ts , through o ther conventional 

id e n t i t ie s  th a t  a re  possessed, and i f  th a t  observer can be "persuaded" to  

invoke another con tex t, then the presented m ateria l w il l  take on 

d if f e re n t  shape and s ig n if ic a n c e . Radical change w ill  have occurred when 

the observer sees "another s id e"  to  th is  o b jec t th a t  has never been seen 

befo re . Often, th is  experience i s  imemdiately followed by a comparison 

between the newly afforded  s ig h t and the way i t  i s  used to  be s ig h ted .

And th i s ,  in  tu rn , spurs more cogn itive  a c t iv i ty .  Such events might
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occur when one person h a s n 't  seen another person or a p a r t ic u la r  lo ca le  

fo r many y ea rs . The new s ig h t o f  th a t  place o r person i s  ra d ic a lly  

d if f e re n t  from what i s  remembered or expected. An ensemble o f new 

fea tu re s  i s  v is ib le  th a t  was not seen before . The usual response to  th is  

experience i s  th a t  the o b jec t o f  a tte n tio n  has changed; bu t ju s t  as 

l ik e ly  i s  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  the  o b se rv e r 's  form has changed between 

now and then, so th a t  the  s ig h t afforded  back then (and p resen tly  

"re ta ined" in  memory) i s  a t  odds with the s ig h t th a t  i s  now afforded .

But, one d o esn 't have to  re ly  on h is to ry  and the passing o f time for the

working of these  e f f e c ts .  I f  one suddenly comes across a person in  a

context where one w ouldn't have expected to  see th a t  person, then the 

s ig h t o f  th a t  person i s  ra d ic a lly  d if fe re n t from the  s ig h t o f  th a t  person 

th a t  i s  a v a ilab le  when one i s  "ready" to  see th a t  person. New s id es  o f 

th a t  person a re  seen th a t  a re  not n ecessa rily  in c o n s is te n t w ith one 's  

re ta in e d  im pressions, bu t one never had thought about i t  one way or 

ano ther. But, th i s  now changes our im pression o f  th e  person.

The im plication  o f th is  l a t t e r  example i s  th a t ,  o rd in a r ily , we are  

"ready to  see" in  a c e r ta in  way most o f  the  people th a t  we encounter 

everyday and th a t ,  consequently, we recognize them in  a c e r ta in  way 

( e .g . ,  fo r  th e ir  known c h a ra c te r , sex or ra c e ); even though we do not

know exactly  who i t  i s  we w ill  be meeting nex t. The

h e te ro sex u a lly -o rien ted  man, fo r example, i s  not as vulnerable to  "love 

a t  f i r s t  s ig h t"  when he i s  looking a t  men as he i s  when he i s  looking a t  

women — even before i t  has re g is te re d  upon him th a t  he i s  now looking a t  

a man or a woman. There a re  d if f e re n t  s o r ts  o f  d is tan ce  to  tra v e rse  in  

o rder fo r th i s  man to  be s tru ck  by love in  one way or the  o th e r . Under 

these  circum stances, i t  i s  a d if fe re n t  s o r t  o f "acciden t" fo r  him to  f a l l
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In love with a man when i t  i s  opposed to  the "accident" th a t  occurs when 

he f a l l s  in  love with a woman. In h is  a t t i tu d e ,  th i s  man (by somehow 

b lin d ly  choosing) sh ie ld s  him self from one p o s s ib i l i ty  and finds h im self 

open to  the o ther p o s s ib i l i ty .

In any case, ra d ic a l a isc o n tin u ity  in  the  conventional observer i s  

p o ssib le  when th a t  observer has access to  o th er fu lly-developed contexts 

th a t ,  a t  the moment, l i e  dormant. The invocation  o f those o th er contexts 

might occur fo r tu ito u s ly , thus y ie ld in g  unexpected s ig h ts .  Or th e re  

might be a more planned ch arac te r to  the attem pted e l i c i t a t io n  o f  these  

o th er co n tex ts; as when observers themselves attem pt to  see th ings from 

the perspective  o f  o th e rs , o r when o th e rs  encourage the  observer to  do 

t h i s .  There i s  another way in  which these  c o n tin u itie s  can be d isru p ted , 

which does no t re ly  on the  ready a c c e s s ib i l i ty  o f  developed co n tex ts .

That i s ,  th e  observer might engage in  th e  p ro je c t o f  developing a new 

co n tex t. The conditions fo r in i t i a t in g  such a p ro je c t a re  d iv e rse . One 

could have a c o lle c tio n  o f fa c ts  th a t  do not have a h ith e r to  av a ilab le  

coherence. Or the ac tio n s  o f o th e rs , in  one way or ano ther, might demand 

the in i t i a t io n  o f such a p ro je c t by the observer. G enerally , however, 

th ere  i s  a s in g le  fe a tu re  av a ila b le  a t  th e  beginning o f  th ese  p ro je c ts  

(in  one degree or another) th a t ,  on the  one hand, provides the impetus in  

the observer fo r engaging in  th i s  p ro je c t;  and, on the  o th e r hand, 

provides the promise o f a c r i te r io n  (in  p r in c ip le  i f  not in  p ra c tic e )  by 

which the  observer can assess  whether the  new context has been 

su ccessfu lly  developed or whether e f fo r t  must continue fo r developing 

th a t  co n tex t. This fea tu re  i s  the d es ire  fo r something e ls e  th a t  i s  a t  

p resen t absent and/or a t  odds with what i s  p resen t. There i s  a d es ire  

fo r change (in  the  context) which would y ie ld  what i s  ab sen t. At
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p resen t, th ere  i s  a sense o f d is s a t is f a c t io n  or u n sa tis fa c tio n  in  the 

observer. The successfu l completion of the  p ro je c t would be accompanied 

and s ig n if ie d  by a sense of s a t is fa c t io n .

These two p o s s ib i l i t ie s  come to  mind in  contem plating the  means fo r 

d isru p tin g  co n tin u ity . There i s  a more mundane fea tu re  o f the 

p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream  o f l i f e ,  however, th a t  in  i t s  way i s  a more 

potent force fo r d isru p tin g  the c o n tin u it ie s  o f  so c ia l l i f e .  This 

concerns a general fea tu re  o f the  conventional o b se rv e r 's  a t t i tu d e  during 

the  course o f the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream  o f  l i f e .  Within th a t 

stream , each p resen ta tio n  of an o b jec t can be regarded as an occasion fo r 

' r e i te r a t in g  context or i t  can be regarded as an occasion fo r reva lua ting  

co n tex t. Needless to  say, th e re  would be much more cog n itiv e  a c t iv i ty  

and so c ia l development under the auspices o f th e  l a t t e r  circum stances 

than under the auspices o f the former circum stances. The l a t t e r  

approach, in  one form or ano ther, i s  o fte n  disparaged or feared  because 

i t  i s  sa id  th a t  th i s  would r e s u l t  in  anarchy. However, th i s  claim  lo ses  

some o f i t s  v a lid ity  when i t  i s  recognized th a t  human e f fo r ts  to  

rearrange the world a re  (a t  le a s t  in  p a r t)  inescapably arranged by the  

so c ia l and h is to r ic a l  conditions o f those e f f o r t s .  Some co n tin u ity  i s  

guaranteed. Most conventional observers, however, do no t take the 

p resen ta tio n  o f ob jec ts  as an occasion fo r e i th e r  r e i te r a t io n  or 

rev a lu a tio n . Rather, they fin d  i t  as an occasion fo r r e i te r a t io n .  This 

seems to  be a ra th e r  pervasive and general fe a tu re  o f our so c ie ty  th a t  i s  

perhaps encouraged by the  powers th a t  be.

The a t t i tu a e  o f the conventional observer th a t  tak es each occasion, 

through the presented oD ject, to  r e i te r a te  the  con tex t th a t  i s  already in  

p lace coulo be c a lled  the n a tu ra l a t t i tu d e .  I t  o perates  under the
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Impression th a t  nature i s  given shape by tim elessly  e x is tin g  e s se n tia l  

forms which by o e f in itio n  remain unchanged; and these  e s s e n tia l  forms 

vouch fo r the co n tin u ity  and s ta b i l i ty  o f the  word. I t  s tands to  reason, 

then , th a t  humans would take th e i r  p lace in  th is  world by constan tly  

r e i te r a t in g  what i s  always th e re . They take p a r t  in  th is  world by 

r e i te r a t in g  the  id e n ti ty  o f a world th a t  w ill always be th e re . On the 

o ther hand, the a t t i tu d e  th a t  takes each occasion, through the presented 

o b je c t, to  rev a lu a te  the  context th a t  i s  already in  p lace could be ca lled  

the c r i t i c a l  a t t i tu d e .  I t  operates under the im pression th a t  "nature" 

takes shape through the in te rp la y  (and, perhaps, d ia le c t ic a l  progression) 

o f p ro v is io n a lly  e x is tin g  forms which by d e f in itio n  are  constan tly  

changing; and the s h if t in g  of these  forms vouch fo r th e  co n tin u ity  and 

s ta b i l i t y  o f the world. I t  stands to  reason, then , th a t  humans would 

take th e ir  place in  th is  world by constan tly  rev a lu a tin g  what i s  

p resen tly  th e re . They take p a r t  in  th is  world by rev a lu a tin g  the 

p ro v is io n a l ia e n ti ty  o f th i s  world, d ire c tin g  i t  toward where i t  w ill 

be. Some would say th a t  the n a tu ra l a t t i tu d e  should thus be c a lle d  

because i t  i s  only n a tu ra l to  take th a t  p e rsp ec tiv e . But, i t  i s  only 

n a tu ra l to  take th a t  perspective  from the n a tu ra l p ersp ec tiv e .

When a conventional observer in tends to  see something, th a t  gesture 

o f in te n tio n  can take one of two forms. The c h a ra c te r iz a tio n  o f these 

two forms of in te n tio n  holds as w ell fo r long sequences o f "behavior" as 

they do fo r  a s in g le  a c t o f  percep tion ; but th i s  ch a ra c te r iz a tio n  w ill 

focus on the d is t in c t iv e  forms o f th a t  gestu re  when i t  i s  an a c t o f 

percep tion . One o f these two forms i s  a c tu a lly  le s s  q u a lif ie d  to  go by 

the  d esc rip tio n  o f in te n tio n a l,  as th a t  word i s  c o llo q u ia lly  used, y e t i t  

d isp lay s  tra c e s  o f what i s  u sually  meant by in te n tio n . And i t s  products
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must be assessed  ju s t  as i f  they were the products o f in te n tio n , even as 

we mark th e  d is t in c tio n  between th i s  diminished form o f in ten tio n  and a 

t ru e r  form o f in te n tio n .

In th is  l a s t  experiment, when the wheelbarrow was s ig h ted  and the 

conventional world o f farm to o ls  was employed and the eyes o f the 

conventional observer faced th e  "shovel/spoon,” th e re  i s  a sense in  which 

i t  i s  inaccu ra te  to  say th a t  the observer Intended to  see the  shovel.

And ye t th ere  i s  a sense in  which the  s ig h t o f  th a t  shovel was the 

product o f  in te n tio n . The shovel would not have been v is ib le  w ithout 

some ex erc ise  o f organized w illfu ln e ss  th a t  i s  a sso c ia ted  with the  notion 

o f In te n tio n . Yet, the ac tiv e  ex e rc ise  o f  th a t  w illfu ln e ss  (probably) 

was not p resen t during th e  time-bounded em pirica l process th a t  

accomplished th e  s ig h tin g  o f  th a t  shovel. The a c tiv e  ex erc ise  o f 

w illfu ln e ss  th a t  i s  responsib le  fo r s ig h tin g  th e  shovel can be traced  

back to  (though, perhaps, no t pinpointed in )  the  process by which the 

wheelbarrow was s ig h ted  and the  context was emplaced. In one sense, 

then , the s ig h t o f  the shovel was in te n tio n a l and in  another sense i t  i s  

u n in te n tio n a l. But, in  e i th e r  case , i t  i s  th e  product o f  in te n tio n  

d esp ite  the  fa c t  th a t  observers might examine every s h e lf  o f  th e i r  mental 

inventory and c e r ta in ly  conclude th a t  they did  no t in tend  to  see the 

shovel. This i s  to  be con trasted  with a tru e r  form o f  in te n tio n  (which 

the  observers examining th e ir  mental inventory were employing) where 

observers have on th e i r  mind the f u l l  awareness to  do o r see something as 

they begin th e  p ro je c t. Are observers equally  responsib le  fo r th e  upshot 

o f a c t iv i ty  in  both cases o f " in te n tio n a l"  a c t iv i ty ?

I t  may depend. With regard to  "intended" behaviors o r a c tio n s , the 

ac to rs  might not be aware o f the e a r l i e r ,  fu lly -in ten d ed  ac tio n  and i t s
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connection with th is  "intended" a c tio n . Or, they might not be able to  

lo ca te  the sp e c if ic  a c t  th a t  c o n s titu te d  the  i n i t i a l l y  f u l l  in te n tio n .

Or th a t  a c t  might not have been a v a ilab le  to  them as a m atter o f  choice. 

That i s ,  they d id n 't  see how i t  could be done o therw ise, e i th e r  from a 

lack o f access to  o ther contexts or a lack  o f im agination. And a l l  o f  

these  reasons would hold with regard to  "intended" perceptions and 

experiences with the add ition  o f one o th e r . That i s ,  i t  might not be 

c le a r  to  them th a t  perception  or experience, per se , i s  the  s o r t  o f th ing  

th a t  can be in tended; or the manner in  which th a t  in te n tio n  can be 

executed. This experiment sought, in  p a r t ,  to  demonstrate how i t  i s  

sen sib le  to  speak o f  percep tions and experiences as the  s o r t  o f  th ing  

th a t  can be in tended. Subjects "opt" fo r a farm to o l context o r a 

k itchen con tex t and, hence, see and experience e i th e r  a shovel o r a 

spoon. The fa c t th a t  su b je c ts , in  th is  case , d id  not fu lly  make a 

"choice" i s  not a function o f  the fa c t  th a t  the  a c t was one o f perception 

or experience ra th e r  than behavior. R ather, th i s  was a function o f the 

o ther fa c to rs  th a t  were l i s t e d  above with regard to  behavior and ac tio n . 

Once i t  becomes sen sib le  to  speak o f choice, w ith regard to  perception 

and experience, per s e , then i t  becomes po ssib le  to  a s s e r t  the 

re sp o n s ib ili ty  th a t  persons have fo r th e i r  percep tions and experiences.

I f  a l l  the fa c to rs  here in  l i s t e d  a re  pointed out to  the ac to r  th a t  

"in tends" a c t iv i ty ,  then in  answer to  the above question  i t  i s  p lau sib le  

to  answer th a t  the persons a re  equally  responsib le  fo r the consequences 

o f e i th e r  form o f conventional, in te n tio n a l a c t iv i ty .  But reg a rd less  o f 

whether o r not persons a re  held  responsib le  fo r th e i r  " in te n tio n a l"  

a c t iv i ty  th a t  r e s u l ts  in  d iscrim ination  between, fo r example, black 

people and white people, th e re  can be no doubt th a t  d iscrim in atio n  has
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taken place th a t can be traced  back to  ( i f  not p inpoin ted  in )  some 

e a r l i e r  a c t th a t  displayed fu lly  organized in te n tio n s . In th is  sense, i t  

i s  e n t ire ly  beside the  po in t to  make the e f fo r t  to  v e r ify  whether or not 

th e re  was a full-blow n expression o f in te n tio n  th a t  accompanied 

documented in stances o f d isc rim in a tio n . Those in te n tio n s  a re  not ju s t  

hard to  prove. They might not be " th e re ."  But th a t  does no t mean th a t  

they are  not the product o f in te n tio n .

When the wheelbarrow was s ig h ted  and the  conventional world o f farm 

to o ls  was emplaced, there  i s  a sense in  which one can say th a t  the 

s ig h tin g  o f the shovel was in tended. And, in  a sense, i t  might not have 

been in tended. The emplacement o f th a t  context a lso  gave shape to  

conventional observers. That shape amounts to  th e i r  conventional 

id e n t i t i e s .  One can say th a t  the  observers used the  resources afforded 

by th e i r  id e n t i t ie s  to  make th e  s ig h t o f  th e  shovel v is ib le .  Each o f the 

ten  su b je c ts , th a t  were inducted in to  the  con tex t o f  farm to o ls ,  were 

possessed by the "same" conventional id e n tify  in so fa r  as i t  o ffe red  each 

o f them the same resources whereby the  s ig h t o f  the shovel became 

v is ib le .  These ten  su b je c ts , then , can be c a lle d  a group with each of 

them being a member. By the  so c ia l o r ie n ta tio n  and c a lib ra tio n  o f  th e ir  

"senses" th a t  have m ateria l underpinnings, each o f them uses th e i r  

resources as a member to  make v is ib le  an o b jec t th a t  has r e a l i ty ,  by 

d e f in it io n , w ith in  the confines o f th a t  g roup 's conventional world ( i . e . ,  

a shovel). None o f the  su b jec ts  may have fu lly  intended to  see the 

shovel, but each o f them understands the s ig n ifican ce  o f  the  

"shovel/spoon;" and each would understand what was s ig n if ie d  i f  another 

member o f the group pointed a t  i t  — by v ir tu e  o f the common resources 

th a t  each o f  them has as a member o f the group. And we, as o u ts id e rs ,
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might grasp th a t  a misunderstanding has occurred i f  a member o f another 

group, th a t  had been emplaced in  a k itchen  con tex t, wandered onto the 

scene and a f te r  s i le n t ly  g ree ting  th e  member o f a " to o l"  group pointed a t  

the  "shovel/spoon;" with the " to o l"  group member nodding in  re tu rn . We 

would grasp th a t  th ere  had been a m isunderstanding, but they might not 

grasp th i s .  They might believe  they had reached an understanding. 

Subsequent events might lead them to  c o n f l ic t ,  but they each would regard 

th is  as a b e tray a l by the o th e r o f th e  e a r l ie r  understanding. Among 

o th er th in g s , resentm ent would ensue, in  th is  case , our easy 

understanding i s  a function o f  our f a c i l i ty  with a l l  o f  the  contexts (in  

th e i r  a r t ic u la te  form) th a t  c o n s ti tu te  the  design o f th is  experim ent. An 

e f fe c tiv e  approach, by so c ia l s c ie n t i s t s ,  to  s o c ie ty 's  problems o f b ias  

and p re jud ice  woula req u ire  as easy a grasp o f and f a c i l i ty  w ith the 

con tex ts th a t  s i tu a te  those problems.

The conventional id e n t i ty ,  through which one becomes a ttached  to  a 

c e r ta in  conventional world, i s  another way o f making reference  to  one 's  

s ta tu s  as a group member. One could be th e  only member o f th a t  group and 

y e t th a t  member's resources are  s tru c tu re d  in  such a way as to  allow fo r 

more than one member who can share in  the  use o f those "same" resources. 

The conventions th a t  confer so c ia l s ig n ifican ce  on the  m ate ria lly  

av a ila b le  world a re  not d ic ta te d  by n a tu re . They a re  reached fo r by 

humans. And, as such, they are  w ith in  th e  reach o f  o th er humans. There 

are  o th er ways in  which to  amplify on th e  unavoidable a c c e s s ib i l i ty  th a t  

one human has to  the so c ia l products o f  another human, but th i s  i s  not 

the p lace fo r th a t .  But, ju s t  because th is  a c c e s s ib i l i ty  i s  provided 

fo r , in  p r in c ip le , ooes not mean tn a t  " in te rsu b je c tiv e  understanding" and 

the coupling of minas i s  ro u tin e ly  accomplished. Far from i t .  In f a c t ,
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in  some senses, i t  d o esn 't begin to  take p lace u n t i l  each person 

recognizes, in  them self and o th e r , th e i r  s ta tu s  as members — limbs o f an 

organic space. Then, they can use th e i r  resources as members fo r  an even 

more w ell-organized and o rch es tra ted  in te rp la y  o f  a c t iv i ty  whereby they 

reach fo r  a g rea te r  and more coherent understanding. Thereby, to o , the 

organism th a t  they are  both p a r t o f  a t ta in s  g re a te r  coherence. Out in  

some sense , i t  i s  a never-ending process. Because running i s  not sco ring .
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VII -  ON THE CONTEXT-DEPENDENCE OF PERCEPTION

As members, we use our resources to  make a c e r ta in  conventional 

world av a ilab le  to  u s . As members, a t  the  same tim e, we use our 

resources to  make a c e ra tin  conventional world. And, as members, we use 

our resources to  make the ac tio n s  o f o ther members understandable to  us. 

But, do the  o ther members use the  "same" resources? The coherence o f 

group a c t iv i ty  t e l l s  th a t  s to ry . In many in s tan ce s , the members o f  the 

group are  in  each o th e r 's  presence and we can see th e  attachm ents th a t  

they have for each o th e r . O ften, however, they each go th e i r  own way 

w ithin the  s p a t ia l  confines o f the  extended conventional world. Even as 

they do th i s ,  each re ta in s  the resources whereby th e  whole "world/world" 

i s  given shape. And i t  i s  a constan tly  developing process.

The se rio u s  and consequential import o f  th is  has somehow been lo s t  

in  the  p ra c tic e  o f so c ia l sc ience . Concepts l ik e  " a t t i tu d e ,"  " ro le ,"  

"member," and " so c ia l in te ra c tio n "  have lo s t  th e i r  potency. They have 

become used as co ld , a b s tra c t e n t i t i e s  with in d iffe ren ce  to  the  d e ta ile d  

consequences th a t  th e ir  operation  does have in  the  f le sh . Some so c ia l 

s c ie n t i s t s  may leave these considera tions unincorporated as they design 

models th a t  w ill  account fo r the  ra tio n a l fe a tu re s  o f human a c t iv i ty  and 

tn a t  can then be in te rfac ed  with the  human body. I t  w ill  no t work, i f  

each and every p a r t o f  th e  human being i s  not somehow considered p a r t 

m a te ria lly  endowed and p a r t con tex tua lly  endowed. In coming to  terms 

with the  ch arac te r o f re g u la r ity  in  human a c tio n , n a tu ra l s c ie n t i s t s  

somehow find  unbelievable those a sse rtio n s  th a t  claim  an awesome power in
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the g estu res  o f human w illfu ln ess  which i s  capable o f w holesale c rea tio n  

or d es tru c tio n  — a t  the  very le a s t  in  the  world th a t  i s  inhab ited  by and 

experienced through human beings. In f a c t ,  they see l i t t l e  potency a t  

a l l  in  the  potency o f w il l fu l ,  human g es tu re s . R ather, i t ' s  e a s ie r  fo r 

them to  see how human behavior i s  alm ost wholly caused by th e  im pressions 

o f an ex te rn a l Nature, with i t s  independent o rd e rlin e ss , through the 

mechanical p r in c ip le s . Nature fo rces th e  issu e  and the  manufactured 

r e g u la r i t ie s  o f Culture have l i t t l e  e f f e c t  on the  operations o f Nature 

th a t  r e ta in s  a tim eless o rd e rlin e ss  unto i t s e l f .  The r e la t io n  between 

Nature and Culture i s  more incestuous than they would su sp ec t. Their 

a t t i tu d e ,  in  p a r t ,  in d ic a te s  some measure o f a lack  o f re sp ec t o f  human 

beings. I t  im plies a c e r ta in  lack  o f capacity  in  human beings th a t  

Nature must in stead  supply. But, even i f  human beings were paid re sp e c t, 

the  po ten t charac ter o f in te n tio n a l human a c t iv i ty  and th e  sources o f 

r e g u la r ity  in  th a t  a c t iv i ty  would s t i l l  be m ysterious. Even i f  one took 

se rio u s ly  the  hypothesis about the  genuinely c re a tiv e  ch a rac te r o f human 

a c tio n , though a s t a r t  would have been made, i t  would s t i l l  be unclear 

how th i s  i s  p rec ise ly  done; and claim s o f th is  s o r t  would s t i l l  be 

considered extravagant, and would be greeted  w ith d is b e l ie f .  The person 

takes an a t t i tu d e  and then the whole world, includ ing  th e  person, takes a 

c e r ta in  shape as a  r e s u l t  o f  th a t  g estu re! How could th a t  be done? In 

p a r t ,  th ese  experiments sought to  demonstrate how th a t  could be done.

But, perhaps they can be considered cu te ly  designed s i tu a tio n s  th a t  do 

not r e a l ly  provide in s tru c tio n  about th e  ch arac te r o f  reg u la r human 

a c t iv i ty  in  the  re a l  world. So, here  i s  another example th a t  might make 

the proposal a l i t t l e  b i t  more b e liev ab le .
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Consider the case o f  a ju ry  who, a t  the end o f  the t r i a l ,  w ill  have 

to  come to  a d ec ision . There i s  more than one way to  understand the  

manner and mechanisms o f the process by which they come to  a d ec is io n .

One can understand th a t  they are  l is te n in g  to  a l l  the  evidence and, on 

th a t  b a s is , they are going to  decide whether or not the defendant i s  

g u il ty , fo r  example, o f murder. But, th e re  i s  another way to  regard th is  

whole procedure. The ju ry  i s  exposed to  a l l  the  m ate ria l tra c e s  o f an 

ir r e t r ie v a b le  a c t th a t  has occurred in  the p ast ( i . e . ,  ev idence); not 

copies o f the m a te ria l, ra th e r  the  a c tu a l m a te r ia l. And, in  extreme 

cases, th is  ju ry  i s  sequestered so th a t  they w ill  ge t no inform ation 

about th e  a c t  under considera tion  from any place e ls e .  The prosecu ter 

provides an account th a t  would give one s o r t  o f  shape to  each m ate ria l 

tra c e . The defense a tto rney  provides another account th a t  would give 

another shape to  each and every m ate ria l tra c e .  The ju ry  must decide 

which account gives the g re a te s t  coherence to  the  e n t i r e  s e t  o f m ate ria l 

tra c e s . I f  the p ro se c u te r 's  account gives g re a te r  coherence, then a p a rt 

o f th a t  coherence i s  the  shape o f  the defendant as a g u il ty  person. I f  

the  defense a tto rn e y 's  account i s  more coheren t, then a p a r t  o f  th a t  

coherence i s  the shape o f the defendant as a not g u il ty  person. As the 

t r a i l  p rogresses, ju ro rs  accumulate p ro v is io n a l judgments o f  coherence. 

Sometimes, a smoking gun appears which makes i t  c le a r  th a t  the  defendant 

i s  g u il ty . But the s ig h t o f  th a t  one th ing  d id n 't  cause th e  ju ry  to  

decide " g u il ty ."  Rather, i t  spurred a con tex tual reo rg an iza tio n  whereby 

a l l  the m ateria l evidence was rev a lu a ted , including  th e  s ta tu s  o f th e  

defen d an t's  shape. At o th e r tim es, the smoking gun may be w ith in  reach , 

but the  judge denies the  ju ry  access to  th a t  a c tu a l evidence which i s  a 

m ateria l tra c e  o f  the past a c t  th a t  in d isp u tab ly , though in d ire c tly ,
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denies the  ju ry  access to  the v ia b i l i ty  o f a whole world o f inform ation 

th a t  would have been spurred in to  ex istence by th a t  " f a c t 's "  presence and 

by the  subsequent reo rgan ization  o f  the world, so as to  have a l l  o f  th a t  

world in  as much conformity to  the coherent con tex t as th a t  " fa c t"  i s  in  

conformity to  the  coherent co n tex t. (This process fea tu re s  the  way in  

which people in  everyday l i f e  can be denied access to  worlds o f 

inform ation w ithout denying them access to  a l l  the  wordly em pirical 

events th a t  help  c o n s titu te  those worlds o f  inform ation. One simply 

denies them access to  the  few smoking guns th a t  would spure an e n tire  

conceptual reo rg an iza tio n . In th is  way, one co n tro ls  the flow of 

inform ation. By a s im ila r  token, the  c ru c ia l experiment in  th e  t r a d it io n  

of Newtonian n a tu ra l science th a t  "decides" between competing th eo rie s  

can be regarded as providing access to  a s o r t  o f smoking gun, whose 

s in g le , em pirica l upshot spurs the  reo rgan iza tion  o f an e n tire  domain 

through the rou te  o f  a reorganized , theory-con tex t th a t  gives shape to  

each o f the domain's elem ents).

In most cases, however, th e re  i s  no smoking gun. R ather, the  ju ry  

r e t i r e s  and decides which account i s  more coherent. Society has given 

the ju ry  the la t i tu d e  to  decide r e a l i ty  and, fo r  th e  purposes o f public 

account, th e i r  decision  i s  r e a l i ty  — no m atter what "ac tu a lly "  

happened. Society w ill  continue to  operate  w ith re sp ec t to  what the ju ry  

has decided. They give " f in a l"  shape to  a l l  the  m ate ria l re lev an t to  

th is  episode. I t  goes w ithout saying th a t  the ju ro r-o b serv ers  themselves 

have taken shape in  one way or th e  o th e r by the  l ig h t  o f  the  t r i a l ' s  

f in a l  outcome. (There are  extensive comparisons to  be made between the  

s i tu a t io n  o f ju ro rs  and the s itu a t io n  o f su b je c ts . In the lab o ra to ry ,
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however, su b jec ts  a re  not allowed the la t i tu d e  th a t  ju ro rs  a re  allowed in  

the  courtroom. Though they too are  sequestered and exposed to  only 

re lev an t m a te ria l, su b jec ts  can only announce the p o ssib le  forms o f 

so c ia l r e a l i ty .  They cannot decide those forms. But th e re  i s  more than 

one way to  take s u b je c ts ' in d ec is io n ) .

However, in  the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream  o f everyday l i f e ,  th ings 

are  no t so neat fo r human beings. We a re  to ld  th a t  now or then i s  the 

time fo r choice, nor are we c le a r ly  to ld  what those choices a re . But, we 

should not have to  be to ld . We should know th is  fo r ou rse lv es . We 

sh o u ld n 't constan tly  find  ourselves in  a world which shows the  

a f te re f f e c ts  o f  choice. Of course, i t  i s  no t easy to  constan tly  choose. 

In some sense, i t  i s  im possible to  co n stan tly  occupy ourselves in  the  

ex erc ise  o f choice. That might simply f o r e s ta l l  a c tio n . There i s  an 

overwhelming dimension to  the world a t  la rg e  th a t  one human o r even a 

group cannot hope to  d ig es t in  one choice gulp. As o u tlin ed  e a r l i e r ,  

each o b jec t w ithin a context su b tly  r e i te r a te s  o r a l t e r s  th a t  context 

which, in  tu rn , r e i te r a te s  or a l t e r s  everything e ls e .  And we l iv e  

through a m ultitude o f co n tex ts. We cannot hope to  cope with the  flood 

o f o b jec ts  and the c ro ss -cu rren ts  o f co n tex ts , considering  fo r  each o f 

them the  in s tru c tio n  and/or reform th a t  i t  might provide fo r th e  whole o f 

our l iv e s .  However, i t  i s  not a necessary consequence o f  th is  fa c t  o f 

f u t i l i t y  th a t  we should allow ourselves to  d r i f t  by the  course provided 

through n a tu ra l, so c ia l or h is to r ic a l  conditions and p r in c ip le s . This 

"n a tu ra l"  a t t i tu d e  only underlines the impotency o f human beings th a t  

deeply informs the  approach o f many s o c ia l  s c ie n t i s t s .  Among o ther 

th in g s , th i s  provides them with more "evidence" o f th e  co rrec tn ess  in  

th e i r  perspec tive .
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In the p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  stream  o f everyday l i f e ,  the  constan t 

employment o f a c r i t i c a l  a t t i tu d e  would reduce the  a c t iv i ty  necessary fo r 

looking a t  each one o f a flood o f o b jec ts  to  manageable p ro p o rtio n s. I t  

recognizes ourselves to  be morally responsib le  agents with th e  form o f 

each on e 's  conventional id e n ti ty  su b jec t to  each o n e 's  co n tro l. One has 

chosen th i s  id e n ti ty  in  l ig h t  o f  the a lte rn a tiv e s  th a t  (hopefuly) one was 

aware o f bu t d iscarded . All a c tio n s , then , a re  the  product o f  in ten tio n  

th a t  was fu lly  exercised  a t  th i s  p o in t and su b jec t to  re v is io n  as one 

comes to  terms with th e  world. By assuming conventional id e n t i t ie s  th a t  

in co rpo ra te  fea tu res  o f  the c r i t i c a l  a t t i tu d e ,  persons "find" themselves 

rev a lu a tin g  the o b jec ts  they a re  faced w ith in  the  p ra c tic a lly -o r ie n te d  

stream o f  l i f e  as a m atter o f  course and co n tex t. " In e r t ia ,"  then , would 

be on the s id e  o f  change as observers, fo r  each o b jec t "found," attem pt 

to  jo in  th e  con tex t to  th e  m a te ria lly  av a ila b le  "ex te rn a l"  world in  a 

manner c o n s is te n t with the a lread y -jo in ed , co n v en tio n a lly -id en tif ied  

observer th a t  was produced as  a m atter o f  choice. Complete success would 

amount to  the sim ultaneous s a t is fa c t io n  o f  both coherence and 

correspondence c r i t e r i a  fo r " t ru th ,"  whereby an id e a l con tex t was wholly 

m a te ria lize d ; thus giving i t  the f u l l e s t  expression o f a c tu a l ex is ten ce . 

This would re q u ire , in  one moment, th a t  th e  whole o f N atu re 's  m ate ria l 

and a l l  o f i t s  ordered chunks be commensurable w ith and in  conform ity to  

the  more p rec ise  and manufactured kind o f s o c ia l  standards by which human 

s o c ie tie s  c a l ib ra te  th e i r  a c tio n s . I t  i s n ' t  c le a r  th a t  such a th in g  

could happen, but a t  le a s t  th e  e f fo r t  would keep th in g s  moving; and th a t  

e f f o r t  would include the  attem pt to  keep o n e 's  moral balance, as  the  

undesired fea tu res  o f  on e 's  broad choices th a t  had been "unnoticed" 

became ev iden t in  the a c tu a liz a tio n  o f  those broad cho ices. Even in  a
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so c ie ty  whose arrangements encourage or allow fo r  th i s  s o r t  o f  a c t iv i ty ,  

th is  i s  e a s ie r  sa id  than done. I t  i s  an a lto g th e r  much harder p ro je c t to  

s t r iv e  fo r  in  those s o c ie tie s  whose arrangements would have i t  o therw ise.

Looking back a t  the  19th Century, one would have thought th a t  a 

u se fu l d iv is io n  o f labor was being devised among s c ie n t i s t s  whose general 

in te r e s t  was an understanding o f  th e  whole world. The o b jec ts  o f  study 

fo r the physica l sc iences more e a s ily  le n t  themselves to  understanding 

through an a to m is tic , mechanical approach. And the  o b jec ts  o f  study fo r 

the  s o c ia l sc iences more e a s ily  le n t  themselves to  understanding through 

an o rgan ic , v i t a l i s t i c  approach. There would be a recogn ition  th a t  these 

o b jec ts  a lone , in  one context o r the o th e r , were id e a l and u n rea l. They 

d id n 't  e x is t  as th ings in  the  world. To understand the  th ings o f  th is  

world and the ch arac te r o f th e i r  r e g u la r i ty , one would need co n trib u tio n s  

from each o f th ese  areas and a way in  which to  jo in  them. A way o f 

jo in in g  them must be access ib le  s in c e , in  the way o f  th e  world, they 

e x is t  a lready  jo in ed . The events th a t  a re  o f concern to  physical science 

req u ire  "organic" in p u t fo r th e i r  happening. The events th a t  a re  o f 

concern to  s o c ia l science req u ire  "mechanical" inpu t fo r th e i r  

happening. Each event o f  the  a c tu a l world, in  each and a l l  o f  i t s  p a r ts ,  

i s  co n s titu te d  o f ind ispensab le  "a tom istic" and "organic" p a r ts .  Each 

event fe a tu re s  both mechanical nd v i t a l  processes.

Over tim e, however, s o c ia l  s c ie n t i s t s ,  e sp ec ia lly  those o f  the 

lab o ra to ry  v a r ie ty , "chose" not to  see t h i s .  The n a tu ra l s c ie n t i s t s  o f 

so c ia l l i f e  focused th e i r  research  in te re s ts  on the d is jo in te d  limbs o f 

human a c t iv i ty  th a t  resembled the  s o r t  o f th ings th a t  " re a l"  s c ie n t i s t s  

s tu d ied . They entered  th e  labo ra to ry  looking fo r evidence o f  the  r e a l i ty  

th a t  they already know has the property o f tim eless  ex is ten c e . They
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merely looked fo r the ch arac te r o f those tim e less , e s s e n tia l  forms th a t 

governed human behavior. Once they were had, they would be th e irs  

fo rev er. They en tered  the labo rato ry  w ith th e  n a tu ra l a t t i tu d e .  They 

operated with the  r e i te r a t iv e  p r in c ip le , seeking v e r if ic a tio n  over and 

over again fo r what they already knew e x is ted , looking fo r  confirm ation.

There i s  another way to  en te r  the  lab o ra to ry , in  good f a i th .  One 

can e n te r  the labo ra to ry  with a c r i t i c a l  a t t i tu d e ,  looking to  see how 

th ings change or absent themselves from change. One can operate with a 

rev a lu a tiv e  p r in c ip le , looking fo r s ig n s o f  change in  th e  forms th a t 

su b jec ts  as a group (and perhaps as a population) a re  usintj to  give shape 

to  th e i r  world and o rgan ization  to  th e i r  a c t iv i ty .  In those d a ta , one 

would a lso  see the signs o f the  process o f change.

When p a tte rn s  o f s o c ia l  behavior a re  played o u t, one can focus

a tte n tio n  on e i th e r  th e  psycholog ists  who are observing those p a tte rn s  or

the s o c ia l  in d iv id u a ls  who are  enacting  those p a tte rn s . Psychologists 

reaching fo r the data on which to  base a n a tu ra l science w ill 

unaerstanoably search fo r the invariances in  so c ia l behavior. Social 

psycholog ists operate under the  premise th a t  r e g u la r i t ie s  in  so c ia l 

behavior c o l le c t  around so c ia lly  produced contexts th a t  may not be 

commensurable with each o ther ( ra th e r  than c o lle c tin g  around a s in g le  s e t

o f in v a r ia n t p r in c ip le s  th a t  operates throughout the  so c ia l w orld).

Consequently, they ao not s t r a in  th e  data o f so c ia l behavior to  find  the 

underlying un ity  in  those d is p a r i t ie s  or the in h eren t i r r a t io n a l i ty  in  

one p a r t th a t  would make the  d isp a r i ty  between th e  two understandable. 

Hence, when confronted by two groups th a t  p resen t incommensurable 

accounts o f " re a lity "  ana th a t  accuse each o th er o f b ia s , th e i r  inquiry  

aims to  uncover the so c ia l and h is to r ic a l  conditions ( i . e . ,  con tex t) th a t
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re sp ec tiv e ly  give shape to  these  incommensurable accounts. This inquiry  

i s  informed by an app rec ia tion  fo r  the  conventional s ta tu s  o f each of 

those incommensurable accounts o f  r e a l i ty .  I t  i s  the  l a t t e r  

ap p rec ia tio n , more than any o th e r , th a t  must be conveyed to  both o f the  

warring p a r t ie s  when group c o n f l ic t  emerges w ithin  so c ie ty . Each o f the 

two p a r t ie s  may perceive th re a t  and r e s i s t  change when confronted by the 

o th e r . Group members have become attached  to  th e i r  re sp ec tiv e  

conventional worlds (and conventional id e n t i t ie s )  th a t  took shape through 

deployed so c ia l con tex ts. But, they lo se  s ig h t o f i t s  conventional 

ch a rac te r and endow th e i r  w o rld /id en tity  with the  a u th o rity  o f  n a tu re ; 

and when th a t  w o rld /id en tity  i s  th reatened  they fe e l th e i r  very ex istence 

i s  th rea ten ed , while in  fa c t  i t  i s  "only" c e r ta in  o f th e i r  conventional 

arrangements th a t  have been th rea ten ed . The s o c ia l  p sy ch o lo g is t's  

e f fo r ts  should be d ire c ted  a t  narrowing th e  d is tan ce  between two 

conventional s e ts  o f  arrangem ents. An im portant p a r t  o f  th a t  p ro je c t 

should be to  convey to  both o f  the  warring groups the  conventional 

ch a rac te r o f each world o f consistency and the  conventional ch arac te r o f 

the exh ib ited  incom m ensurabilities. In th a t  context and with th a t  

ap p rec ia tio n , the conditions a re  a lso  crea ted  fo r fu n c tio n a l change 

w ith in  each group.



APPENDIX A- P . l  O f  5

This study has to do with people's perceptions of yhols, conplsta 
actlvltlss and how thsy psrcslvs parts of that activity In ralatlon 
to tha larger, whole activity. On this fora you ara asked to judge 
how Important a role the smaller activity plays In accomplishing 
tha goals of tha larger activity. There will be two problems of this 
sort. One Is on tha next page and tha second Is on tha page after 
that. For each problem! there will be eleven sub-activities that 
you will have to judge on a scale from l(very Important) to 7(very 
unimportant) with regard to how Important they are in accomplishing 
tha larger goal. The other blanks represent the range between 
very important and very unimportant —  for example! tha middle blank 
represents moderate Importance. Some of the sub-activities might 
describe a greatar segment of tha larger activity than other of the 
sub-activities. (You might want to take this Into consideration whan 
making your ratings.)

For aach problem! the aub-aetlvltles will be listed on the left 
aide of tha page while the rating blanks for aach sub-activity will 
be listed opposite It on the right side of tha page. Check only one 
of the seven blanks for each of the eleven sub-aetlvlties. Before 
making any of tha ratings, look at tha list of sub-actlvitles so that 
you can get a good idea of tha larger activity. Then make your ratings 
for aach of the eleven sub-actlvlties. Go on to tha second problem 
only after you have finished the firet problem.

Don't worry about why you feel that soma sub-activity la or 
is not an Important part of tha larger activity —  just mark It tha 
way you see It. These problems do not require deep thought. We are juae 
trying to gst your impressions. Okay? If you have any questions please 
ask them now since you won't be able to ask questions while you are 
completing the form. If you have no questlone then just read and sign 
the consent form the experimenter will give you and you can go ahead 
and complete the form.



EDITING J 1 L

STAPLING

1 7vary vary
Important unimportant

I I I I I

SIGNING ! _ _ l  I I I I

ttpin g J I I I I L

FINNING J I L

PILING [  I J I I I I J

SHUFFLING J I I I L

WRITING J I I I L

BOXING i i i i i i _J

READING J  I I L

CLIPPING I— .1— 1---- 1---- l— l_ _ _ L - J



PUNTING

KICKING

i I I I L
7

iS$S¥une unfo?orcant

I I I I I I

PASSING

SCORING

I I I I I L

I I I L

TACKLING I _ l  I L

RUNNING [  I I I I I I )

JUMPING J I I L

BLOCKING I I I I I I L

PUNCHING I I I I I I

tripping I • I I I I

SCRIPTING
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Questionnaire on PROBLEM 1 

NOTE: Use tha other side of th is  page i f  you need wore room to answer

A) What was the name of the firC t larger, whole activ ity?

B) Did you come up with that word naming the whole ac tlv ity ;w h ile  you 
were looking a t the words describing the su b -ac tiv itie s  or did you 
Just now come up with the word while during the problem you had ju s t 
worked with and grasped the idea of the larger, whole activ ity? 
Explain, i f  you can.

C) When did you know what the la rg e r, whole ac tiv ity  waa? a f te r  looking 
a t the f i r s t  3 ,4 ,5 ,e tc . sub-activ ities?  a f te r  looking a t  a l l  the 
eub-activ itles once,twice, e tc .?  Explain, i f  you can.

D) Can you rea«mber any or a l l  of the au b -ac tlv ltie s  and the ra tings that 
you gave them? I f  so, write the name, ra ting  (1-very important, 7-vary 
unimportant) and any reaaon th a t may have occurred ro you a t that time 
for giving the sub-activ ity  that ra tin g . I f  you had no "reason", don 't 
concern yourself with answering th is  part of the question. We are 
ju s t trying to give you an open-ended opportunity to express thoughts 
that may have occurred to you a t tha t time.

1)_____________

2).

3).

4).

5)

« > .

7).

8).

9).

10).

ID.



Queationnalra on PROBLEM 2 

NOTE) Uee the othar aid* of th ia  page I f  you need Bora room eo aoawar

A) What waa eha nama of the s e c o n d  la rg er, whole actlvltyT

B) Did you coma up with that word naming the whole ac tiv ity ;v h ile  you 
were looking a t  the worda deacrlbing the aub-actlv ltlaa or did you 
Juat now come up with the word while during the problem you had juat 
worked with and graapad the Idea of the larger, whole activ ity? 
Explain, I f  you can.

C) Whan did you know what the la rg e r, whole ac tiv ity  waa? a f te r  looking 
a t the f l r a t  3 ,A,5 ,e tc . aub-ectiv ltiaa? a f te r  looking a t  a l l  the 
aub-activ ltlea once,twice, e tc .?  Explain, I f  you can.

D) Can you remember any or a l l  of the aub-actlv ltlaa and the ratlnga that 
you gave then? I f  eo, w rite the name, ra ting  (1-vary Important, 7-vary 
unimportant) and any raaaon th a t nay have occurred to  you a t that tine 
for giving the aub-aetiv ity  th a t ra tin g . I f  you had no "raaaon", don 't 
concern yourealf with anawerlng th ia  part of the queation. We are 
Juat trying to give you an open-ended opportunity to expreee thoughta 
that may have occurred to you a t  tha t time.
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APPENDIX B -  P . l  o f  5

This study has to do vleh pooplo's poreoptions of yhole, complete 
activities and how they parcalva parts of that activity In relation 
to the larger« whole activity* On this fora you are asked to judge 
how important a role the smaller activity plays In accomplishing 
the goals of the larger activity. There will be two problems of this 
sort. One Is on the next page and the second Is on the page after 
that. For each problem, there will be eleven aub-activities that 
you will have to judge on a scale from l(very important) to 7(very 
unimportant) with regard to how Important they are In accomplishing 
the larger goal. The other blanks represent the range between 
very important end very unimportant —  for example, the middle blank 
represents moderate importance. Some of the sub-activities might 
describe a greater segment of the larger activity than other of the 
aub-activltias. (You might want to take this into consideration when 
making your ratings.)

For each problem, the sub-activities will be listed on the left 
side of the page while the rating blanks for each sub-activity will 
be listed opposite it on the right side of the page. Check only one 
of the seven blanks for eaeh of the eleven sub-activities. Before 
making any of the ratlnga, look at the list of sub-activities so that 
you can get a good idea of the larger activity. Then make your ratings 
for each of the eleven sub-activities. Go on to the second problem 
only after you have finished the first problem.

Don't worry about why you feel that some sub-activity is or 
is not an important part of the larger activity —  just mark it the 
wey you see it. These problems do not require deep thought. W« are just 
trying to get your lmpreeslons. Okay? If you have any questions please 
ask them now since you won't be able to aek questions while you are 
completing the form. If you have no questions then Just read and sign 
the consent form the experimenter will give you and you can go ahead 
and complete the fora.
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JABBING J I L
1 7

im}!8F?ant - unin?J?t*nt

HITTING I I 1 1 1

WRESTLING I I I I I L

SHOVING I I I I I I

TINNING

L  i i i i i i J

SHUFFLING L_i_ i i i i i 1i 7

SNEERING L . i . i i _.i 1 |i 7

1 I 'I I I I I I

CRABBING 1 I I I  I I I

CLIPPING [ I I I I I___ I— j
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C0DING l l l l l l l !
imporc.nt unin^8^*nt

PROGRAMMING 1 i ■ 1 1 1. . 1 1
i 7

COMPUTING 1 i 1 1 1 . I _ 1 _ 1
X 7

SCORING 1 i 1 _l 1 1 1 l
X 7

TABULATING 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
X 7

RUNNING 1 1 - 1 1 1 i I
X t

*
COLLECTING 1 1 _l 1 1

1 7

DEBUGGING 1 1 1 1 1 1. .  1 1
X

PUNCHING 1 1 1 1 1 1 J
X 7

1 1 1 • 1 1 . . 1 1aUalinu X 7

SCRIPTING Ij—J 1---1---1---1---1—J



Questionnaire on PROBLEM 1

NOTEi Uti th i  oehir i ld i  of th is  page I t  you need more room Co answer

A) What was che name of tUa f l r t t  la rg e r, whole a c tiv ity 7

B) Did you cose up with that word naming the whole accivicy;whlle you 
were looking a t the words describing the aub-acclvlclas or did you 
ju s t now cone up with the word while during the problem you had Just 
worked with and grasped the idea of the la rg e r, whole ac tiv ity?  
Explain, I f  you can.

C) When did you know what the la rg e r, whole a c tiv ity  was? a f te r  looking 
a t Che f i r s t  3 ,4 ,5 ,e tc . sub-activ ities?  a f te r  looking a t  a l l  the 
sub-acclvltles once,twice, e tc .?  Explain, I f  you can.

D) Can you remsmber any or a l l  of the su b -ac tiv itie s  and the ra tings th a t 
you gave them? I f  so, w rite the name, ra ting  (1-very important, 7-vary 
unimportant) and any reason th a t nay have occurred to you a t  that tin e  
for giving Che sub-activ ity  th a t ra tin g . I f  you had no "reason", don 't 
concern yourself with answering th is  part of the question. We are 
ju s t  trying to give you an open-ended opportunity to express thoughts 
tha t may have occurred to you a t  that time.



O u a a t lo n n a l r a  o n  PROBLEM j  

HOTEi Ua* th e  o c h a r  a id e  of t h i a  p ag a  i f  you a a a d  wore r o o a  eo answer

A) Whae wae eha nane of eha a«cond Xargar, whole activ ity?

B) Did you c o m  up with Chat word naming tha whola activ ity jw hila  you 
wara looking a t eha worde daacriblng eha aub-activleiaa or did you 
Juae now eowa up with tha word whila during tha problem you had June 
vorkad with and gxaapad eha idea of tha la rg er, whola activ ity? 
Explain, i f  you can.

C) Whan did you know whae eha larger, whola a c tiv ity  waa? a f te r  looking 
a t  eha fira e  3 ,4 ,3 ,a te . aub-activitlaa? a f te r  looking ac a l l  the 
aub-aceiviciaa once.twice, ace.? Explain, i f  you can.

D) Can you reneafear any or a l l  of tha aub-activ itlaa  and eha raelnga ehac 
you gave Chao? I f  ao, w rite tha nana, ra ting  ( l“very laportan t, 7-vary 
unimportant) and any raaaon that nay have occurred eo you a t th a t tine 
for giving eha sub-activ ity  tha t racing. Zf you had no "raaaon", don 't 
concern youraelf with anawaring th ia  pare o f tha question. We are 
Juat trying to give you an open—ended opportunity to cxpraoa thoughea 
tha t aay have occurred to you a t  tha t tin e .
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APPENDIX C -  P. 1 o f  5
This study has to do with what wa have In mind when we use words which 

refer to categories. Let's take the word "red" as an example. Close your
eyes and Imagine a true red. Now Imagine an oranglsh red... Imagine a
purple red. Although you might still name the orange-red or the purple-red 
with the term "red," they are not as good examples of red (as clear cases 
of what "red" refers to) as thfc clear "true" red. In short, some reds are 
redder than others. The same Is true for other kinds of categories. Think 
of dogs. You all have some notion of what a "real dog," a "doggy dog" is.
To me a retriever or a German shepherd la a very doggy dog while a Pekinese 
Is a less doggy dog. Notice that this kind of judgment has nothing to do 
with how well you like the thing; you can like a purple red better than a
true red but still recognize that the color you like is not a true red. You
may prefer to own a Pekinese without thinking that it Is the breed that best 
represents what people mean by dogglness.

On this form you are asked to judge how good an example of a category 
various instances of a category are(for two separate problems. The first 
problem with 11 instances of a category appears on the next page and tha 
second problem with 11 instances of another category appears on the page 
after. On the left side of each page you will find the instances and to the 
right of each Instance you will find seven blanks; the blank closest to the 
Instance should be checked If It Is your idea of a good example of the 
category; the blank to the extreme right should be checked if it is your 
Idea of a poor example of the category. The other blanks represent the 
range in between a very good and a very poor fie —  for example, the middle 
blank represents a moderate fit. Mark one and only one blank for each of 
the eleven instances for each of the two problems, so that after the two 
problems you will have made 22 judgments.

In order to get a good idea of what category you are making judgements 
about, be sure to first look at all eleven examples of the category before 
you make any judgments. After you have gotten a good idea of the category, 
rate each of the eleven Instances on goodness or poorness as an example of 
the category. Try not to make comparative judgments for each example on 
the basis of goodness or poorness of the other examples. Rather, try to make 
absolute Judgments of goodness or poorness of each example on the basis of the 
merits of each example. You might find that all 11 examples are poor examples 
or all 11 examples are good examples.

Don't worry about why you feel that something is or isn't a good example 
of the category —  just mark it the way you see it. These problems do not 
require deep thought. We are Just trying to get your impressions. Okay?
If you have any questions, please ask them now since you won't be able to 
ask questions while you are completing the form. If you have no questions 
you can go ahead and finish the form.

*
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Probl— 1

A) What v u  the naae for tha f i r s t  category of objscts?

B) Did you com up with tha t word naming tha category while you wara 
looking a t  tha objects or did you Just now eons up with tha word 
whila during the problem you had Just worked with and grasped 
tha Idas of tha category! Explain, I f  you can.

C) When did you know what tha category was? a f te r  looking a t  tha f i r s t  
3 ,4 ,3 ,a te . objacta? a f te r  looking a t a l l  tha objects onea, twice, etc*?
Explain, I f  you can.

D) Can you renaabar any or a l l  of tha objects and tha ra tings that
you gave them? I f  so, w rits  tha naaa, ra ting  ( l“very good, 7-wary poor)
and any reason that nay have occurred to  you a t tha t tine for giving 
the object th a t ra ting . I f  you had no "reason" don 't concern yourself 
with answering th is  part of the question. Me arc Just try ing  to give you
an open-ended oppotunlty to express thoughts that nay have occurred
to you a t  that tin e .

1).

2).

3).

4).

5),

6),

7).

0).

9).

10).
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Hfoblen 1

A) What w  tha new  for tha second category of objects?

B) Did you caw  up with tha t word nsa la t tha category wbUa you wars 
looking a t  tha objects or did you Just now cow up with tha word 
while durlog tha probXw you had ju s t worked with sad grasped 
tha idea of the category? Explain* I f  you can.

C) Whoa did you know what tha category was? a f te r  looking a t tha f i r s t  
3*4*3*ecc. objects? a f te r  looking a t  a l l  tha objects once* twice* a te .?  
Explain* I f  you can.

0) Can you reaueber any o r e l l  of eha objects and the ra tings that
you gave thou? I f  so, w rits  the naae, ra ting  (l"very good, 7-very poor) 
and any reason tha t nay hare occurred to you a t  th a t cine fo r giving 
the object tha t ra tin g . I f  you had no "reason" don 't concern yourself 
with answering th is  part of tha question. He are Just trying to give you 
an open-ended oppotunlty to expraea thoughts tha t any have occurred 
to you a t  th a t tin e .

1).

3).

4),

5),

6).

7)

» > .

n

10).
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APPENDIX D -  P. 1 o f  5
This study has to do with what we have In mind when we use words which 

refer to categories. Let's take the word "red" as an example. Close your 
eyes and imagine a true red. Now imagine an oranglsh red... imagine a 
purple red. Although you might still name the orange-red or the purple-red 
with the term "red," they are not aa good examples of red (as clear cases 
of what "red" refers to) aa the clear "true" red. In short, some reds are 
redder than others. Tha same is true for other kinds of categories. Think 
of dogs. You all have some notion of what a "real dog,” a "doggy dog" Is.
To me a retriever or a German shepherd is a very doggy dog while a Pekinese 
Is a leas doggy dog. Notice that this kind of judgment has nothing to do 
with how well you like the thing} you can like a purple red batter than a 
true red but still recognize that the color you like is not a true red. You 
may prefer to own a Pekinese without thinking that it is the breed that best 
reprasenta what people mean by dogginess.

On this form you are asked to judge how good an example of a category 
various instances of a category arej for two separate problems. The first 
problem with 11 instances of a category appears on the next page and the 
second problem with 11 instances of another category appears on the page 
after. On the left side of each page you will find tbs instances and to the 
right of each instance you will find seven blanks; the blank closest to the 
instance should be checked if it is your idea of a good example of the 
category; the blank to tha extreme right should be checked if it is your 
idea of a poor example of the category. The other blanks represent the 
range in between a very good and a very poor fit —  for example, the middle 
blank represents a moderate fit. Mark one and only one blank for each of 
the eleven instances for each of the two problems, so that after the two 
problems you will have made 22 judgments.

In order to get a good idea of what category you are making judgements 
about, be sure to first look at all eleven examples of the category before 
you make any judgments. After you have gotten a good idea of the category, 
rate each of the eleven instances on goodness or poorness as an example of 
the category. Try not to make comparative judgments for each example on 
the basis of goodness or poorness of the other examples. Rather, try to make 
absolute Judgments of goodness or poorness of each example on the basis of the 
merits of each example. You might find that all 11 examples are poor examples 
or ell 11 examples are good examples.

Don't worry about why you feel that something is or isn't a good example 
of the category —  just mark it the way you see it. These problems do not 
require deep thought. We are just trying to get your impressions. Okay?
If you have any questions, please ask them now since you won't be able to 
ask questions while you are completing the form. If you have no questions 
you can go ahead and finish the form.

«
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Problem 1

A) Whet was Chs name for tha f i r s t  category o f ob jects?

B) Did you coaa up with tha t word naalng tha catagory while you wara 
looking a t  tha objects or did you Just now cone up with tha word 
while during eha problsu you had Juse worked with and grasped 
tha Idea of the category? Explain, i f  you can.

C) When did you know whae the catagory waa? a f te r  looking a t  the f lrse
3 ,4 ,5 ,e tc . objacte? a f te r  looking a t  a l l  eha objects once, twice, e tc .?
Explain, I f  you can.

0) Can you renenbar any or a l l  of tha objects and the ra tings that
you gave than? I f  so, w rite the naae, ra ting  (W ary  good, 7“Very poor) 
and any reason that nay have occurred to  you a t  th a t tin e  fo r giving . 
the object th a t ra tin g . I f  you had no "reason" don’t  concern yourself 
with answering th ia  part of tha question. Vo are Juat try ing  to give you 
an open-ended oppoeunlty to  express thoughts that nay have occurred 
to you a t that t in s .

1).

2).

3),

4).

5).

6 ).

7).

8).

«>.

10)



P ro b la a  3

A) Uh«C u u  eha a m  fo r  tha second catagory o f o b jM tf t

B) DU you eom up with tha t word naning tha catagory whila you ware 
looking a t  tha objects or did you ju a t now eom up with tha word 
while during eha problm  you had Juat vorkad with and graapad 
tha idaa of tha catagory? Explain* I f  you can.

C) Vhau did you know what eha catagory was? a f ta r  looking a t tha f i r s t  
J ,t ,J ,a te >  objacta? a f ta r  looking a t  a l l  eha objacea oaca, twice, ate.T 
Explain, I f  you can.

D) Can you raoaubor any o r a l l  of tha objaata and eha ratings th a t
you gara thaa? I f  ao, w rite tha naaa, ra tin g  (1-vary good, 7-wery poor) 
and any raaaon tha t aay haws oecurrad eo you a t  tha t t in s  for g lrlng 
eha objaet th a t racing. I f  you had no "raaaon" don 't ooneam youroalf 
with answering th ia  p art o f eha question. Ha ara ju a t trying to g iro  you 
aa opan-ondad oppotunity to  axpreas thoughts tha t nay hava oecurrad 
eo you a t  tha t t in s .
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APPENDIX E -  P. 1 o f  5
This study has to do with what ws have in Bind when we uss words which 

refer to categories. Lot's take the word "red" as an example. Close your 
eyes and imagine a true red. Now imagine an orangish red... imagine a 
purple red. Although you might still name tha orange-red or the purple-red 
with the term "red«" they are not as good examples of red (as clear cases 
of what "red" refers to) as the clear "true" red. In short* some reds are 
redder than others. Tha same is true for other kinds of categories. Think 
of dogs. You all have some notion of what a "reel dog," a "doggy dog" is.
To me a retriever or a German shepherd is a very doggy dog while a Pekinese 
is a less doggy dog. Notice that this kind of judgment has nothing to do 
with how well you like the thing; you can like a purple red better than a 
true red but still recognize that the color you like is not a true red. You 
may prefer to own a Pekinese without thinking that it is the breed that best 
represents what people mean by dogginess.

On this form you are asked to judge how good an example of a category 
various instances of a category are( for two separate problems. The first 
problem with 11 instances of a category appears on the next page and the 
second problem with 11 instances of another category appears on the page 
after. On the left side of each page you will find the instances and to the 
right of each instance you will find seven blanks; the blank closest to the 
instance should be checked if it is your idea of a good example of the 
category; the blank to the extreme right should be checked if it is your 
idee of a poor example of the cetegory. The other blanks represent the 
range in between a very good and a very poor fit —  for example* the middle 
blank represents a moderate fit. Mark one end only one blenk for eech of 
the eleven instances for each of the two problems* so that after the two 
problems you will have made 22 judgments.

In order to get a good idea of what category you are making judgements 
about, be sure to first look at all eleven examplea of the category before 
you make any judgments. After you have gotten a good idea of the category* 
rate each of the eleven instances on goodness or poorness as an example of 
the category. Try not to make comparative judgments for each example on 
the basis of goodness or poorness of the other examples. Rather* try to make 
absolute judgments of goodness or poorness of each example on the basis of the 
merits of each example. You might find that all 11 examples are poor examples 
or all 11 examples are good examples.

Don't worry about why you feel that something la or isn't a good example 
of tha category —  just mark it the way you sea it. These problems do not 
require deep thought. We are just trying to get your impressions. Okay?
If you have any questions* please ask them now since you won't be able to 
ask questions while you are completing the form. If you have no questions 
you can go ahead and finish the form.

e



PROBLEM 1

TOOTHBRUSH
vary good f i t v a r y  p o o r  f i t

Q -  TIPS

1 1 . 1  1 1 . 1
1 7

TOOTHPASTX
1 1 1 . 1 _ _  L .

1 I 7

RAZOR BLADE
| I I I . 1  1

1 7

BRUSH
1 1 1 1 1 L  1

I ' 7

00MB

1 1 1 I I 1 1
1 7

TWEEZERS 1 1 1 1 1 _ l 1 1
1 7

RAZOR

I | 1 1 1 1. 1 1
I 7

SCISSORS
I 1 I

PICK COMB
I I I 1 L

AEBDSOL CAN



PROBLEM 2

WHEELBARROW I I  L 1 1 J
1

vary good f i t
7

vary poor f i e

AXE i i i i
1 7

HOE 1 1 .. 1 1 1 1
1 7

RAKE 1 1 . 1 . .  1 1 1
I 7

LADDER 1 1 1 .  1 1 1
, 1 7

SCYTHE 1 1 1 I... I 1
1 7

PITCHFORK 1 1 1 1 L 1 1
I 7

PAIL L j  i i. 1 1 1 1
i 7

STOOL
. .  i l I I 1 1
i 7

WATERING CAN
: ........1 ■ 1 1 _  1 1 1
1 7

SHOVEL ..1 1 1 .. 1 I.J 1
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Problan 1

A) What vaa tha  naaa fo r tha f i r s t  category o f objaeta?

B) Did you coaa up with th a t word aaalng tha catagory whlla you wara 
looking a t  tha objaeta or did you Just now c o m  u p  with tha word 
whlla during tha problan you had ju s t  worked with and graspad 
tha ldaa of tha catagory? Explain, i f  you can*

C) Whan did you know what tha catagory was? a f ta r  looking a t  tha f i r s t
3 ,4 ,5 ,e tc . objaeta? a f ta r  looking a t  a l l  tha objacts onea, twice, a te .?
Explain, i f  you can.

D) Can you rsMabar any or a l l  of tha objacts and tha ra tings that
you gave than? I f  so, w rite the m m ,  ra ting  (1-very good, 7-very poor) 
and any reason that My have occurred to  you a t tha t t lM  fo r giving 
tha object th a t ra tin g . I f  you had no "raaaon” don 't concern yourself 
with answering th ia  part of tha question. Va arc Just try ing  eo give you 
an open-ended oppotunity to express thoughts that My have occurred 
to you a t  tha t t lM .

1).

2 ).

3).

* ) ,

5).

6).

7).

»>.

9).

10),



A) Mist h u  the M M  fo r tha seoood catagory o f ob jects?

■) Did you c o m  op with th a t word naaing eha catagory whlla you w re  
looking a t  eha objacts or did you jusc non c o m  up with tha Hard 
whlla during tha probleu you had Jusc worked with and grasped 
tha idea of tha catagory? Explain* i f  you c m .

C) Mun did you know what tha category was? a f ta r  looking a t  tha f i r s t  
3,4*5*ote. objaeta? a f ta r  looking a t  a l l  eha objacts o m o * twice* e tc .?  
Explain* i f  you can.

D) Can you raaaabar any o r a l l  of tha objacts and the ratings that
you gave thaw? I f  so* w rits  eha naM* ra ting  (Iw ery  good, 7“very poor) 
and any raaaon tha t nay haw  oecurrad to  you a t  that t lM  fo r giving 
tha object tha t ra tin g . I f  you had no "raaaon" don 't eaaeiam yourself 
with answering th is  part o f eha question. Us era ju s t  try ing  to g iw  you 
an openwuded oppotunlty to  express thoughts tha t My haw  occurred 
to you a t tha t t lM .
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APPENDIX P -  P. 1 o f  5

This study has to do with what we have in mind when we use words which 
refer to categories. Let's take the word "red" as an example. Close your 
eyes and Imagine a true red* Now Imagine an orangish red... imagine a 
purple red. Although you might atill name the orange-red or the purple-red 
with the term "redt" they are not as good examples of red (as clear cases 
of what "red" refers to) as the clear "true" red. In short, soma reds are 
redder than others. Tha same is true for other kinds of categories. Think 
of dogs. You all have some notion of what a "real dog," a "doggy dog" Is.
To me a retriever or a German shepherd is a very doggy dog while a Pekinese 
Is a less doggy dog. Notice that this kind of Judgment has nothing to do 
with how well you like the thing; you can like a purple red better than a 
true red but still recognize chat the color you like is not a true red. You 
may prefer to own a Pekinese without thinking that it Is the breed that best 
represents what people mean by dogginaaa.

On this form you are asked to judge how good an example of a category 
various Instances of a category aretfor W O  separate problems. The first 
problem with 11 Instances of a category appears on the next page and the 
second problem with 11 instances of another category appears on the page 
after. On the left side of each page you will find the Instances and to the 
right of each Instance you will find seven blanks; the blank closest to the 
instance should be checked if It is your idea of a good example of the 
category; the blank to the extrema right should be checked if It is your 
idea of a poor example of the category. The other blanks represent the 
range in between a very good and a very poor fit —  for example* the middle 
blank represents a moderate fit. Mark one and only one blank for each of 
the eleven instances for each of the two problems, so that after the two 
problems you will have made 22 judgments.

In order to get a good idea of what category you are making Judgements 
about, be sure to first look at all eleven examples of the category before 
you make any Judgments. After you have gotten a good idea of the category, 
rate each of the eleven Instances on goodness or poorness as an example of 
the category. Try not to make comparative judgments for each example on 
the basis of goodness or poorness of the other examples. Rather, try to make 
absolute judgments of goodness or poorness of each example on the basis of the 
merits of each example. You might find that all 11 examples are poor examples 
or all 11 examples are good examples.

Don't worry about why you feel that something Is or isn't a good example 
of the category —  just mark It the way you see It. These problems do not 
require deep thought. We are just trying to get your impressions. Okay?
If you have any questions, please ask them now since you won't be able to 
ask questions while you are completing the form. If you have no questions 
you can go ahead and finish the form.

«
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HAMMER
« i n  good fie vary poor f ie

SAW 1 1 1 1 I I  1 J
1 7

WRENCH

1 1 1 1 1 L
1 7

SCREWDRIVER 1 . 1 1 I i L J
X 7

MOT AMD BOLT
_ 1 1 1 I I  1 1

1 7

HANDDR ILL J I L

PLIERS J I I L

PICKAXE J I L

SCISSORS

PADRBRBSH

I I I I L _ L

I I  I I I I

AEROSOL CAM J I I I I



PROBLEM 2

EGG BEATER X
vary good t ic

7
vary poor flc

CAD OPENER 1 .  .  1 1 1 1 1 j 1
1 7

ca irn  POT
_  1 1. . . 1 _l 1 L _

1 7

PRYING PAN
1 .  1 1 1 1 1

1 7

SPATULA
1 L  l 1 1 I 1
1 7

CORKSCREW
1 1 1 1 _ 1 1 .

1 7

FORK
1 1 I I 1

1 7

X 7

STOW.
I I I  1. J 1 1 1
X 7

MEASURING COP
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ProblM  1

A) What h i the nut toe tha f l r a t  category of objaeta?

8) Bid you eoaa up with th a t word nauing tha catagory whlla you ware 
looking a t  tha objaeta or did you Juat now eoaa up with tha word 
whlla during tha problaa you had ju a t worked with and graaped 
tha idea of tha category! Explain, I f  you can.

C) Whan did you know what tha category waa? a f ta r  looking a t  tha f l r a t
3 ,4 ,5 ,e tc . objaeta? a f ta r  looking a t  a l l  tha objaeta once, twice, atc.T
Explain, I f  you can.

0) Can you raneaber any o r a l l  of tha objaeta and tha ratlnga that
you gave than? I f  ao, w rite eha naM, ra ting  (1-very good, 7-very poor) 
and any raaaon tha t My hava occurred to  you a t  thac t lM  for giving 
the object th a t ra tin g . I f  you had no "raaaon" don’t  CMcarn youraalf 
with anawarlng th ia  p art of tha queetlon. He are Juat trying to give you 
an open-ended oppotunlty eo expreoa thought a that My hava occurred 
to you a t that tin e .

1



A) What h i  eh* bw  foe th* M end e t tu e r j r  o f  ob jec ts?

I )  Did you c o m  up with clue word easing eh* category while you were 
looking ac ehe objecta or did you ju a t now coue up with the word 
while during ehe problee you had Juat worked with and graapad 
the idea of the category? explain. I f  you can.

C) When did you know what the category waa? a f te r  looking a t the flra c
3 .4 .5 .a te . objects? a f te r  looking a t  a l l  the objecca once, twice, e tc .?  
Explain, I f  you can.

D) Can you reneobar any or a l l  of the objeeta and ehe rating* that
you gave then? I f  ao, w rite the none, ra tin g  <l"very good, 7-vary poor) 
and any reaaou tha t nay hare occurred to  you a t th a t tine  fo r giving 
cha object tha t ra tin g . I f  yon had no "reason" don’t  concern yourself 
with anewertng th is  part of tha question. We are ju s t try ing  to give you 
an open-ended oppotunlty to express thoughts th a t nay have occurred 
to  you a t  th a t tin * .
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APPENDIX G -  P . 1 o f  5

This study has to do with people's perception of the environment.
For this study, you will be exposed to two separate environments. Each 
environment consists of a picture. For each picture, your task will be to 
find the objects that are hidden In the picture. As you find each object 
hidden in the picture, write a number on it indicating whether it was the 
first object,second object,etc* that you found ( i.e. 1 for the first 
object you find, 2 for the second, 3 for the third, etc. ). As soon as you have 
have written the number on the object. Write the name of the object In the 
appropriately numbered blank in the apace provided below the picture(i.e. In 
Blank 1 write the name of the object numbered 1, In Blank 2 the object 
numbered 2, etc.). Then go on to find the next object, number It and write 
the name down, until you have found all of the hidden objects* Then go on 
to the next picture repeating the same procedure by marking off the first 
object found '1', etc* Each picture should taka juat a few minutes*

Please be sure to mark off only those objects that are hidden in 
the pictures. Do not Indiscriminately mark off all of the objects in the 
picture. If you have any questions, please ask them now since you will 
not be able to ask them while you are completing the form. If you have no 
questions then just read and sign the consent form the experimenter will 
give you. Then, go on to the pictures.





roH
•>3



Js iy m u lttjn ra iS E ii
NOTXi Oh  tha o ck tr s i t e  o f th la  pass i f  y n  M d  aora room to  aaawar.

A) Did you noclea o r do you now ao tlca  th a t a l l  of eha objoeta balong together? 
That la* tha t they ora a l l  o f a corcaln kind of thing or altuaclonT I f  not* 
ignora the naxe 3 quaationa (unlaaa yon can aaawar then a f ta r  coopletlng 
Quaatlon K).

I )  How would you naan th a t  category?

C) Who did you f lx a t  n o tice  th a t a l l  tha objaeta w on o f a  category? Whlla 
lookin g a t  tha p ic  tu rn  a f ta r  tha f i n e  fav <l»2*J*ate,?) ob jaeta t o r  a f ta r  
eaelng a l l  th a  ob jaetn t o r a f ta r  try in g  to  raapoad to  tha f l r a t  quaatlon 
on th la  ahaatt ate* T Explain, I f  you can.

D) Uhan did you coaa up w ith tha word th a t  aaaad tha category? Vhaa you f l r a t  
ro a lliad  th a t tha objoeta w an  a l l  o f  a  kladi o r  did you than Ju a t work 
with on ldaa (not wacbally fo n u la ta d )  o f the eatagory and eaoa up with 
a  word In  raaponaa to  th a  pravloua quaatlon} ate*? Explain, I f  you can.

S) H a t  aa aaay of tha  objoeta th a t you found hidden la  tha  f i n e  p la te n  
aa you can ranaobor.
1)_____________________
2)____________________

3 )______________________

4 )_______________________

5 «
i « _____________________

?)

» _____________________

»  _____________

io>

m
12)___________________

13)

H) ;_________
13)

P) Sow did you o r do you know th a t tha objaeta chat you fo n d  wara "hidden” aa 
eppooad to  a l l  the o th er ob jaeta in  tha p ic  tu n ?



Questionnaire fo r PICTURE 2 

NOTE; IIh  tha a char a Ida at th ia  p « |i  i f  you need aora room Co soever.

A) Did you n o d es  o r  do you now notice chat a l l  of tha objacca belong tocsther? 
That la ,  th a t chay ara a l l  o f a e a rta in  kind of thing o r s itu a tio n ?  I f  n o t, 
ignora tha e a s t 3 quaationa (unless you can anawar than a f ta r  caaplaUag 
Quaatlon E),

1) How would you aaaa th a t catagory?

C) H ut did yoo f i n e  notlcn  th a t a l l  tha objaeta w an of a category? While 
looking a t  tha p l a t a n  a f ta r  tha f l n t  f a r  (1 ,2 ,3 ,e tc ,? )  objeces; o r a f te r  
aaalng a l l  tha o b jec ts ; o r a f ta r  try ing  to  respond to  tha f l r a t  quaatlon 
oa th la  shee t; a t e .  f  Explain, I f  you can.

D) Mian did yon comm tp  with tha word th a t  naaed tha catagory? Whan you f l n t  
rea lised  chat tha ob jaeta  w an  a l l  o f  a  kind; or did you than Juat work 
with aa idea (not warbally formulated) of tha catagory and eaaa up with 
a  word la  raaponaa to  tha pnv loua quaatlon; a te , ? Explain, I f  yon can.

I )  H a t  aa nsay of th a  ob jaeta  th a t yon found hidden la  tha second p ic tu re  
aa you can raaanbar.
1)
1)
3)______________________

*)
5 3)______________________

; *)

?)
*>_____________________

9 )_____________________

10) 

id

IE)
13)

11)  

13)_____________________

f )  How did you o r  do you know th a t tha objaeta th a t you fo n d  ware "hidden" aa 
opposed to  a l l  tha  o ther ob jects  l a  tha p lc tu n 7
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APPENDIX H -  P . 1 Of 5
This study has to do with psopla's per caption of tha snvlroninent.

For this study* you will b« sxpoaad to two sapsrats environments. Each 
environment consists of a picture* For aach picture, your task will be to 
find tha objects that are hidden in tha picture. As you find each object 
hidden in the picture, write a number on it indicating whether it was the 
first object,second object,etc* that you found ( i.e. 1 for the first 
object you find, 2 for the second, 3 for the third, etc* )• As soon as you have 
have written the maMber on the object, Write the name of the object in tha 
appropriately numbered blank in the space provided below the pictured.e. In 
Blank 1 write the name of the object numbered 1, In Blank 2 the object 
numbered 2, etc.). Then go on to find the next object, number it and write 
the name down, until you have found all of the hidden objects. Then go on 
to the next picture repeating the same procedure by marking off the first 
object found '1', etc. Each picture should take just a few minutes.

Please be sure to mark off only those objects that are hidden in 
the pictures. Do not indiscriminately mark off all of the objects la the 
picture. If you have any questions, please ask them now since you will 
not be able to ask them while you are completing the form. If you have no 
questions then just read and sign the concent form the experimenter will 
give you. Then, go on to the pictures.





>#/iiXasi

z z z



2H9££i2SHSilS-£2£-EJ£E£5_l
NOTIt Dm  the < tlM  i ld a  of th is  p a |a  I f  you need w n  rooo to aaawor.

A) Did you nocleo or do yoo now notice th a t a l l  of tha objacta balonf together? 
That la , th a t thay a ra  a l l  of a ea rta la  kind o f thing or situ a tio n ?  I f  no t, 
Ignora tha n u t  3 guaetlona (unlaaa you can answer than a l ta r  coapletlng 
Queatlon E).

1) How would you nana th a t category?

C) Uhan did yon f l r a t  n o tice  th a t a l l  tha objacta vara o f a  category? While 
laohing a t  tha p ie  ta ro  a f te r  tha f l r a t  faw ( l ,2 ,3 ,a te .T )  ob jacta ; o r  a f te r  
anting a l l  tha  o b jac ta ; o r a f te r  try ing  to  reapood to  the f l r a t  gaoatlon 
on th la  ahoats ace. ? Explain, I f  you can.

D) Whan did yon eoaa up w ith tha word th a t  naaod tha category? Whan yea f l r a t  
taa lf ta d  chat tha o b jac ta  note a l l  o f a kind; o r did you then ju a t work 
with an idea (not aa rb a lly  fo n u la ta d )  of tha category and caaa up w ith 
a  word la  raaponaa to  th a  prerioua queatlon; a te .?  Explain, I f  you can.

1) t in e  aa aany o f  tha ob jacta  th a t you found hidden la  Che f l r a t  p le tu ra  
aa you eaa raaMobar.
1) _________
2)____________________

3 )______________________

4 )___________________
3 3)

i 4? _____
n

»)_____________________

9)____________________

10?

n?

u> ____________________

13?

14)_______ ’
13)__________________

T) How did you o r  do you know th a t tha objacta th a t you f e u d  were "hidden” aa 
oppoaed to  a l l  tha o th e r objacta l a  tha picture?



Questionnaire fog PICTURE 2 

BOTEi U h  tho o ther old* of th is  pigs i t  you aoud more room to  snswsr.

A) Did you notice o r  do you now notico that o i l  of tho objaeta belong together? 
That i s ,  th a t ehoy a rs  a i l  of a e sr ta in  kind of thing o r sltuatlonT  I f  not* 
ignore tha neat 3 questions (unlaaa you ean answac than a f to r  complatlng 
Quastion E).

1) Bow would you oaaa th a t eatagory?

C) Wham did you f i r s t  no t i e s  th a t a l l  tha objaeta warn of a  category? Whila 
looking a t  tha p ic tu re  a f ta r  tha f i r s t  fow (1 ,2 ,3 ,e tc .? )  ob jac ta t o r  a f to r  
aaaing a l l  tha o b jac ta ; o r  a f ta r  try ing  to  respond to  tha f l r a t  quaatloa 
oa th is  ohaatt a t e .  ? Explain, i f  you can.

D) Whan did yea coaa #  with tha word th a t  naaad tha catagoryt Whan you f l r a t  
ran lised  th a t tha o b jaeta  vara a l l  o f a klndt o r did you than ju s t  work 
with an Idas (not so rba lly  foraulatad) of tha  category and eaas up with 
a  ;*>r£ in  raspoaaa to  tha previous queatlon; e tc .?  Explain, i f  you can.

I )  L is t aa a n y  o f th a  ob jaeta th a t you found hidden la  tha second p le tu ra  
aa you can n ao a b ar.
1)
2)____________________

3 )______________________

4 )______________________

3)_____________________

: 4)
7)_____________________

« _____________________

9 )____________________ ___

10 )___________________

U )______________________

12)  

13 )_____________________

14) ___________

13)  

P) Bow did you o r do you know th a t tha objaeta th a t you fo n d  ware "hidden" aa 
opposed to a l l  tho o ther objaeta in  tha p icture?
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