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The Organ iza t i on  of Socia l I n f o r m a t i o n

Ii. the course of their day.-tomday ac t iv i t i es ,  people receiv e an enormous

amount of information abou t a large number of other people, obtained either

directl y through intera’~tlon and observation or indirectly through secondary

sources. As has been recognized for a long tim e (e.g., Lip~xnan , 1922), people

cannot hope to hold in their memory each discrete item of information they

encounter . To make living more manageable, people need to classify and organize

this information as it is rec eived . The manner in which people organize social

information has an impor tan t  bearing on the extent to which they will , for

example, trust, seek out, t~r cooperate with other s, as well as how much they ~ 3
will discriminate against , aggress against, or reject others. :‘

This chapter is concerned with the manner in which people cognitively

organize social information. We use the term “social information” in its

broadest sense. It refers to the temporal flow of information about other

people, with special emphasis on situations in which people receive two or more

units of information abou t each of two or mor e persons. Most past work in the

area of impression formation has studied settings in which subjects are given

information about only one stimulus person. We argue that new considerations

arise when the stimulus field contains information items about a variety of

persons.

Historical Prelude

Soloman Asch (1946) was one of the first social psychologists to study the

organization of person Impressions. Re started from the premise that items of

Information about a single person would form a perceptual unit . The resulting

“gestalt” would influence the interpretation of each of the elements so as to

make them consistent with the overall theme of the Impression. First Impr essions,

then, were viewed as being thematically organized into a coherent whole.
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Asch explored two possible determ inants of the organizing theme, trait

centrality and order of presentation. Some traits (or, mor e generally, person

features) wer e thought to be espec ially salient , viv id, or otherwise dominant

so as to emerge as the focus of organization. In his research , traits such

as warm and cold appeared to occupy this  cen t ra l  pos i t ion .  In a similar vein ,

sociological l i t e r a t u r e  has argued tha t per rn f e a t u r e s  t h a t  are “dev iant ”

w i t h i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  c u l t u r e  may also prov id e such a central  organizing funct ion
I

in person perception. The second variable studied by Asc h was order of

presentation. He found ev idenc e in support of the view that the first items

in the sequence of per son information provid e a thematic organization into

whic h the  la ter  Items are integrated .

Subsequent work on the variables of centrality and order moved away from

the question of impression organization and looked instead at the effects of

these (and oth er) var iables on t ra i t  inference and impression favorab i l i ty

judgments (c.f., Ander son, 1974; Rosenberg & Sed lak , 1972). Not until very

recently (e.g., And erson & Hastie, 1974; Cantor & Mischel , 1977; Ostrom , Lingle,

Pryor , & Geva, in press; Wyer & Carlston, in press) have social psychologists

returned to Asc h ’s orig inal concern regarding the thematic organization of

impressions.

There has now emerged a heal thy in teres t  in American socia l psychology

w i t h  the  cogni t ive organiza t ion of soc ia l informa t ion. This in te res t  has

extend ed beyond und erstanding the organization of information abou t a single

person (Asch ’s objective) to the organization in memory of information about

several other persons (e.g., Pic ek, Sherman, & S h i f f r i n , 1975) as well as abou t

the self (e.g., Markus, 1977; Rogers, Kuiper, & Kir ker, 1977) .

This renewed attention to the manner in which people organize social

information is not only welcome, but it represents an important advance over
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H
prev ious work in the  f i e l d  of impression formation and person perception. It

allows us to t heo r i ze  about whic h i tems  of soc ial informa t ion get categorized

toge the r , how one thought follows from another thought , and the manner in whic h

peop le r e t ri ev o pr ev iousl y l ea rned  i te ms .

Objectives of This Cha~pter

Prev ious research In the area of person perception has uncrit ically accepted

the assumption made by Asch regard ing the “unity ” of per son Impressions. It was

assumed by Asc h , as well as by those who followed , tha t people au tom a t i ca l l y

form a “per son gestalt” when exposed to information abou t other per sons. This

tendenc y can be seen in the n a t u r e  of both t heory and research practices in person I
percep t ion .

In constructing theories of person impressions, social psychologists have

dealt only with the case of a single person, with no recognition given to the

fact tha t information about one person is acquired and processed in the midst

of information about a variety of other people. This is true of theories from

a Gestalt perspec tive (Asch , 1946; Krech & Crutchf ield, 1948; De Charms, 1968;

Heid er , 1958), a reinforcement perspectiv e (Byrne, 1971), an information

integration perspectiv e (Anderson , 1974), an attribution theory perspectiv e

(Kelley, 1967), and a cognitiv e struc tur e perspective (Rosenberg & Sedlak, 1972;

Scott , 1969). They all appear to be based on the premise that people naturally

isolate all the items of information about each person and somehow tr eat it as

a collec t iv e when making impression responses. None of these theories prov id e

an understand ing of when or how people do, in fac t, organize the flow of infor-

mation according to persons. It is as if all these theorists take it for  granted

that the per son is the only meaningful  focus of organization.

I t
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This assumption has also aLt ected research p r a c t i c e s .  The empi r ica l

parad i~~ s used by mo st  i n v e s t i g a t o rs have the e f i e c t of pe r c e p t u a l ly  i so lat ing

the  intorma t ion about one person f r o m  the i n f o r m a t io n  about  a n o t h e r . For examp le ,

in bo th  t h e  t r a i l  j u d gn i e n t  task (Anderso n, 1974 . A sch ,  1946) and the  s i m i l a r i t y —

a t t r ac t i on  parad igm (B yrn e , 1971) i n f o r m a t i o n  is blocked by s t imulus  per sons.
4

Tha t is , the  informa t ion  about  one person is ex haus t ive l y presented  in a bloc k

be fo r e  information abou t anyone  else is given.  This , of cou rse , is q u i t e

d i s c r e p a n t  f r o m  what occurs in day—to—day  l i f e .  Except  for  c e r t a i n  occupa t ions

(a p s y c h i a t r i s t  will sees p a t i en t s  in sequent ia l ly blocked lim e per iods)  most of

us have repeated intermittent encounter s with a variety ol per sons ov er the  3
course of a t yp ica l  day.  Desp i te  the re la t ive  f r e q u e n c y  of suc h i n t e r m i t t e n t ly

acquired information in day—to—day l i f e, nea r ly a ll contemporary  soc ial ps ycho—

logical research on per son percept ion  presents  in fo rmat ion  to subj ects in a

“ blocked ’ f as h i o n .  There is c lear ly a need to develop empir ical  p rocedures  fo r

stud ying how people o r g a n i z e  soc ial i n f o r m a t i o n  when the  f l o w  of informa t ion

about  one per son is a r b i t r a r i ly  in terspersed among inf ormat ion  i tems  about other

per sons.

Th i s  chapter  explores the  pos s ib i l i t y  tha t there  are  a v a r i e t y  of f a c t o r s

tha t d e t e r m i n e  the  s t r e n g t h  of t he  “person g e s t a l t .” When the s t i m u l u s  f ie ld

c o n t a i n s  a va r i e ty  of in fo rma t ion  i tems abou t sev eral peop le , there  may be

c i r c u m s t a n c e s  under  which the  in format ion  i tems are  flt t organized around persons

a t  a l l .  We view the  probl em of discovering the  det e r m i nan t s  of the strength of

the  “ per son ges ta l t” as being fundamenta l  to al l  work in person per cept ion .  If

t he re  is no cogni t iv e un i t  r ep re sen t ing  the per son , the r e can he no wi th in—per son

organiza t ion of In forma t ion. Und er such c o n d i t i o n s  i t  wou ld not make sense to

t a l k  about  an o rgan ized  impression of t he  per son.

- — - -i. --. - k~~.a —~~c-- — ,~ —-
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The rema i nd er of t h i s  ch a p t e r  is div id ed i n to  tou r major  sections . The

f i r s t  prov ides an  ~a ! ’ s i s  ~1 the conc ept of o r g a n i z a t i o n  by pe r son  and o u t 1 i t ~t~~

a me thodo logy  (c l u s t  ~ ing in tr ee r e c a l l )  i v  which person o r g a n i z a t i o n  c a n  i~

s t u d  iet~ . The sec o nd se~ t Ion rev  li~ws r e l e v e n t  prev iou s r e s e a r c h  tha t e~np loyed

t h i s  ~ ~~~ l o g y .  I h e  iinp l i c a t l on s  of these finding s fo r  under stand ing pe rson

percep t  ion  w i l l  a!  so be desc r l h ~ d .  The t h i r d  sec t ion p r e s~- n t  s da t a  tha t r~’f u L e s

t h e  a s s ump t i o n  tha t soc ial in for ma t ion is a l w ay s  o rgan ized  around  p~ r ~cns .  i t

then in t roduces  t h e  no t ion  tha t pr ior f a m i l i a r i ty  w i t h  the  person ser v e s  as a

pr irna r y I i t . t e r m 1 na n~ ot t h e  st r e n g t h  of t h e  “ per son g e s t a l t . ” The h vt  sec t ion

d e s c r i be s  t he imp l i c a t i ons  of t h e  p r e sen t  ap p r o a c h  f o r  o the r  p rob l ems  in socia l

and p e r s o n a l it y  psy chology.  We also prov id e sugges t ions  fo r  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h  in

tha t sec t ion .

A n a ly s i s  of the  Cognit iv e Organ iza t ion of Soc ial In f o r m at i o n

An i t e m  of soc ia l in fo rmat ion  ref er s to any f ea tu re or charac ter is t ic

of a per son tha t is descrixn irtable ( i . e . ,  r ep resen t s  an id ent i f iable u n i t )  by

the ‘server . I t  may be an observed  behav ior sequenc e , a belief  about the

person ’ s past , a physical  f e a t u r e , a t r a i t , or any o ther  of a m u l t i t u d e of suc h

possible  charact e r i s t ics .  N a t u r a l l y enough , f e a t u r e s  are assoc iated w i t h  a

specific person at t h e  tim e they  are  perceiv ed . In  the  languag e of assoc ia t iv e

network  theories  ( e . g . ,  And erson & Bower , 1973; Col l ins  6, L o f t u s , 1975, Kint sc h ,

1974) , a person nod e Is c r ea t ed  In memory  when the  f i r s t  item of information is

receiv ed and a pathwa y is established bet ween the per son node and a node

representing the feature. As additional characteristics of a per son are observ ed ,

new feature nodes and their pathways to the per son node are created . Such mod els

of person perception have been proposed by Anderson and Hastie (1974), Ostrom , et.

al. (in press). and Wyer and Carlstott (in press).
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An illustration is given below for a hypothetical person named Bill .  He is

remembered as being a shy, male , coal miner who smiles a lot and who the

perceiver met at a party last New Years eve.

F e a t u re  Nodes

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ d ivorced
male
nam e is Bil l

Person Nod e smiles  a lot
coal miner
sh y
met at  New Year s  eve pa r ty

The a bov e prov ides an i l l u s t r a t i o n  of soc ia l inf ormat ion  being organized

by a “ person ges ta l t ” ; all i tems are re la ted  to each other by v i r t ue  of having

pa t hways to a couunon nod e , t he  person node. Asc h (1946) no doubt  crea t ed such

~in assoc iative networ k in his research on impression formation since his subjects - 
-.

were g iven  a l is t  of t r a i t s  all  of whic h charac t erized a s ingle  s t imulus  person.

This  t r a d i t i o n a l  impress ion f o r m a t i o n  methodology o f f e r s no competing i tems of

i n f o r m a t i o n  (abou t other  people , or about  non—person obj ects and events) tha t

could in ter f e r e  wi th  person organiza t ion .

Consid er , fo r  example , that our observer saw two other persons (besides

Bill) a t  the New Y j ar s  Eve par ty .  Susan was an a t t r ac t iv e airline stewardess
d

who was unmarr ied  and Abe was a surgeon w i t h  fou r  kid s who likes to d r ink  beer .

The observer may have encountered the several item s of social informat ion in

the following temporal sequence.

Bill  is divorced
Susa n is a t t r a c ti v e
Susa n is a stewardess
Abe likes to drink beer
Bill is a coal miner
Susan is unmarried
Bill  is shy
Abe Is a surgeon
Abe has fou r kid s

It is by no means ce r t a in  tha t when trying to remember these items of

soc ia l i n f o r m a ti o n  the  morning a f t e r  (on New Years day) , that  they will be

I
” —-- - ----- - ..-,-~~ : -
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organi~ eti by per son. The obs er v et may r e m e mb er m ee t  1mg a divorced per son , an

u n m ar r i e u  person , and a p e r s o n  w i t h  f o u r  c h i l d r e n , but  not r em ember  whic h was the

su rg ec- n , the  a i r l i n e  s t ewardess , or t h e  coa l  miner . We w i l l  a t  a l at e r  p o i n t  i n  *

t h e  chapter d1~ euss sev era l  a l ter n at i v e s  to per son o r g a n i z a ti o n .  Our concern  a t

this p o i n t  f~ to e s t a b i  ish the p lausIbility that al terna t iv e modes of o rgan i—

zat ion exist ~nd may w~~ll be a d o p t e d  u n d e r  some c i r c u m s t a n c e s .  We turn nex t

t c  - J e s c  r ibing a meth oco l o gy  t h a t  w i l l  allow us to s t u dy  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  under  w h i c h

peop l~ do a nd do not or ~~ a n  i~~e soc ial informa t ion by persons.

C l u s t e r i n g  in Free R e ca l l

I lie manner  in w h i c h  an observer organizes information abou t persons in

memory wi ll affec t t he  way in whic h the Inf orma t ion items are later recalled . One

t ec hn ique  f o r  stud y ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n  is to have s u b j e c t s  l ea rn  a l i s t  of word s

and t h e n  to r e c a l l  them in the  order  in whic h they com e to mind ( e . g . ,  Bous f i e ld , - -
,

1953).  For example , subj ects  may be given a l i s t  of words t h a t  conta ins  the

names ot animals randomly In te r spe rsed  among the  names of f l owers .  I t  is found

t h a t  t h e  o rder  in whic h i t e m s  are l i s t ed  in f r e e  recall  r e f l e c ts  their  assoc ia t ive

o r g a n i z a t ion in mem ory .  Subj ects  t end to c l u s t e r  the  animals  in one par t

of the recall  sequenc e and the f lowers in another pa r t .  This is interpreted to

mea n tha t d e s p i t e  the  random ‘rder of p resen ta t ion  in the  l e a r n in g  phase , subj ects

m e n t a l l y com p a r t m e n t a l i z e  the  t~~ categories of s t imu lu s i te ms .  I t e ms  w i t h i n

a categ ory are more s trong ly assoc iated wi th  one another than  they are wi th  the

i t e m s  In t he  other ca teg ory .  When asked to recall the entire set of items, the

sequence of recall is determined by the strongest associative pathways.

Analogously, if soc ia l informa t ion is organized around the per son , it would be

expected tha t per son c lu s t e r ing should emerge in free recall. In the earlier

exampl e , t h e r e  should be a t endency for the  Su san i t ems to group  together , the

Abe it~~s should appear together , and the Bill Items should be together if the

i t e ms  had been organized by per son.
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~1cd s U r e s  ~ t Cluster j n~ in  F t t  R e c a l l

T h i s  see t io n  desc r i l ~ two a l t e r n a t i v e m d  j e  5 tha t ciii be useu Lor

:uu - 
~ur lug c lust er i ng Iii free r ec all . S Inc e t e ;r u Sen t it Ion is s~~i f l e w h i  t

t ec hni cel and d~~t i i ~~tei , it Imiv dIstrac t the re~~uer ti~ s~ L j~c mor~ substantiv e

concerns In this c ha p t  ci . hlowe v e r , we be ii Cv e I hit t s inc e mos t  soc i i i

psyc hologists are unfamiliar with t h e s c  proc edures , a br ief  d igress ion  at  th i s

po l ot  should  n ot  o n l y  hel p t h e  r~ a i . r  to b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d  our f i n d i n g s , but

also be of U S e  to o the r  r e s e~ i r c~ i . - r  s who wish Ic ’ t u e p i  t h i s  m e t h o d o l o g y .

)u r ing t h e  l.ist t en  y e a r s  n u m e r o u s  measu re s  hav e bc~~n proposed to  assess

mem orial organi.~i t  ion  01 l i s t s  ol words .  Al l  of t h e se  mea sures to d a t e  have

been gu ~~Je d  more by j i l t u l t i V e  c r i t e r ia t h a n  by t h e er  ( C o l i c , 1972;  S t e rnberg

& Fu lv i tig , i~~7 7 ) ,  and t h e r e  is as y et  l i t t l e  consensu s as to whic h mea sure is

m o s t  app rop r i a te  or even un d e r  w h a t  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  a g i v e n  measure  is

i p p r c p r t at e  (Shu e ll , 1969) . Discussed  in t u r n  below a re  two of the  measu re s

of c a t e g o r i c a l  c l u s t e r i n g  we have  used in our research.

5CR. In 1966 A .  K.  B o u s f i e l d  and W.  A.  B o u s f i e l d  proposed a formu la fo r

.i dev i a t ion  measure  ~t ca tegor ical c l u s t~~r ing tha t was to s ti mu l a t e  a grea t

deal  of r e sea rch  as well  as a p l e tho ra  of o the r  c l u s t e r i n g  ind ices m a t he m a t i c a l ly

r e l a t e d  to i t .  In  d i s t i n c t i o n  to the  “ Ra t io of R e p e t i t i o n ” m e a s u r e  whic h the

l a t t e r  au t h o r had origin all y proposed (Bousfield , 1953) , the new formula

assumed tha t all items pre s~ nted were not equa l ly  a v a i l a b l e  at r e c a l l .

Th e basic u n i t  ot ana l ysis fo r  measuring categorica l cluster ing is the

r e p e t i t i o n .  A r e p e t i t i o n  is def ined as o c c u r r in g  a n y  time twe i tems l rom the  sam e

conceptua l category are repor ted  con t iguous ly .  A n observed Stimu lu s Category

R e p e t i t i o n  (SCR) , t hen , indicates the amount t ’t c l u s t e r i n g  represented  by the

number of repetitions. The expec ted  number of r e p e t i t i o n s  in a list is

rep re sen t ed  by t h e  fo l lowin g  formula :

- _ _ _
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S e l C  m Is 1h number c’t w’ r d s  r .  a i l e d  In a cat~~~orv h~ .iiid N is t i k -  total

su :ahe r 0 -. e~~ U~~ recalled . The dev iat ion In ci sor , ot categorical d ust er Ing is

tn~ r elore O(SCR)—E(SCR) and r~ t lee ts t h e  d e g r e e  t o  w h i c h  the o b s e r v e d  number of

r e p e t i t i o n s  d i f f e r s f r o m  t n .  i i t im b er e xp e c t o e l by c h a n c e .

One p o t e n t i a l 1 Im it  a ion  ~ t t h is  dev ia t ion c l u s t  e r  Ing m d  cx is tha t here

is no iX~d upp er  l i m i t .  As  has Pt - en  po in ted  out  by o t he r  r e s ear c h e r s (e .~~~. ,

Roe i -k , r , Thompson , ~. Brown , 1971) t h i s  c i r a c t e r  I sr ic  may i n t r o d u ce  am b tg n i t y

f i n ter  r t t t  ion in those  s it u a t  ions wh~ r .  t h e r e  a r e  la rge  d i f f e re n c e s  in t h e

umh -r of items recalled . For ex unp le , i I though per fec t clustering m i g h t  be

ach iev ed in a s h o r ter  l i s t , tb. 5CR value could be -railer than that obtained

in a longer l i s t  w h e r e  ;~ - r~ ect clustering was not achiev ed .

ARC . Roenker , T hompson , and Brown (1971) and Ger j o u y  and Sp i t z  (1966)

s~ p ir a t e 1v  proposed a r i c isu re  ci c a t e g o r i c a l  c l u s t e r in g  tha t has prov en

espec iall y u s e f u l .

• Like SCR the Adj 1 l s~~ed Ratio of Clus te r ing  (ARC) has chance c lu s t e r i ng  set

at zero. Unlike 5CR , however , er f e c t c l u s t e r i n g  is set a t  u n i ty  (1) fo r  ARC .

The AR I score in e f f e c t r e p r e s e n t s  the  r a t i o  of obt ~ain ed category r ep e t i t i o n s

above chanc e t o  the total possible category repetitions above chance. Its

u s e f u l n e s s  is enhanced  b y the  f ac t t h a t  it is m i n i m a l ly a f f e c t e d  by the  number

of c a t e g o r i e s  recal led , the  t o t a l  number of i te ms  recalled , and the d i s t r i —

bution of I t e ms  across ca tegor ies .  Ther e f o r e , direc t comparisons can

meaning f u l l y be mad e between and within subjects and exper iments. It is

computed by the following formula :

R— E ( R )
ARC = M a x R — E ( R )

wher e R equals the total number of observ ed r epe t i t ions, E (R) equals the  chanc e

number of category repetitions and is compu t ed wi th  the  Bousfield and Bousf ield
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( 1966) f - r m u l a  t e r  E (SC P ,  and ~“ R equals t I e -  max imum number  of c a t e ~ge r v

r e p e t  it  i s  (I . e .  , Mex R N — k  wh er e  k is t~ ie - :u :ber c i  r e c a l  l~~i c a t e g o r ie s )

0Ve~r seved ji d i f t  cre i t stud ic , Simpson (1979)  : ound : i e t  •~RC cor r ~~la t~ u .90

or better with sev eral eth er ind ices ct c l u b ter ing (includIng SRC) . l~~ have

i~~u id t h i s  to he the most. U S C I  ul u l  th e several ind exes and w i l l  be r e p  rting

I t ex~ l u s i v e l v  in t h e  c~~pir ical p o r t  i c i  ot t h i s  c h a p t e r .

One po t ent I i i  l i m i t a t i o n  of ‘a~C as  a i c  ind ex at c ut e ~~u r  I c a l  c l u s t e r i n g

i~ tha t a negative score ae s l i t  have the same meaning aS a pos i t iv e score

u i d ~~r many  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  ~Fr e nke1 & Cole , 1971). ThIs is because w h e r e a s the

upper limit of ARC is 1.00 and chanc~ is zero , the lower limit is not —1 .00.

This  problem can  be particularl y acute in situations where recall is poor.

Con s iu e r  the  f o l l e w l i g  h y p o t h e t i ~~i~ exam p le  w h e r e  a -;u nj ec t recalls two words

f r o m  one c o n c e p t u a l  cat e g o r y  and only  one word irom a a o t h e r  -
~~ ith th e single

ins tanc e i n t e r v e n i n g  b e t w e e n  t he  o t h e r  two . ( e . g . ,  t h e  r~- c a i l sequence: Bill

Is a Ivorced , Susan is attractiv e, Bill is a coal miner) . For this part icular

case R 0, E ( R )  = 0.67 , Max R 1.00, ARC —2.03 . F u r t u n a t t i y ,  we have

r a r e ly  encounter ed such l a rge  nega t ive  v a l u e s  in t h i s  r e s e a r c h .

C o n t r i b u t ion of Prev iou s Clus te r ing Research

to Person P e r c e p t i o n

By and large most prev ious clustering r e s e a r c h  has emp lc ev ea r a t h e r

a u s te r e  s t imu lus mater ial , f r e q u e n t l y composed of sets  of nouns tha t can be

c l a s s i f i e d  consensuall y I n to  a pr ior i  c a teg o r i e s  ( e . g . ,  fo o d s , t rees , c i t i e s,

e t c . ) .  On t he  o t h e r  ha nd , Informa t ion abou t persons is f a r  more var ied in

c o n t e n t .  I t  may include appearanc e , t r a i t s , a t t i t u d e s , behav ior episodes ,

memh e -r~~I i i p~~, f r i e n d s h i p s , and demographic  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Ther e are  also

d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  manner in which  informat ion  is acqu ir ed by the observer .

~~~~~ c l u s t e r in g  resea rch  p r e s e n t s  the  s t i m u l i  s e q u e n t i a l ly one word a t  a t i m e ,

with no dir ect connec t ion mad e between the word and the a 
~~~~~~ 

categories.

~• - -r ~~~~
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In 1 earn Ing  about pe r S O I l S , l i i i  r i l l at  ion genera l  I v m u s t  be ex t r act ed f r o r i  a r w c l i

more  c ir ip i i cat  ~d S t i m u l u s  t i old . F u r t h e r m o r e , L i t  d i r e c  il y apprehend s a

I i nk .i e b e t w e en t h e  p er s on  11( 1 t u e  in forma t ion i t em . That is , i n  c lu s t e r  j ug

r e s e a r c h , the  s u b j e c t  i s  ne t cxp llc i tl y t o l d  tha t the term “oak’ is an

ins tanc e of a “ho ild ing mater ial s’ c - i t c’gory. However , i i i  p e r s o l i  p e r c e p t i o n

such a l i n k a g e  is a lmost  i ~ay ~ exp l i c it  . The memory it em “surgeon” is d i e e e  tl y

assoc iated with t h ~ perso n A l e .

D e s p i t e  t h e s e  c -~~ di ll r e u c e S  betwe en mo ot clustering research and the

n a t u r e  of pe r son  o r g a n iz a t i o n  p r o c e s se s ,  it will s t i l l  p r o v e  u s e f u l  to

s e l e e t i V e l y  rev i ew p1 st clustering research and  r e l a t e  it  t o  i ssues  in person

p e r c e p t i o n .  Below We d i scuss  several  va r i ab les  tha t have been found  to a f f e c t

the degree to wh ich l i d  ormation i s  c l us t er ed by category or associative s t r e n g t h

in recall.

Temporal  blockij~~~of informa t ion. Blocking (i .e .~ presenting al l  i tems

from a s i n g l e  ca t ego ry  c o nt i g u o u s l y d u r i n g  l i s t  p r e s e n t a t i o n )  enhances c lus t e r ing

compared to random p r e s e n t a ti o n  f o r  b o t h  hig h and low f r equenc y word s (Cofe r  &

Reicher , 1963 , Cofer , 1967 ; C e 1er , Bruce , & Reicher , 1966 , 1)a llet t , 1964 , P u f f ,

1966) . T h i s  super io r i ty  in c l u s t e r i ng for  blocked over random p r e s e n t a t i o n  of

word s also holds when t h e  s t i m u l i  consist  of f a c t u a l  ma te r ial p r e s e n t e d  in

com plex sentences  (Balser , 1972) . This  bod y of r e sea rch  suggests  tha t there

would be a grea t er l ikel ihood of subj ects o rgan iz ing  thei r  recall  of f a c t s  about

per sons according to persons if t hey acqu ir ed all  the informa t ion about  one

person be fo r e  learning informa t ion about a new person. Temporal blocking of

in forma t ion occurs in such s t r u c t u r e d  and u n s t r u c t u r e d  soc ial encounter s as job

Interviews and meet ing s t r anger s on a p lane t r i p .

. -- -_ _ _-
~~~
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Task o r i e n t a t i o n .  A second v a r i a b l e  tha t a f f e c t s  o rp a n iz a t i o n  of recal l

is the task  o r i e n t a t i o n  (set )  of subj ects.  For e x a m p l e , Marsha l l  and Cofer

(1961) p resen ted  s u b j e c t s  w i t h  mixed l i st s  of c a t e g o r i z e d  or uncategor ized  word

p a i r s  a t  two levels of assoc ia t iv e s t r eng th  under  e i t h e r  a set or a no—set

c o n d i t i o n .  In the  set c o n d i t i o n  subj ec t s  were i n s t r u c te d  tha t they might

notic e relations among some of the words that would facilitate recall. The

r e s u l t s  showed tha t such a set enhanced c lu st e r i n g  fo r  b o t h  categorized and u n —

c a t e g o r i ze d  pa i r s  of words tha t shared a hig h number of assoc iates but no

d i f f e ren t i a l  ef f ec t f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n s  occurred when a s soc i a t i ve  s t r en g t h  was low.

Another  kind of t a sk  or ien ta t ion manipula t ion tha t has been shown to

r e l i a b l y  a f f e c t c l u s t e r ing  of recall  Is tha t used by J enkIns  and his col leagues

IHyde , 1973 , H yde & J enk ins (1969) and recently by Mueller (1978)]. In inves—

t ig a t i o n s  using t h i s  p r o c e d u r e  subj ects are  presented  w i t h  a l i s t  of words

(sa y , fo ur f iller word s and 12 pa ir s of medium s t r en g t h  assoc iates)  in a rand om

ord er . Some subj ects  a r e  required to per form a semantic orienting task (e.g.,

r a t in g  each word fo r  p leasantness) wh i l e  other  subj ects  a re  engaged in a non—

semantic task (e.g., searching for words whic h have the  l e t t e r  “ e” in thtw).

T u e  t y p i c a l  r esu l t  is tha t the  seman t i c  o r i e n t i n g  task  r e s u l t s  in rel iably

brea te r  c lus ter ing  tha n t h e  nonsemant ic  t a sk .

In  a number of research contexts social psychologists have shown an

I n t e r e s t  in the  e f fec t s  of t a sk  o r i e n t a t i o n  on Impressions. Zajonc ’s (1960)

t h e o r y  of cogni t iv e t un ing  pred i c ts  tha t a per son who expec t s  to t ransmi t  a

message to a n o t h e r  person should  have a r ig id , polar ized cogni t iv e o r i en t a t ion

toward s t i m u l u s  i n f o r mat i o n  whereas  a person not  expec t in g  to t r a ns mi t  infor—

na t ion should have a more  t i e x i b l e  cogni t iv e s t r u c t u r e .  Henc e, one ’s cognit ive

se t may med ia te  Im p r e s s i o ns  t ermed  of ano ther  pe r son .

‘I 
_ _ _ _ _ _  
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In  a cc o r d  w i t h  t h i s  fonnu 1 a t  Ion , r esearch  by (elton (1 961 ) , Bre e k and F r u r n k  Iii

( 1 9h~ ) , and hla rv ~-v . h l i r k  h i s ,  ~iiid K ag eh l r o  ( 1 9 7 6 )  has ci e~iieitst rated t ha suc Ii .*
task var  I t  bi e .iff c c  t ~

- I~ ’ l u  i ; i  t h e n  of imp r e s s ion s , ee e u t  lv it y to suppor t lv e

i tif c i  fl. ~t Ic n , and at t r t i n t  ions c f cau sail t y . One m ig l i t  a ! so ox pee t t hat  si t e  It a

e O ~i i 1 1 t  I V e  t un i n g  maulpu l i t  ion  wou ld  t i l t - c t  tlit e’t ~~; u i i i . it h e t i  ol r t e j l l  e e l  N ’ 5 o~i

fu f  er r : ,  i t t e n  w it h t rans ,’, i t t  or ~ d CIIIOUS t r a t  ing mor e e lust er i ug t k in  r e c i v  . r

-\lic ’t  h e r  t a s k  v . u r i t ! l c i  recent interest t e S e e  la l p s y c h o l o g i s t s  i s  tha t

of in  impression vs .  i I e C t l l  t a n k  e r i e n t a t  ion .  h l a i : i i l  te e n , K .i tz  and L e i r e r

(in press) have I ou nd t h a t  ree :a l  1 of pe r son  t n t  orma t ion is g r e a  t e r  I e r  st ibj  c c  is

IhW I n~ an impress ion  S e t  tha n t o r  subj e c ts  ktv lu g  .u r eca ll se t .  l’ s i n~ a s i m i lar

man i pu l i t  Ion bu t  p r e s e n t  ing SO bj c c  t~ w i t  hi v idec t i  j~e s  c i  p er  s c U  bchav l e t s  Cohen

and Ebbe sen ( in  press) have l o un d  tha t impress ion subj  oct  s U se  f ewer but. -:

larger  t empora l  u n i t s  t h a n  memory  s u b j e c t s  and tha t the  boundar ies  of the  u n i t s

used 1w impression su bj ec t s  do not cor respond  to thc se  of memory s u b je c t s .

(Subj e c t s  i nd ica t ed  the  b o u n d a r i e s  of the units t hey  were e mp l o y i ng  by press ing

a ~ i t t o n  as they observed t h e  behav ioral s t r e a m . )  It  would seem w o r t h w h i l e  to

exp lore how such a t a s k  or i en t a t i o n  would a f f e c t the  o r g a n i z a t I o n  of t h e

i n f o r m at i o n  r e c a l l e d .

Number o~ learnIng t r ia l s .  A th i rd  var iab le  tha t a f f e c ts  o rgan iza t ion  of

recal l  is th e  number of l earn ing t r i a l s .  Boust ield and Cohen (1953),  f o r  example

presented a fou r  c a t e g o r y ,  40 i tem l i s t  to subj ects f o r  e i ther  1, 2 , 3 , 4 , or 5

t r i a l s  p r i o r  to a single f r e e  recall per iod and found tha t c lus te r ing  was d i r ec t ly

related to the  number of p r e sen t a t i ons .  Other  research (Bousf ie ld , Berkowitz ,

& Wh i tin arsh , 1959; Marshal l , 1967; RobInson , 1966) us ing  an a l t e rna t ive stud y—

recal l  proc edure has also shown that c lus ter ing Increases progressively as a

func t ion of t r ia l s, and th i s  has also been demons t r a t ed  to hold t rue  fo r  1db —

syncru t ic  su bj ec tive  o rgan i za t i on  (Bousfie ld , Puff , & Cowan , 1964; Tulving , 1962) .

Cofer  and his as~ oc t a t e s  (Cofer , 1967 , Cofer , Bruce , & Reich er , 196€; Gonzalez &

LII~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . J, ~~~~~~
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t ’o f e r , 1959) have inves t iga ted  cha nges In c l u s t e r ing f r o m  an i~iun ed ia t e —r ec a il

test to  a second t e’st  5 mInutes later . In gei -ue’r~ii they have found an increase

in clustering and a decrease In recal l  as a tunction of delay.

The r esu l t s  of t h i s  group of s tud ies  suggest  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  u se fu lness  of

e x a m i n in g  how o r g a n i z a t i o n  of person impressions change ’  over t im e and w i t h

repeated p r e sc rt at i o n s  of s t imulus  in format ion .  This research also seem s

germane to som e recent  research  in social psyc hology conc erning the  e f f e c t s  of

thinking about an a t t i t u d e obj ec t .  Tesser and his col leagues  (Tosser & Cowan ,

1977 , Tesser  & Leone , 1977 , Sadler & Tessor , 1973; C i a r y ,  Tesser , & Down ing ,

1978; Tesser , 1978) have r e c e n t ly a rgued  tha t 1) persons have well develop ed

scheinas fo r  processini, i nfo rma tion  about  o ther  per sons and 2) under  cer tain

th eory—spec i f  led c i r cums tances , t h i n k in g  about  an a t t i t u d e obj ect ( e . g . ,  a person)

can po la r i ze  the  a t t i t u d e .  Sadler and Tesser (1973) , for exam ple presented

subj ec ts  w i t h  e i ther  negativ e or positiv e informa t ion about a potential partner ,

had subj ects  ind icate their  l i k ing  fo r  the  ind iv idual , and then  e i ther  d i s t r a c t e d

subj ects  from t h i n k i n g  abou t the  individual or encouraged th ink ing  abou t the

ind iv idual before  subj ec ts  r a t e d  the  par tner  for a second tine. Though—condition

subjects t ended to polarize their second judgments compared to distraction—

c o n d i t ion  subj ec t s .  In  order  to unders tand  t h i s  phenomenon i t  is paramount to

f ind ind ices o ther  than the usual po la r i za t ion  index tha t are  sens i t ive  to

manipulations of the amount of time spent th ink ing . T h e  two exp lana t ions advanc ed

( i . e . ,  thought  genera tes  consistent cognitions and thought results in reinter pre—

t a t i on  of inconsis tent  cogni t ions)  to explain th is  po la r i za t ion  phenomenon lead

one to pred ict tha t thought should result in enhanced cluster ing of related facts

about a’per son tha t are initiall y presented in a random order . Clus ter ing of

these cogn itbon s  abou t  a perso n should provide a more  cons i s t en t  r ep r e s e n t a t i o n

of the ind ividual .

-- 
-
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Or g a n lz a t  lonal Strdt~~ ies

The ~t u db e~ r~’v l e ’w e~a above describe conditions tha t increase the l ikl lhood

el ca t~ ’g or ica l  c l u st e -i i i u a , teu t do not specif y the a l t e r n a t iv e ca t ego r i ca l  ba se’s

people mIght inc . ~iiue ’n a :;u bJ e’c t Is presented a list of stimuli in a free

recall task , several alter:eu t iVe  memory strategies cou ld be adopted .

Ser ia l order .  ~~~ st r a t e g y  is simply to a t t e mp t  to recall the I n f o r m a t i o n

on the basis of nc r j , e l c r c ~ct  . i’tandler and Deati (1969) have demonstrated tha t

s u b j e c t s  show a ui~ir k e u  i~~n d e i i c v  to recall  i n f o r m a t i o n  in the same order in

which it was presented . It se’ems u n l i k e ly tha t such a s t r a t e g y  would prove

u s e f u l  in an impression f o r m a t i o n  s i tua t ion  unless one were presented a min imum

of in fo rmat ion , were e x p e c t in g  no in te rvening  events between inpu t and need to

recall , or wished to retain t he informa tion for only a shor t time,

Category salienc e. A second s t ra tegy subj ects tend to use when presented

a l i s t  In a f r ee  recal l  task is to grou p the  s timu lus  in format ion  in term s of

the most salient organizationa l categories. There is considerable evidence

ind icating tha t as conceptual categories become more salient and easy to

discover there is a greater likelihood of subjects organizing their recall in

terms of those categories (Bousfield , Cohen , & Whi ttuarsh , 1958, Cofer, 1965 ,

Mandler , 1967; Shuell , 1969). One might expect, then , that it a subject

was presented with information about several per sons whose most salient differ-

ence was , for exam ple , occupation , race , or sex , tha t these d i f fe rences  mig h t

f u n c t i o n  as the most salient categories.  Facts  about all the males may be put

together in one category and facts about the females In another , Organization

of the person Informa t ion in memory might  reflec t that salience (see Taylor ,

Fiske, Etcoff , & Rud erman, 1978). When, on the other hand no obv ious categorical

scheme is available, subjects will f ind more subtle relationships among stimuli.

Even then there often will still be substantial conuiionality among subjects in

the manner in which they grou p their recall (Earhard , 1967 , Tulving, 1962 , 1965) .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Competing Categories. An espec ially interesting situation arises when (or

if) people organize information in more than one way. The conc ern here is with

de t e r m i n i n g  the  f a c t o r s tha t increase or decrease t h e ’  re-laiiv e utilization of

one o rgan iza tiona l h e u r i s t i c  over ano the r . For examp le, Dol insky (1972)

pr esented subjects with a list of words tha t could be grouped only accord ing to

associat ions, onl y accord ing to rhymes, or in terms of both. When subjects

cou ld c hoose to organize their recall accord ing to associates or according to

rh ymes they  overwhelmingl y chose the  former s t r a t e g y  and th i s  associa t iv e

clustering Increased across trials, Wh en subjects could onl y organize  recall

accord ing to rhy mes  the re  was wea k but  rel iable rhym e c lus ter ing which also

increased across trials. When subjects could organize the i r  recall only

according to assoc iations subjects did so to a reliably greater degree than

when they could only organ ize by rhymes.

Other stud ies in a similar vein have compared the relativ e utilization of

taxonomic (categor ical) vs .  al phabe t ica l  o rgan iza t ion  in l ists (Lauer & Bat t ig ,

1972). When a stimulus list composed of words tha t can be organized either

al phabet ical ly or categorically is blocked alphabetically at input , subj ec ts

* demonstrate greater categorical than alphabetical clustering , Similar subject -~

preference for categor ical over al phabet ica l  c luster ing has been found by Mueller

(1978). Assuming tha t 
~he two potential organizational heuristic s were equally

salient to subjects in  these  s tud ies  (an a s s umpt i o n  whic h was not t e s t ed )  it

Is conceivable tha t su bj e c t s  nay have chosen to organize their recall in the

manner they were most accustomed to using . Tha t is, it is reasonable  to assume

tha t subjects do not o r d i n a r i ly organize  inf orma t ion according to rhyme or

initia l letter of the alphabet.

Studies such as the abov e and those described immediately below , then ,

- - ~~~ ‘ -~~~~~ _~~~~~~
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suggest a procedure by which one could compare the relative strength of a

tendenc y to organize Informa t ion according to persons vs according to other

o r g a n i z a t i on a l  s~ homes.

P e r i mu t t e r  and Royer (1973) and Divesta , Schultz , and Dangel (1973) have

examined t h e  e f f e c t of compe t in g  organiza t iona l sc hemes on o rgani za t i on  of

recall of prose passages. In t h e  Per lmutter and Royer (1973) stud y subj ects

we’re pr esented prose paragraphs concerning the climate , language , chief agri—

cultural produ cts , ch ief industria l produc ts, and geogr aphy of fiv e fictious

countries. The test stimuli were five paragraphs of fiv e sentences each organized

either by the country ’s name , attributes , or random ly pr esented . Subjects were

require~ to recall t h e ’  informa tion either organized by name, by attribute , or in -‘

t h e - order t h a t  things cam e to mind , For all subj ects a d i s t r a c to r  task of

counting ba c kwards was interpolated between s t imulus presenta t ion and recall .  The ‘~~ 

-

S

result s indicated that Independ ent of input organization subjects tended to cluster

their recall according to how they were requested to organize it. That is, subjects :f

were equally able to organize their recall either according to names or accord ing

to attributes.

Free recall subj ects in the Perlmut ter  and Royer (1973) study showed a

strong tendency to organize their recall according to names and almost no tendency

to organize their recall according to attributes . Similar preference for name

over attribute clustering has been fou nd by Frase (1969), Schultz and Divesta (1972),

and Myers, Pezdek, and Coulson (1973). On the basis of this evidence it has been

suggested tha t name organizat ion is the mor e spontaneous and natural strategy

(Shinun erlik , 1978) . If th i s  is the case then one might  expec t tha t subjects

presented  informa t ion about  persons tha t could be organized either accord ing to

a t t r i b u t e s  or names shou ld show a pref er enc e fo r  organiza t ion according to names.

Herstein, Carroll , and Hayes (in press) prov ide some suppor t for this pred ict ion.

— —  ~~ - — 
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On the basis el t h i s  rev iew of r e se arch i  d e a l i n g  with t i l e ’  role of organi—

~:atIon In memory there app~~ r to be a number ol v ar iah1e ’~ tha t are likely to

a t f e c t t he  o r g a ni za t i o n  of person i n f o r m a t i o n .  A t r u e ’ r e c a l l  parad igm appears

useful to stud y the organiza t ion of person informa t ion and the variables

aft ecting suc h organization.

Research on the  Organ i za t i on  of Soc ia l In f o r m a t i o n

According to Persons

The research j u s t  reviewed supports  t h e  h y p ot h e s i s  tha t social information

should , In general , be organ ized by persons. The long I inc a s sumpt ion  of soc ia l

psyc ho log i s t s  tha t t h e r e  ex is ts  a “ person g e s t . e l t ” would seem w a r r a n t e d .  O f t e n

t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  abou t o ther s is blocked , is acquired under an impression set ,

and (espec iall y f o r  appearanc e and manner I~~~) is e n c o u n t e r e d  on r e p e a t e d

occasions. All three of these factors wer e shown to increase the extent of

c l u s t e r i n g  in f r e e  reca l l .  This  sec t ion descr ibes  t h e  r esu l t s  of our Investi—

gations on the questions of when and how soc ial information is organized around

persons.

Pilot Research

In an i n i t i a l p i l o t  i nves t i ga t i on  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of persons  serving as

o r g a n i z i n g  f o c i in memory was explored using t h e  f r e e  r e c a l l  parad igm . I t  was

hypo thes ized  tha t su bj ects o r d i n a r i ly would tend to c l u s t e r  the i r  recall of

soc Ial information on a person—by—per son basis. Subjects (N 20) were verba liv

presen ted  three items of f a m i l i a r  i n f o r m a t i o n  about  each of three well—known

per sons (a total of 9 i tems) and asked to r eca l l  a l l  t h e  i tems  in the order in

which t h c~’ came to mind . The  th ree  per sons were desig nated by the  l e t t e r  “A” ,

c
x l ?  and “Q ’ rather than the i r  rea l names ( t h e  f a c t s  r e f e r r e d  to Elvis Presley ,

(e’orge Washington , and A b r a h a m  Lincoln) . The n ine  I tem s wer e read to the

s u b j e c t s  t h r ee  t imes , eac h t im e in a d i f f e r e n t  rand om order .

~~~~~~ — - - - - , ‘ ~
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(The order was rand omized w i t h  t he  const ra in t  tha t ii subj ec ts recalled all n i n e

items in the order th~ v were read , clustering would occur a t  e x a c t ly chanc e

level) . Following t ’d h of the reading s subjects wrote down as many of t h e

items as they  could r e m e m b e r .

As ment ioned prev ious ly , the  ARC measure was used as our index of clustering

in a l l  our s tud ie s .  Chanc e c l u s t e r ing of th is  in dex has a value of zero and per-

fec t c lus ter ing has  a v a l ue  of 1.0. Averaging over all three trials In the

pilo t investigation , overall person clustering was substantially grea t er than

chance (X ‘.68, p < .001).  Also , a signif icant increase  in c lus ter ing  was

observ ed over the three trials LX’s .54 , .71. & .80, p <.001), These data

prov ide clear support for tbe conclusion tha t social information can be organ-

ized around persons in memory and tha t this organization influences the pat—

terming of free recall.

The above findings are perfectly consistent with Asc h ’s assumption that

social perception is organized around persons. It should be noted, however ,

that this stud y used familiar facts about well—known per sons. This is in con-

trast to most per son perception research which employes Asch ’s approach of

stud ying “fir st Impressions” of hypothetical or unfamiliar stimulus persons.

It is possible tha t information sequences conc erning such unfamiliar persons

are not so readily organized on a person—by—per son basis. We next describe

a series of studies tha t ana lyzes the contr ibution of familiarity to a per son—

focused organization of social information.

Familiar ity as a Determinant of the Or&anizatjon of Person Information

In analyz ing the contr ibu t ion of person familiarity to a per son—by—

person organization of social information, our first goal was to develop a

methodology by which we could assess the relative degree of person—focused

organization of the same information under varying conditions of familiarity.

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______ 
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To t h i s  end , a grou p of  30 und ergraduate subj cc s p a i l  ft ipa t e~ 1 in .i pr c - — t e st

s t u dy  In  w h i c h  t hey were ’ a sked  to wr i to  d own t h e  n a m e s  of t h~’ I ii st t hr c c  we -il —

known p e r s on s  t hat came t o  mind . Subsequen t l y ,  subj e c t s  wel t- a s~~ c~~ to  list t b ~-

first three’ tam illar facts that c.u~ie ’ to mind about  each Cl t h e ’ thr e p e t  cc flS

they had listed . ‘r h e s t ’ names and facts were tabulated across subj e ct s  awl the ’

t w e n t y  most  f r e q u en t  lv ment ioned names were selec ted . These names wer e dlv i~.i ed

tote four sets of f i v e  on t h e  basis of max imizing the b e t e r o g e n ei t v  w i t h i n  each

‘
I 

S t ’ t .  Fiv e of the most frquentl y ment Ioned  f a c t s  abou t each  pci son wer e  s - l e c t e d

and c on v e r t e d  to gene ra l  i t  ies tha t wou ld not uniquely distinguish the pe -r~~c

- 
t For ex~i:~ip le , “George’ Washington was the first pr e sident of t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e ’s”

was conver ted  “G e or g e  W a s h i n g t o n  was a leader ,” These generalities will he nc e—

forth be referred to a~~ “descriptors.” i t  should be’ n o te d  that descrip~ crs were

either nouns or adjec t ives .

For purposes of mani pulating person fam i l i a r i ty , L i v e  names and a cc ompa n—

v iu g  I lye’ descriptors for each nam e were arrang ed in to  ~X 5 m a t r i c e s , such as

t h e ’  C U e ’ shown i n  F i g u re  1. The rows in  this m a t r i x  prov id e the  de s c r i p t i o n

of the  f i v e  f a m i l i a r  pe r s ons  and the ’  columns represent the five unfamiliar

persons. The p ar t  icular po sitioning e e f d e s c r i p tor s  w i t h i n  the’ rows of these

mat  r Ic ’ C S  was f i r s t  random lv  d e’t erm m e d  and Si t  bs cqut ’n t lv r e ar r anged  when t h e  u n—

f a m i l i a r  pe rsons  ( r ep re sen t ed  by the  columns)  wer e  i n con si s t e n t  or i mp r ob a b l e’.

Inser t Figure’ 1 about he~’c’

The names of the unf  am 11 Li r per sons were’ equated in l e t  er 1 e’tig t h t o  t h e

famj . E f.ir names b r  each set . t ’ sing t h i s  c o un t er h a l a r i c tug scheme It Is possible

to c o n s t r u e  the same Set of d e s c r i p t o rs  in t erm s ot  bo th  L , in i i l  tar and un [am U iar

persons.  In the stud  ies reported below informa t Ion Items were’ form ed by combin—

lug t a m  [liar or u n f a m  ~1 ni r names w i t h  d e’sC r I Pt or s In sen tences  w i t h  he v e U  bs

L 
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or “ was ”

In an i n i t i a l stud y (Pr v o r  & Ostroni , 1979) , 68 und er 8r adua te  subj ects  wer e

verba l l y p r e s e n te d  w i t h  a l l  fou r s ti m u l u s  sets , two In the  f a m i l i a r  ve r s ion

and two in the unfamiliar version. Following each presentation subjects were

i n s t ruc t ed  in reca l l  the tn,forniation Items and write them down in the order in

whic h they cam e to mind . The exposure/recall sequence’ was presented twic e for

each s ti mu l u s  set. A booklet of paper slips was prov id ed and subjects wer e

instructed to write one recalled i tem on each c o n s e c u t i v e s l i p  w i t h o u t  looking

back.

In add i t ion  to the  p r o c e d u r e s  ment ioned thu s f a r , t h i s  exper iment a lso

exam ined the generality of organizational factors across different set sizes.

The 5 x 5 information matrices as shown in Figure 1 wer e used to generate

three additiona l set types .  From each of these ma t r i ces , a 3 person x 3

descriptor ma tr ix , a 3 person x 5 descriptor matrix , and a S person x 3

descriptor matr ix was generated fo r  both f a m i l i a r  and u n f a m i l i a r  versions .

These f o u r  s t imulus  set types c o n s t i t u t e d  two two—level  between— subj ects Van —

ables.

ARC scores were computed for the recall protocols with persons consider ed

as categories.  As in the p ilot stud y ,  errors were ignored in this  computat ion .

A recall r esponse was consider ed correc t in this ana lysis only If both name

and descriptor were correct (analyses ba sed on a less restr ictive def inition

of error yielded comprable results).

Inser t F igure 2 abou t her e

:1 
_______
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F L ~~ure 2 shows bow clust~’ring was a f f e ’c t e ~ by t r i a l s  •inu by l eve l s  of person

f a m i l i a r i t y .  An analysis of varianc e m d  b a t ed  s i gn i f  ic a n t  main  e f f e c t s  fo r

f a t n j i , i r j t y  (F (1 , ~.6)  = 25 .hn , p . .001) and f o r  t i i a l s  (F (1 , 44)  7 . 8 9 ,

~~. 001 . No j u t  t•ra ~ t i o n s  or ma in effects involv j ug number of persons  or

number ol ut’sc r i p r e r s  w e’r e’ o b ta i n e d  (all ~~~
‘ s ~ .20). In F i g u r e  2 t he  mean ARC

~cor .-s were s igni f  icaut l v  d i t t  e r e n t  f r om  ze ro  (p~ s < .001) in all Ce ’ I i s  e N c  opt  in

tb.  f i r s t  tri a l of the’ un [ i a i l i a r c o n d i t i o n  (F (1, 4 6)  2 . 3 3 , £ > .10).

Thu s , su bj e c t s  t e nded to  ~‘t g ~~t i i  i.: e’ their r ’ea l l  a r o u n u  p er sons  more ’ if t h e

in f o rm a t ion c ot i c  t r n s  f a m i l i a r  (or  t amous) p e r s o n s  than if it p e r t a i n s  to u n f a m —

i l i a r  p e r s o n s .  P e r s o n — b y — p e r s o n  or g a n  i ’ a t  i o n  a lso increased  as su bj e c t s  had

m o r e ’ exper ienc e with the i c f o rm at  ion se ts .  I t  is i n t e re s t in g  to  n o t e  t h a t  no

slgn i f  i c a u t  degree  ci p e r s o n — b y — p e r s o n  o t g a u i ~ a i i on  existed in the  f i r s t  t r i a l

with the unfamiliar l- t~r sons. This i mnd ing imp lies that studies of first impress—

ions of u n f a m i l i a r  s t i m u l u s  p erson:-~ should not ne c e s sar i l y assum e tha t the person

c on s t i t u t e s  an i n t e g r a l  u n i t  of socia l p e r c e p t i o n .

Add it tona l ana l v s . o w e r e  p e r f o r m e d  upon the number of i t e m s  r eca l l ed

c o r r e c t l y (wher e c o r r e c t  it ~~ns r e p r e sen t  a correc t i iahit ìnd d e sc r i p t i v e  pair ing )

m e 1  t h e  number of e r r o r s  ac~ i s s  exper im e n t a l  cond ir i o r i s .  N o t e w o r t h y in these

ana lyses is tha t th e ’  number recalled was higher in  t h e  f a m i l i a r  tha n in the

u n f a m i l  tar c o n d i t i o n  and higher  on tr ial  2 tha n on t r i a l  1, More e r ro r s  were

mad e in  t h e  u n f a m i l ia r  t h an  in the  f ami l iar  c o n di t i o n s  and more er rors  were

made on tr ial 1 than tria l 2. The possibility e~~ j st S , then , t ha t  the  obtained H
cluster ing differences resulted from differences in amount recaLed .

Roenc kner , Th omp son , and Brown (1971) p o i n t  ou t  tha t a distinc t advant-

age in using ARC as a measure of cluster ing is tha t it should not be aftected

~ 
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by t i ,  - i ’ m -  - or  ot  - i i  I e~~ i t  em ’., An , i i i i I  v s  is o t I i t  m v t ’ t - n e ’ w t ti ~ in c i  I

c i  i c ’ 1.m 100 ‘ c ’t~~ ,- c ’.m :\t~~
’ i t t  1 t 1 , n ,mrnht ’ o t  i t  e r n .  • - - i i  I eel (n = - I t . p ~ . ( I )

i ntl 2 )  i mr;5c ’ ‘ 1 c i  0 ! ’ , (fl = ~ r . 10)  bore’ t i t  i s  ‘ i t  i i i  t t ie  p r  c o ’ t t (  d ii -

lIt t ‘. s - w” I at  i tic! I vi do,, I d i t  t c i  ‘‘n c -s in tht’ a I i~~
’ ~t f t c memo rv set don ’

-~ t O n L i t  i c . i~ lv pr i n c e  a , i c . h - r  c 1 , . t  i i  in ’ - c~~l , - I - i ’ - w ’ c i l d  be ’ t i r e ’  c m ’a ’ w i t h  the ’

g i R  i u d e x)  W!ic u ‘ci  ,‘t - ‘ I  t !ie ’ ~ic ’~i r v  S e t  w i’; c ’~~~~t’r i : ’ mt ’nt a ll V n ; i n f p u l  .m t  eel ? t v

a ( t b -  x ‘~~~~t t  t si , i ’ ( t h e  x 5 u t t r i c ’ m ) ,  or  ‘ i 
~ x n i t  r h x )

at iniul us I te ” , - i ’ l l  n t i c ’ c ’ I ‘ c c  ~ c ’ c ’ ¶~, t i n e !  00 i t ’  IIIIOU l i t  I c i  I t S  - t i i i .

e’ t ’~~’ j - i n  -e t t t ~~
; I t h e ’ I t n t  h a r t  ~ v e’ f f o  I . The h i m ~li and  I ow I mum ii i i i  i t  v

sI I n n  l i m o  - .e ’t S u Sed In  t lit’ p i c  e e l  t n t ’ mi t  t id  t oo  h i  f e  i t ’d from trio t h or  In t wo w ; m v  a ,

n i m ~~~ used a ,tt ’ ’ ; 1 - ,~i i . , t  e ’ t i c ’ - ; t  im u l u s  p o t s i n  were’ sc ’ le ’ e’ t e ’d t o  be e i t h e r

f a m i l i a r  ‘i u t i t a m i  liar. h - - i t c h , t h e  l o t  c im ,,it ion items describing e.u’h person

-
~~~ ‘ i e i t h e r  f im i  1 t a r  or unt anti fir. I’hat is , Stflc e’ t h e  i t e m s  were’ s e l e c t e d

so I. i i i  the y i l l  t ’e ’rt t h t i & ’d t ‘ o t t ,  we’ll known p e ’rs . c t r . t h e ’ item s ma~ hmv ~’ i i  hi gh

decree o I assc ’c  t a t  I ye OVe’ r I ap. r i t e ’ l ot  c r — i t em  as Sc ’ i t t  Io ns  may  t’e st T t ’ I 1 ~~~ O r i n

• n i l h  ii  t h a n  in t h e  un f , imi l f i r  ~~~~~~ N o t e ’ i n  F i , ’ t t r e ’ 1 that l~c h  Fkipe is

old and ‘n se rv i t  iv , , 
, C l i  l i t  F’ ,io t wood i s  to- t i c t i  ru gged and vi ri I e, and J e r ry

Brown is o m i t  spoken  i i i  I n t t c ’pc i i e h c ’nt  - Al t h o ugh  o c o t S  I c t !1 i 1 inst a lice ’s of sem a n t i c

rel ate - t r i ss o c c u r • ‘i the’ tinfami l f i r  persons (e.g. . t ou gh arid outspoken for

° c’p t t in F,t 1 cart in F I ‘ t i i e ’ 1)  , t hey  se’em b c ’ o c c ur  m ute  ii 1 e ’ss f r e q u e n t  1 v

T hI s  po t  c f l t  I,i I •~~‘ti t h ’t t r i c f  w i m -  p u r po s e’ iv ret ,il nod In our st imulirs sets to

insure ’ i n c l u s i o n  c i t  t h e ’ t w o  k i n d s  of  f , m r i i li,t ri Iv t h , r t  e x i s t  in  d.i ~’ —t o — d , i v  l i f e .

In t i f s  rese.i  r ch . n m m ~’ ,i mt i i  ,rr i t  v t’ e su l  t s  from h,iv i ug frequent 1 y en c ou n t e r e d

j u t  i n  t I  Ion ,ib out t  t h u  p t ’rit t rt i mi  the p~is t .  On t h e ’ ot  he r hand , i n  t o ’  m a t  Ion

about  a iic ’ts pt’rson m;i\’ ‘‘ o c t - I ’ ’’ t . t r n l l  j a r  because ot  h 1 gb t n t  . ‘r — i t e m as toc i .it i o f l S.

The tnt o m a t  I on max’ fit t ore ’  I hci In a way that ii r i g g t ’ — I s . , ‘ I vpe ’’ 01 per son ,

sue h a he ii igh achiever -; uden I or the e’, i f l  t ank or c ’u s  o ld  curmu dg eon .

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -



24

I n c lud ing  b o t h  t y p e s  a t  :.mmlli ar it y in t h e  ina r t i p u l a t  i~~ m .  in su re - i  tha t if e i the r

a1 f e ’ct s  c l u s t e r in g  i i ,  f r e e  r e c a l l , those  ~ 1t t ,’~~t s  would be d~~t e c t i ~ . Now that

such efI’~’c ts have b~ e’u o b t a i n e d , t i m e  tiex t s t ep  is to isolate the sepcirate

c o n t r i b u t i o n  of ~‘ m c h .

D i 5 t l n g u f s h l n g  b e t w e e n  nam e l a mi l i a r i t y  d u O  int er—1t ~~ assoc i a t i o n  s t r e n g t h

is :he’ f i r s - i step in p r ov ia  ing a theoretical ana lys is ol t h e  pr L ’ce ’ssL ’s tha t

u r t d e r l v  t he  e t i e ct s  of familiar ity on clustering . The ovc’rall efil ec t utav  hav e

been p ro d u ce d  by one (or f l a r e )  of the  f o l l o w i n g  t h r ee  p rocesses .

Nam e d i s c r l m in a b i l i t v  c o u l d  have operated  by prov id ing a grea t er incent iv e

t o  r e c a l l  the lnt cr : ;i a t ion by name for tamiliar than for untamiliar names.

F a m i l i a r  names w o u l d  be eas ier  t o  rec all  and t h e r e fo r e  prov id e a more convenien t

s t a r t i n g  po in t  f o r  mt~n or y  search during the  r e t r i e va l  s t age .  Accord ing to th i s

exp lanation , the nature of the information describing the person is i r re levent.

11 correc t , it suggests tha t our findings ~ere r1ot necessarily due to the

organiz,.ction of ittl ormat ion in memory , but  due pr i m a r i ly to the  n a t u r e  of the

lnfor tna t ion s ea r c h  ‘i t  t h e  r e t r i e v a l  s t a ge .  If t h i s  is t h e ’  O d S e , then f a m i l i a r i t y

of name should a f t e c t c l u s t e r ing i n d e p e n d e n t ly of t h e  information in the stimulus

S e t .

The strength cf l n t e r — i ~~~~ a s s o ci at ion s  could have produced the effect

I n d e p e n d e n t  01 whether a per son name was linked to t h e  i n i c r m i ~ ,t i on  it~~is. If

t h e  f a m i l i a r i n f o r m m m ~ct  ion  S e t s  00 , in fact , possess hig h in t er — i t ~~ associations

In com p a r i s o n  t o  t h e  mi: i i -~m i i t ar  s e t s , t h e n  t h e  c l u s t e r in g  e f f e c t s  c o ’u l c  ‘nave

r e s u l t e d  f r o m  t h i s  u i f f t - r c ’ m i t i a l  assoc iat iv e st r u c t u re .  Tha t is , accessing one

it~~n f rom a hig h assoc i a t i o n  S t i  w i l l  r eadil y b r i n k  to mind other it~~1s from

tha t set (and t h e r e f o r e  t h e  su bj ec t w i l l  record t h~ im comtti ~ucusly in the recall

task). This is less lik oiv to occur in the low assoc iation sets, This

~~ p la i i a t ion o1 the clustering effects assumes they are due to the nature L b

informa t ion o r g a n i z a t i o n  In rne ’rnc ’rv rather than a result of re t r ieval  processes .

-‘ — - ~~~~ . . _ ,  ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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ItT the obtained  c lus te r  ing ef f e ’cts were due to th i s  exp lana t ion , then  the

assoc ia t ion  value’ of the i n fo rma t ion  se ts  should have the  same eff ects on d ust—

ering , regardless of name familiarity.

A third explanation stems from the possibility tha t subjects use specific

p~ rson schemas In their or~ ,inization of new information about familiar persons,

but not with u n f a m i l i a r  pe r sons .  For famou s persons , the  schema inv olves strong

assoc iative bond s between the person ’s name and a number of other facts about

the  person. When I n f o r m a ti o n  items are encountered , the  person may f i t  them into

• this alr eady existing structure. Sinc e no such schemas are available for

u n f a m i l i a r  persons , l i t t l e  person c l u s t e r ing  shoul’l occur wi th  unfami l ia r

names , r egardless of whether  they are linked to high or low association s timulus

sets.

Two versions of t h i s  explanat ion can be i d e n t i f i e d .  I t  may be tha t

schema only affec t cluster ing when the stimu lus item either is already a part of

the schema or is strong ly linked to an ex i s t ing  schema e lement .  Such strong

assoc iativ e pa thways may be a prerequisite for the recall of one information item

to elicit another item in the same schema , If t rue , it would mean tha t the onl y t ime

that strong person cluster ing would occur is when the inf orma t ion i tems to be

recalled are relevent  to the schema . If low association s t imulus  sets were

linked to familiar names , the amount of per son cluster ing would be low and

similar to tha t obtained when the low association sets were linked to unfamiliar

names.

A seccIlu version of the person schema exp lanat ion is based on the possi-

b i l i ty  that  a per son schema can af f e c t cluster ing even fo r  inf orma t ion i tems

that were not originally a par t of the schema, Although most of the items

in the low association stimulus sets were not selected to be part of the schema

of the famous persons, it is possible that subjects could find meaningful

linkages between them and the per son schema. For example, ther e is a sense in

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~
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which Mu hamm ed All  is self taugh t , ha nd some, and a p o l i t i c ian. To the extent

tha t t h i s  vers ion of t h e  person sc hema e x p l a n a t i o n  hold s , it would be expec t ed

tha t the amount of person clustering observed when low association items are

paired wi th a fa mi l iar name should be grea ter t han wh en they are pa ired wit h a n

unf amiliar name. However , sinc e these l inkages to the schema would be weaker

than for information is directly related to the familiar person schema, the

amount of clustering should be less than is found in the comp letely fam iliar

case.

Tests of the three explanat ions. An experiment by Pryor ana Ostrom was

designed to assess the b a s e— r a t e  c l u s t e r ing  tha t migh t  be a t t r i b u t a b l e  to

i n t e r — i t e m  associat ions  in the st imulus sets  used in the  experiment above. If

the effec t of familiarity was exclusively due to high vs. low inter—item

assoc ia tions , similar cluster ing d ifferences would be expected even if no nam es

were at tached to the descr ip tors  at the t ime  of s t imulus  p resen ta t ion .

Twenty—four  subj ects were presented wi th  the 25 descrip tors  f rom eac h of

the four stimulus sets. The descriptor s were presented without any person

names attached . Subjects read through each stimulus set three times (the

desciptors  wer e p r i n t e d  on index cards) , each t ime  In a different shuffled

order . They then wer e ins t ruc ted  to recall the descriptors , writing them

dowti in the order they  came to mind . Subsequentl y ,  subj ects were given one

add itional exposure and a second recall trial. The ord er of the four stimulus

sets was counterbalanc ed across subjects.

Eac h recall protocol was given two cluster ing scores. The familiar person

categorization of descriptor s (e.g. the rows in Figure 1) wer e used for computing

one score and the unfamiliar person categories (the columns in Figure 1) were

used for the other . The resulting two cluster ing ind ices were analyzed as

repeated  measures .  The means of these two ARC scores wer e

0

_____ -t
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. 02 for  the fami l iar  (or high assoc iat ion)  sets and — .02 for the unfamlifar

(or low association) sets .  A l t h o u g h  th i s  d i f f e r e n c e is small  and both values

are near zero , the d i f f e r enc e was s t a t i s t i c a ll y  r e l i a b l e  (F (1, 44) 11.759 ,

p < .01) . No e f f e c t s  wer e found due to t r i a l s  or stimulus replications,

These r e s u l t s  Ind i c a t e  tha t a d i f f e r e n c e  in i n t e r— i t e m  assoc ia t ion  may have

accounted for some part of the cluster ing results of the f i r s t  ex p e r i m e n t .  When

the v e r y  small magnitud e of clustering observed In t h i s  stud y is com pa r ed to

the rela t ively robust clustering tendenc ies observed in t he  f i r s t  experiment ,

the add itional influence of other processes is suggested .

The next study also conduc ted by Pryor and Ostrem was designed to

simu l taneously assess all three a l terna t iv e explanat ions  of the f a m i l i a r i t y

e f f e c t ~ ame d i s c ri r ninabi l it y ,  inter—item assoc iation , and per son schema). The

basic variables involved in this stud y are perhaps best understood by ref erring

back to Figure 1. In this study the pairing of names and descriptor sets was

manipula ted orthogonally. Fam iliar names were presented in conjunction with

either the high association or low association descriptor sets (the rows or

columns, respectively, from Figure 1). LikewIse, unfamiliar names wer e

presented with either high or low association descriptor sets. The basic

experimental design, then, was a 2 (familIa r vs. unfamiliar names) by 2

(high vs. low association descriptor sets) factorial. Subjects saw all four

• of these conditions, each with a different stimulus replication (rep lica t ions wer e

latin square counterbalanced across conditions over subjects). Another factor in

this exper iment was stimulus set size. Half the subjects received 9 Item sets

(.3 per sons x 3 descrip tors) and half received 25 Item sets (5 persons x 5

descriptors).

T h i r t y ..two su bj ects  participated in this experiment. Subjects were told

that the experiment conc erned their memory for information about persons.

-- ~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~ L~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~
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The information items for each stimulus set wer e pr inted on Ind ex card s in the

form of sentences .

The descriptor word in each sentenc e was underlined . Subjt-cts were In-

structed to r ememb i-r  the und erlined words as they read through each stimulus

dec k, saying the sentences aloud . The rationale for having subjects remember

onl y the descriptors involved reduc ing the  number of r e c a l l  error s by simp l i f y ing

the  response t . t s k .  I t  should also hel p solve an i n t e r p ret i v e problem wi th

the prev ious p r o c e d u r e .  I t  shou ld r educe  subj ects  tendenc y to use the name

written down on the preceed ing response as a retrieval cue for the next

response.

The subjects went thiough two exposure and two recall tr ials for each of

the four stimulus decks. The order of cards within each deck was arbitrarily

determined by s h u f f l in g  fo r  each exposure.  Subjec ts ’ recall protocols were

scored fo r  c lus te r ing around the  st imulu s per sons.

Each of the three alterna tive explanations for the familiarity effec t

makes a d i f f e r e n t  pred ic t ion fo r  this  stud y . The name discriminability ex—

planation predicts that t he  onl y signif icant e f f e c t shou ld be the  name familiar-

i t y  main e f f e c t .  Name d i s c ri mi n a b i l i t y  should be j u s t  as inf luent ia l  when pa ir ed

with low or high assoc iation i te m  sets .  Converse l y ,  the  i n t e r — i t e m  associat ion

explanat ion p r e d i c t s  onl y a main e f fec t due to the  item set factor . This effec t

should occur und er both levels of name familiarity.

If per son schemas are ac t iva ted  in th i s  r e sea rch  task , an i n t e r ac t i on

be tween  t h e  two above factors would be expected. As n ot e l  pr eviously, ther e

are two versions of the person schema exp lana t io n, both involving the prediction

of an in t e r a c t i o n .  They have in con~ion the expecta t ion  tha t when an unfami l ia r

name Is used , no person schema shou ld be evolked . Consequently, they bo th

pred ict that there wIll be no difference between the high and low association

stimulus sets when an unfamiliar name is presented.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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The first version of t h  person schema expla na t ion  requir ed tha t thc

informat ion  sets c o n t a i n  Items tha t  were alread y a pa r t  of the  schema before

the sc h ema would f a c i l i t a t e  c lus t e ring . This means tha t the  fami l i a r  name!

high associa t ion value c o n d i t i o n  should produce higher c l u s t e r ing  t h a t  the

o the r  t h r ee  and tha t those three should not d i f f e r  f rom one another . The

second version of the person schema exp lanat ion relaxed the r e q u i r e m e n t  tha t

the information item be an explicit par t of the preexisting schema. It

allowed for the possibility tha t people could discover or create lines of

association between each stimulus item and one or more elements of the schema .

In this case, it would be expected that the familiar name/low association

value condition be lower than the familiar name/high association value

condition , but higher than the other two ,

The data of t h i s  stud y (see Table 1) clearly favored the name discrimIn—

abili ty and inter it em associa tion explanations over either version of the person

schema exp lanation.  - -

Inser t Table 1 about here

The main ef fec t for  name familiarity was significant (F(l,24) ~ 13.58, ~ <.001),

which supports the name discriminability explanation. Also the main e f f ec t  for

item set was signif icant (F (1, 24) = 13.61, ~ < .001) , whic h supports the inter—

j item association explanation. Consistant with both was the finding tha t the

Interaction was not s ignif icant  (F(l , 24) 1.19, .2~ n . s .) .  All the above

f i n dings held for  both the small (3x3) and large (5x5) stimulus sets.

The absenc e of a signif icant interaction is contrary to the predictions of

the person schema exp lanation. The second (or more relax ed ) version came closest

in that it correctly predic ted  that the fa.~i1iar name/ low association cell should

be between the familiar  name/high association and unf amiliar name/low association

Cond itIons.

- ~~~~

—,-~ —- 1.~ ~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



30

However neither version anticipated that the unf ami l i a r  name/hig h assoc iat ion

conditio n would be above the baseline established by t h e  unfamiliar name/low

association condition.

It is clear tha t the f i r s t  (or strong ) ve r s ion  of t h e  person schema

explanation cannot account for the outcom e of th i s  stud y.  Howev er w i t h  some

a d j u s t m e n t , it is possible tha t the  more re laxed v e r s i o n  could have been

operating . It may have been t ha t in the unfamiliar name/high assoc ia t ion

condi t ion  that some of t he  subj ects wer e able to recognize the famous person

f rom the  descr ip tor  set and employ ed the  schema for ti~at person during recall.

Even though the tall , bea r ded , honest , self ’-taught leader was given the name

of Stephen Falcoln in t h i s  condi t ion , some subj ects  may hav e though t  to them-

selves that this stimulus person sounds like Abraham Lincoln. Unfortunatel y,

subjects were not asked at the end of this stud y whether any of the unfamiliar

persons reminded them of other well known per sons.

This  stud y,  then , r u l e d  out  onl y one explanat ion of t he  f am i l i a r i ty  e f f ec t

on c lus te r ing  in free recall , tha t being the  strong vers ion of the  per son

schema explanation. This still leaves three poss ib il i t i e s .  Al though the

more relaxed ver sion of the person schema explanation has the advantage of

accounting for all the findings in terms of just one theoretical process , we

cannot rule out the simultaneous operatio n of the name disc r imin ab l l it y  and

i n t e r—i tem assoc iation explana t ions.

One clear conc lusion from this stud y is that the or iginal familiarity

effec t cannot be fully explained on the basis of processes operating at the

time of retrieval. Name discriminability, a retrieval process , could accoun t

for the name familiarity main effect , but not for the effect of hig h vs. low

assoc iation value item sets. At least one component of person familiar ity, then ,

reflects the nature of how inf ormation is organized in memory.

L. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Whether the effec t of nam e familiarity on clustering was a r e t r i eva l  proces s

(via name discriminability) or an organizat ional  process (via person sc hema )

r emains  to be determined .

One useful app roach to this  problem is through th e  use of “mu lt ip le

operat ions. ” Pryor and Ostrom (1979) have shown that per son fami l ia r i ty  a f f e c t s

other kInd s of responses besides clustering in free recall. At least one of

these , speed of descr iptor recognition, suppor ts the view that organizational

processes underlay the fami l ia r i ty  effects. This is consistent with other

resea rch using a recogni t ion  t ime methodology to stud y the organiza t ion of perso n

inf ormation , Smith, Adams and Schorr (1978) have shown that descriptors themat-

ically related to the person schema are recognized more quickly than unrelated

Ones. And erson (1977) has shown tha t with repetition items of person information

become more strongly linked to the organizing node of the person. Both these

factors  would appear to d i f f e ren t i a t e  our familiar from our unfamiliar per sons

at the organizational level .

In both the f i r s t  and t hird studies of this series , unfamiliar information

abou t strang er s was not organiz ed in recall according to persons. The clustering

indices In those conditions wer e not signif icantly greater tha n chance. Among

other concerns that arise from this finding is the question that if the infor—

mation is not organized according to persons , then how is it organized? The

next series of studies was aimed at r ~p1oring alternative ways peop le might

be organizing social informat ion in memory.

Alternatives to Person Organization

The pr ev ious studies indicated that soc ial Inf ormation is most likely to

be cognitiv ely organized accord ing to persons when the information consti tutes

• familiar descriptors conc erning familiar persons. The organization of unfami l ia r

information abou t stranger s according to per sons emerged only und er repeated

exposures. It is impor tant to note that the information sets used in these
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exper iments could not readily be organized in any other manner except accord ing

to persons. Efforts were made to keep the stimulus persons within a set rela—

t iv e l y heterogeneous and the information item s were rand om ly o rde red .  There fore ,

It seems reasonable to infer  tha t other types of cognitiv e organization m i g h t

typ lify the  mental  representations of information concerning strangers.

In ou r laboratory,  two types of competing cognitiv e organizat ions have

been studied in conju nc t ion with per son information:  (1) desc:iptor organizat ion

and (2) temporal organizat ion.  Descriptor organization ref ers to an organization

ba sed upo n semantically re lated descriptor categories.  For example , information

i tems migh t  be cognitivel y classif ied as being instances of hometown s , par t—t ime

jobs or hobbies. Temporal organization in our exper iments  re fers  to an organi-

zation ba sed on the temporal order in whic h blocks of informa t ion are rec e iv ed .

For example , information items may be presented in consecutiv e blocks on d i f f e r —

ent pages of a questionnaire , where a block contains one item abou t each of the

persons.

Two exper iments  that examine the role of competing organizations In the

recall of person inf ormation are presented below. U n l i k e  t he  p reced ing  s tud i e s ,

these structure the information sets in that e x p l i c i t  al t e rna t ives to per son

organization are available. In add ition, these exper iments also explored the

role of dif f erent task demand s In mental ly organizing per son informa t ion.

D s c r iptor  organization.  Simpson (1979) conducted several studies emp loy ing

compet ing descriptor category des igns. Three of these studies involv ed unfamil iar

desc r ip to rs  a bou t strangers. S inc e the r esul ts  of these studies are qui te  similar ,

onl y one will be described in any detail . Below is an example st imulu s set used

in Simpson ’s resea rch.

- - ______ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • ~~~~~~
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Da ve Is a part—time usher .

DdVt is from Witchita , Kansas.

Torn is f rom R ic hm ond , VIrginia.

Tom enjoys collecting beer cans.

John enjoys co l l ec t ing  co in s .

Tom is a 1\Irt—time dishwasher .

John is from Denv er , Colorad o.

Dave en joys  t i n k e r i n g  w i t h  c a r s ,

John is a part—tim e farm wor ker.

There are two alterna t iv e ways this informa t ion can be organized . The

information items may be grouped according to the persons Dave, Tom , and John.

Or they may be seen as instances of the categories: part—tim e jobs, hobb ies ,

and hometowns. Thu s , pe rson and descr ip tor  organizat ions  are orthogonal wi th in

t h i s  set .  -~ -

Subj ects in th i s  exper iment  (N~32) wer e presented wi th  nine informat ion

it ems l ike those In the set above. They were in a w r i t t e n  forma t wi th  each

item on a consecutive page, The ord er of the i tems  was arran ged so that if

subj ects recalled all of the i tems in the order they were present ed , c lu s t er ing

would occur at exactly a chanc e level for  both the person and descriptor

organizat ions .

In the prev ious studies , subjects  were In a learning set when they rec eived

the info rmation . The present stud y had subjects focus of forming impressions

from the information,  Two kind s of impression sets were used .

Hal f of the subjects were given the task of forming impressions of how

compatible the three persons in a stimulus set would be as colleg e roo lmuates for

an acad emic year . The other half  were asked to form an impression of which

person in each group would least f i t  In as a rootmuate for an academic year .

~ 
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H e  second judgm ent  task was intend ed to promot e  the cognitiv e Ind ividuation

of t h e  s timu lu s set accordi i~~ to  per sons , w h l l c  the first was intended to

m er e l y encourage the subjec t to a t tend  to the information .

Prc~~u1ura l l y ,  the subj ec ts wer e 1) inform ed of the  judgment task and giv en

the  names of the per sons to be judged , 2) presented the  s timulus  set , 3) requ ired

to make the  jud~~nent , 4) given a d i s t ract o r  task and 5) tes ted  for  recall .  This

exposure/ recall sequenc e was repeated one add i t iona l  t ime .  The purpo se of inc lu—

d ing a dist ractor (whic h in this  case involved p ick i ng the names of famous

psyc hologists f rom a l e t t e r  mat r ix ) was to insure tha t recall was not j u s t  a

f u n c t i o n  of r eg u r g i t a t in g  the  c o n ten t s  of shor t  term memor y.

An analysis of the ARC ind icos der iv ed from the recall protocols r evea l ed

several In te res t ing  r e su l t s .  F i r s t , the re  was no ev id enc e that subj ects

organized the i r  recall  according to persons. The mea n ARC for  per son cluster ing

was .0 5 which was not signif icantl y dif f e r e n t  from chanc e , F < l) Nor was this

ind ex a f f e c t e d  by exposure/recal l  t r i a l s  F <1 .  However , there was ev idenc e tha t

sub jec t s  organized their recall according to descriptor categories , X = 0 ,24 ,

F( l , l6) ~5.59 , j~ < .03. This measure was also u n a f f e c t e d  by exposure/recal l

repe t i t ion , F < l .  The between subj ects variable , ta sk orienta t ion , ,  fai led to

produc e any signif icant e f f e c ts  wi th  r egard to either per son or descriptor

c l u s t e ring .

The ma in resul ts  of th i s  stud y were dupl ica ted  in another  experiment , also

repo rted in Simpson (1979) , in whic h photographs were substituted for the names

in the st imu lu s sets. In this replication onl y the group—compat ib i l i ty — as—

roommates judgment was requ ir ed of subj ects.

The r e su l ts  of these stud ies are congruent wi th  the f in4 ing s repor ted  abov e

that unfami l iar persons are not likely to serv e as organizing foc i for  social

in f or ma t ion. Physical in form at ion  such as age , r ace , height , and sex ar e all

- 
- read ily apparent when meeti ng a number of new peop le ( e .g .  a t t end ing a cocktail  pa r t y

-— . ~- — - - - • - • ,--•. - — — 
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exp* -t t such des~ r i p t  or o r gan  1 .-at ions to d &xn 1n~ t e - t he r t-pr e s & - n t  a t  ion ol i n f o r m —

at ton  .il~out unfam i i  l ar  reF  son~;

Ane t her factor tha t ap p e ar s  to a f f e c t t h e  o l g a  i i i  ‘ I t  ion  ~ f Inforna t ion

a bou t u n  ‘ a’~ i i i  a r o bet is the amount ot m i  or~i i li on (or  inemor  v load ) ac qu I r ed

.ibc~~t the pe r sons .  ~~~ h b i r t  , Fu l ero , Jens en , H o w a r d . ~ R i r r -l  I ( l 9 i ~~
) found

t ~~i t un d or high tnem -r v b a a  I o r m at  Ion is organ i .ed by t ra i t  ~ har ic t or 1st Ic s

and und er low ner.iorv load its organized by person. Presumably , then , the

tendency of Simpson ’s (1979)  subjects to organize by d e s c r i p t o r  wou ld h a v e been

eV en greater had he u .s~~ a larger  numb er ol s t i mu l u s  I t e m s ,

Out - quest ion 1 ef t unanswered  in t ho proceed ing st iid v i~~; how inf orina t i~~u

abou t f a m i l i a r  r a th e r  t h a n  unf am i l i a r  pers on s  is c o gn it lv e l v  or gan i ;~ed when

such  salient compel lug desc r ip t e r  c at e g o r i e s  a rc  p resen t . W h i l e  the  nex t and

{ tria l stud y reported in thi s 5cr ics  does not use a competing category design that

~i i v o l v e s  de sc r i p t o r  c . i t egor  i r s , ncver~ ths_jess addresses the general question.

Ind eed , the competing c a t e g o r i e s  involved in the  nex t study are per haps even

more inu~ed Iatelv s~i 1j en t  t h an  those Involved in the  las t  one.

T empora l or g an l z a t l o u .  One of the var iables  tha t p o t e n t i a l ly  inf luences

• the c ogn i t i ve o r g an i z a t  ton ~f the socia l i n f o r m a t i o n  we encounter  is the

s p a t i a l — t emporal sequenc e of our experienc e . For examp le , we may rem ember

seve ra l  f a c t s  tha t we encounter ed concerning the peop le wi th whom we had lun ch

today, severa l  i tems of Informat ion whic h wer e discussed in a f a c u l ty  m e e t i n g

this a f t e rnoon , and several messages heard on the rad io coming hom e f rom work.

Sig nif icant spa t ia l—tempora l  contexts  may thu s serv e to organize our exper ienc es .

In s tud ies  f rom the cognit iv e l i t e r a t u r e , th is  sort  of organization is ~ f tc n

operat ional ized by “blocking ” s t imulus In fo rma t ion Into d i s c ret e  groups.

4 
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W h i l e  soc ia l  experienc e is perhaps not o f t e n  b locked  In to  u n i t s  as distinc t as

those emp loy ed In cognitiv e e~ ier 1inents2, there ~i t t - chronological conventions

such as gen eral tint - s of the day cmornin g , a f t e r n o o n , n i g h t )  or ev en days  of t he

week tha t ma y  serve as organizing foc i.

The present exper iinen t (coidu cted by Pryor and Ostrom )attempted to operation—

al ize blocking in a manner tha t wou ld seem relev ent to the  manner In wh ich we

usually encounter soc ial information. The principle aim ci the exper iment was

to o b s t - r v e  the organizationa l inf luenc e of temporal ca tegor ies  upon person

inf ormation across varying conditions of person familiarity. A secondary concern

was to f ur ther exp lore the possibility t h a t  d i t f e r e n t la l judgmenta l  sets may

rneu~ ate organizationa l tendencies.

Forty—eig ht subjects partic ipated in this experiment. half of the subjects

were g i ven  Memory Set instruc t ions and the other half were giv en Impression set

instructions, in the  Memory set condition subjects were merely told tha t they

would he given informa t ion sets abou t persons and would subsequent ly  be asked

to recall the information. In the Impression set condition subjects wer e given

the same memory Instructions and in add i t ion , they wer e told that they would

j J V e  to  make f a v o r a b i l i ty  rating s of each of the several persons described in

the  in f o r m a t i o n  s e t s .  These per son ratings wer e to be mad e from memory, It

was hypothesized tha t the Impression set instructions wou ld tend to encourage

a per son—by—person representation of the information in comparison to the Memory

set instructions.

The informa t ion sets used in this study wer e the same 3 persons x 3 descrip—

tors sets  used in our original f a m i l i a r i ty  stud y (see Figure  1). The informa t ion

i t ems  inc luded names and descr ip tors .  The desc r i p tor s were underlined and sub-

jec t s were told to try to remember the und erlined words. Each subject receiv ed

two familiar and two unfamiliar sets. Order of the stimulus sets and familiarity

conditions was counterbalanc ed . Each stimulu s inf ormat ion  set t~as b lockei  into

A 
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t i  ret ’ - r i ps o f  tht cc i t  • e e - i .  W i t  i i  n a b l o c k  w l ~ c on t  - i i  ned one i t  en to n i - c r —

ning ( l I  h i - t  imulus pt ’r e n  l i i  t be set . bloc ks ~ ‘ t - t  p r t - - e - ~ i t  ed t n  C I~ S t 1  Ut i v e p i a t , ~ ;

in a t e a t  bo ok let  - \ t  t h e  t o p  i t bc p i ’ . e o n t - l i n i n t ’  t hi ~ I I r s t  block w~a:

lria a I nt t i n i t  on ‘- - ‘ 1 ~~ \ v o n  ‘ i t u n d  oct the foil ~ I nc  i n !  n a t  j u n . ’’ The iiet -o i id

b lock wa~, l ib e l e d  Tu~~- d , iv  n~ t h e t hi i d , Wt ’dncc ~~i v .  The i n t t t r ~ -~i t I1 - i cr~ ~ t - r e

r • ind om l v o r d er e d  wi Ui i n  c i t  h i h i  ~~k .

Fol  l ’wi r i~, p r e s e n t  it ion o f  1 at  I n i u l  us s t - I , su b j e t - t s t-lt- pivc n a one min ti t t-

d t - .t  t i c t - ’r t a s k  t ! i i t  i l l v o l v c - t I  - w it  ~i i t ~ hack~- trd~ rem a th h l t - t di~~it n n i - d t - r  ( t - . y .

tt -1 ) by  t h i r e t -s . ~ es t  . suh~ t’1t S wer e  asked t o  re t ai l i l l  o l  t i 11 des i - r i p t o r s  t h c~-

c o u l d  .in d w r i t  c t hen Ii •i ci nt~ i t p . ige i n t he Cl t-
~~ 

- r t It - V  C - on - t o  ti i t i d  . F’ I na 1 1 v .

suh ct i s in he I rip r e t ;  a i o n  -~ t t cond it  i o n  n i d  e ii t - I ~‘o - It ii it s- r.t t i nc. u I  t a t -h

-~
-

i-i t i m u I u ~ pe -r a o n  ‘n a - t v c n  p o i n t  sc~i l t - . l i ~ Ii s i i I t 1 e 1 - t  .-~~ i t  t h r u t i i ~~I i th is entire

pr 4 0 ! u r c  f o r  e t ch s t i m u l i i - ;  se t  t h r e e  t i n c a . The ’ o r a e t  I !  t i l l  i n f o r ~- i i t  i on  it -iu ~

.i block ~~~~ - -~~u n t t t it . i l a i i t - u -cj  o vc -r trials.

Each re’~-ai 1 pro to1 -ol 5 - i ; ; ~ i von two c lu s t e r i n g  C r &-s , one based on persons

and one on the t cup r .i I b l o c k s  ( d i v  0 !  t h e  w e e k )  - i hose t W o  •-‘t RC Lid ice-s were

t r e , i  ted  is r o O t - i t  ed m e a s u r e s .  The v .i r i ib l e s  of  t hieoret i c a l  in t er e s t  in this

t-x p e r l m c n t  ou s t  j t u t t t i  a 2 ( s et )  x 2 (person f a m i  h a n  t v )  x 2 ( \RC i n d e x )

I .tctor ia l des igri .

l ri~’ 1 f  t h e  main r e as on s  f - r  do i rig t h i s  s t ud y was t o  exp la i n  whe the r  person

- m i  I i  r i t v  a f t  c ted the e x t  O u t  to  w h i c h  n on—pers on  fo rms  1t t  information organi—

i t - i t I i n  -~i uld bc used. Of p r i m a r y  i n t e r e s t , t hen , is t h e  i n t e ra c t  ion between

per  -on t imil i i r  it v and c l u s t e r i n g  inde x.  i - i gure  3 shows t h a t , as in the  previ ous

St i i i  I t s  1 i t t  le person c lu s t e r i n g  is found w i t h  i i n f am i i  j a r  s t i m u l u s  pe r sons .

i n ser t  Fi gure  3 abou t  here

There w.is a s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t  i o u  ( F (1 , 32) = 87 .54 , p < .001 ) that was causcd

by tempe r ~I cluster i ni ‘c - g ‘rca t or for un famil Li r t han f a m i l i a r  persons. Thi s

f inding,  along wi th  t h at  in the preceding stud y e s tab l i s h  t h a t  peop le tend to

p r e f e r  non—person  bases ot  t lye organ i zat ion when the social  In fo rm at ion

Is about u n f a m i l i a r  persons.
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Ther e was also a s igni f  i can t  two— wa y i n t e r a c t i o n  betw een the Set m a n i p u l a t i o n

and cluster cod ing , F(i,32) 7.17~ £ “~ .02. ThI s interaction is d e - p i i t e d  in

Figure -
~~~. When the subjects task is to forum an ix np r es si c- n , they show a s t rong

p r e f e r e n c e of person organiza t ion over temporal organization; however und er Mem—

ory Set cond itions neither organization clearly dom inated over the other .

Inser t Figure 4 about her e

Thu s, the Impression Set instructions functioned as hypothesized.

Anothe r  i n t e r a c t i o n  was o b t a i n e d  between the Familiarity and the Set factors,

F( 1~ 32) = 5 . 5 9 5 , p < .03 . The basic nature of this interaction was that , summ ing

over per son and temporal cluster ing , more clustering was detected in the Familiar ,

Impression set condi t ion  t h a n  in the other c o n d i t i o n s .  One i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of

this finding is tha t more overall organiza tion of socia l information occurred in

th is condition than in the others. Subjects wer e able to use person organization r
and temporal organization simultaneously. Howev er , sinc e the  person and tempora l

ARC ind ices t enu ed to be ncbativel y correlated , any  inter pretation would seem

~,omewha t specu la t ive .  F i n a i l y ,  i t  should be no t ed tha t the number of presenta tion

trials had no clear ef il .. ,t on organiza tional tend encies.

These resul ts  r e p l i c a t e  the  f i n d ing s of the fam iliarity series of experiments:

pe rson—by—person  o rgan iza t ions  of soc ial i n f o r m a t i o n  tend ed to occur only under

f a m i l i a r c on d i t i o n s .  Fur thermore , o the r forms  of cogni t iv e organ iza tion seem ed

to emerge and do m in a t e  when information concerned unfamiliar persons. It is also

interesting to note tha t per son—by—person organiza t ions of familiar person

information seemed to be utilized in recall even when salient competing organi—

za t iona l categories were present .

The f ind ings vis—a—vis the set manipulation suggest t ha t  situaticria l d~~nand s

concerning the expected used of person information may affect the manner i~

- - 
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whic h it is organized In  m e m o ry .  Thus, these finding s suggest ways in whic h

d i f f e r e n t  c o g n i tIv e organl~-ations of person Inforuum ation may be encouraged .

This  is par t  i c u l a r l y  impi l t a u t  consid er i~mg t h a t ,  ~s we’ note hie luw , t im e w ;iy

soc ial i n f o r m a t i o n  is  c o gn i t i vc l v  o rgan ized  may have  i m p o r t an t  i1~u p l i e - a t i on s  f o r

soc ial behav iors .

l)iscussion

Prev ious r e s e ar c h  in  j r  son p e r c e p t i o n  has not  questioned time assulapt ion

tha t soc ial i n f o r i - i a t l o n  is  o r g a n i z e d  accord ing  to persons .  The research re-

ported in t h i s  c h a p t e r  sugges ts  tha t such an o r g a n i z a t i on  o n l y  occurs  under

certain circumstances , namel y,  when the thformation concerns familiar persons. I -

A variety of other inmp licat ions arise when one quest ions the “person organi— 
- 

-~~

za t i on ” assump t ion made by previous researchers. In th is sect ion we shall

discuss (a) alterna tive forms of cognit ive organization , (b) behavioral

consequences of per son organiza tion, (c) possible ind ividual dif ferences, and

(d) affectiv e considerat ions.

Alternativ e Ways of Organizing Social Information

One of the first questions of in teres t  has to do wi th  identif ying a l t e rna t ive

modes of organization. When people are not organizing social information by

person , how are they organizing it?

The last two studies reported above conf irm the existence of two alternative

modes of organization: descriptor and temporal organizations. Below we will

suggest yet other organizat iona l modes and describe how the sev eral al ternatives

rela te t o  the Anderson and Bower (1973) models of associativ e memory .

\s  an Item of socia l Information is received, the perceiver no doubt forms

n - m v associat iv e l inkages.  In a computer simulation of Human Associative Memory

(HAM) developed by And erson and Bower (1973) i n fo rma t ion  is “ parsed ” or organized

according to several id e-a nodes. The first two nodal divisions assigned to

incoming information are a “tact node” and a “context node.” The “fact node” is

— - --  -
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f u r t h e r  d iv id ed in to  a subjec t node (which is comparab le  to th ìe ’ person node

under l uiv t - st [got [on In t he present stud It’s) a mmd a 1trc -u ica t e node. The

pred i c a t e ’ imod e is further subd iv ided into vei’b and objec t n~de~ (Thi est lat te ’t

umod c’S r i1  c r  to  t i l t  per son I e.I tur  Cs conv ey ed by t but  j u t  oruuia t Ion i t  ems.  )

The second major nodal d ivis ion ( t i m e  “ c o n te xt  um o d i ”) is sub—d iv id ed i n t o

lo c a t i o n  and t im e nodes, They refer to t he  p lace (or c o n te x t )  and t im e (or

sequence )  in wh ic h the factual informa t ion items occurred . This latter nodal

o r g a ni z a t i on  is  quite similar to t ime t emporal  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o per a t i o n a li z e d  by

block ing in the Pryor and Ostrom (1979) s tud y ment ioned  above.

Nodes are in te rconnec ted  in a hierarchica l fashion through assoc iative

pathways for each information item , A person feature (i.e., the “pred icate

node”) will fr equentl y be linked to superord ina te  descr i ptor  c a t e g o r i e s .  In

the Simpson (1979) study, the per so-.i feature “enjoys tinkering w i t h  cars ” had

a pre~~ex1s tthg l i nk ag e  to the  descrip to r  ca tegory  “ hobby” . Si mi l a r l y ,  a skin

color feature (e.g., yellow) has a pro—ex isting linkage to a racia l category

(e.g., oriental) .

Lu terms of human assoc ia t iv e memory, tim e’ orgaumin a t i cuma I inf luence  of any

node in this network Is elet  orm luied by the  assoc i a t  I V t ~ st rength of t h e  p . tt i iw av s

c onn&-c t tri g I t  to other relevant nodes. Ass~ u i. i t iv e sir elk; t h is though t to be

do t erm i ned by the number of i n  t cry &‘nuui~ nodes .u um d I he I r u~u h 1I emi c v wit ii wh Ic ii t i m e

pat buw , u v in- we-c - mu nodes h~ s h ’e ’L~fl at - t iva ted (And et’ sc um & Bowc ’~ , 197 1 ; Cet 11 h i s  ~

Lot tus , 1975).

The the ore t ica l  framework prov id ed by Anderson and Bower suggest s  t h r e e

ways soc ia l Informa t ion can be organized in a d d i t i o n  to a per s o n — o m - i e n t e d  o r g a n i —

zat ion . The fac t tha t soc ial informa t ion is temporal l v o r d e r e d  1, or b l o c ked )

prov ide’s one a I terna t lye form of  organ izat ion l im o 1 WUs vor if ted In one of our

-i i ndi e s  . Thi s  t ( ‘uutpo r ~( I in ! oruuma t ion is represented 1w thmt ’ I inm e nod e Fetr

t-X duu , , ~e , in some c o ffee  shops t wo  or iuore waitresses Lre qu cn t ty  serv e time sam e

cus t o m e r .

-
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As a customer , you aia v recall t im e sequenc e of a c t s  on t ime part ot the ’ w a i t  r - ~~-es

( e .g  . , br oug i mt  menu , took order , poured c of I cc , a um d looked imuup a t I ent wh 11 e’ you

were’ £ in ishuluig ) . You uum a v , however , imo t be able to Id eu t t  If v wh i c h  of time

several  w a f t r e ’s s e -s did  c a c t i  of t ime ’ acts. Not only cau u peop le o r g an i z e  on t ime

basis ~f tempora l sequ e nc e, but the c-al l  o rgan ize ’  aroun d specific dat es. Most

older people can prohab lv rem e~nth cr wha t t h e y  wc-r e do ln~ on t h e i r  21st hir t h i day

YarTney & Bull , (1978) found tha t 97% of a large - samp le  ci. Amer Icans and Canad iauu s

could remember (when asked in 1976) wha t they we’r e doing on November 22 , 19(u ) .

A ~~ c’ ctumd a l t e r u m ~i t  ivc to person o r g a n i z a t i o n  is  o r g a n i z a t i o n  arou nd s l t u a —

tiona l or contex tual  f e a t u r e s  of time soc ial information s et t  ing . This Is repro—

sented by  And erson and Bower ’s location node. For examp le , peop le find it easy 3
to r e c a l l  soc jal encounters tha t occurred whi 1 e~ on v~ica t ion , when a t tend ing

costume parties, or wh ile visiting public restrooms.

The third alternativ e emerges from the  na tu re  of the  person features stor ed

in the’ pred icate’ node’ (which consists of the verb and obj ec t ) . Many f e a t u r e s

can readil y he classified into broader descriptor categories. One of our

s tudies  showed tha t for u n f a m i l ia r  persons , items of soc ial ini or numt io i m  may he

linked more strong ly to nodes r e p r e s e n t i n g  these  d e s cr i p t o r  c a t e g o r i e s  t han  to

person nodes. For examp le , you may come away from a party rem€3uubering you met a

polic eman and a f irema n , and tha t one wa s in his 20 ’s and one was in imis 40’s.

However , you may fInd It impossible to recall which was which. It would be clear

in this instance that the  informat ion  was organized by time descrip tor  categories

of occupation and age rather than by the persons .

A f o u r t h  form of soc ial Informa t ion o rgan iza t ion  of pa r t i cu la r  in teres t  to

social psychologists (and one not directly sugg ested by the  HAN model) Is

orgmn izat Ion accord ing  to time self • We may organize person  fea tures on the  has is

of being similar or dissimilar to ourselves (e.g., Marlws, 1977; Rogers , Kuiper ,

&Kirker , 1977). This form of cognitive or gan iza t ion  would go beyond time jimmied —

late fac tual  na ture  of I n f o r m a t i o n  and emphasize an integration with one ’s

- -  ~~~~~~~~~-— -- 
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recollec t ions of one ’s own past experiences.

One issue that has yet to be addressed is whether soc ial informat ion can

be s imul taneousl y organized according to two or more- of these alternatives.

The associativ e network model would allow for this possibility since information

Items are linked to a variety of these organizational nodes. The data from our

stud y on person vs. temporal clustering (wher e the total amount of er son p lus

temporal c lus te r ing  was greatest for familiar persons) suggests that the ability

to access soc ial information through several organizational alternatives occurs

pr imar i ly fo r  f a m i l i ar persons .

Descr iptor organization and ster eotyping. Of these four alternativ e

organizat ional modes, perhaps th e most relevent to past work in soc ial psychology

Is the third , organ ization by descri ptor . When a par t icular behavior or person

feature dominates the organization of informat ion concerning some person , o ther

behav iors or charac teristic s of tha t person may becom e less accessible in

memory. iJe believe it is this type of organization tha L forms the basis of

stereotyping.

It is interesting to imote that stereotyp ing is one area In social psychology

tha t has not adopted the  assumption tha t social information is organized around

persons. Stereotypes represent exactly the opposite process; social information

is orga n ized a round a descriptor category (e.g., ethn ic label , gender designation,

menta l  illness label) and the  uniqu e fea tures  of each group member are ignored

or forgotten. Studies wh ich would contrast a per son—dominated organization to a

descriptor—domina ted organization offer the potential of Integrating person

percept ion processes and stereotyping processes under the same conceptual struc-

tur e.

Two kind s of settings appear promising in stud y ing descr ip tor organ iza tion ,

set t Ing s that contain crossed and settings that contain nested information

ensembles.  Crossed informat ion ensembles r e f e r  to circumstances under which the

observer receives the  exac t sam e categories of informat ion  abou t all pe rsons.

-
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The stud y by Simpson (1979) is an example of t imi s  sort of design. We may inf er

that organizing by descriptor ategorles obfuscate-s t h e  relationshi p of p a rt i—

cular descriptors to particular persons.

Nested information ensembles ref er to settings in whic h there is only one

= dominant feature used to c l a s s ify  persons ( e . g . ,  r ace  or sex) and seV erd 1

d i s t i n c t (non—crossed ) ite~ii s of informa t ion are received abou t each person In

each category. For examp le , say you meet two whites and two blacks , and learn

several different facts abou t each .  You may remember the facts abou t the whites

and the facts abou t t i m e  blacks , but not be able to recall which fact went w i t h

each person within a rac ial category. This was the situation studied by Tay lor ,

et al (19 78) .

Through systematic variation of the qualities tha t are potentially important

to the formation of person nodes , it should be possible to gain an understand ing

of how person nodes can come to exer t an ~,nfluence in the context of highly

inf luential descriptor nodes, Such a l ine of research has a rich potential for

the understand ing of stereotyping and how one might encourage the consideration

of persons as Individuals.

A f inal point to be mentioned regarding person vs. descriptor organiza tion

is the potential effects of memory on decision making . Memory—bas ed judg ments

are dependent on the accuracy and spec if icity of information available from

memory. The mode of organization is certain to affect the amount of information

one can retrieve from the original information ensemble, and the nature of the

reconstructive errors introduced .

Behavioral Consequences of Person Or&anization

Another avenu e f or f u t u r e  investigation Involves the overt behavioral

manifestations of cognitiv e organization. Research by Wilder (1977) has already

examined some conc eptual issues that are relevant to this concern. Wilder found

t hat the soc ial influence of persons In a conf ormi ty  s i tua t ion  was greater  when

su bj ects were enc ouraged to perceiv e them as ind iv idual “ soc ial en t i t l e s” t han
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wh e n subj ects were encourag ed to perceive them as memb ers  of a group. Wil le

W ilder did no t direc t ly assess the cogn itive representation of time stimulus

persons in hi s exper imen ts, it is reasonable to suggest tha t a single node was

used to represent  a l l  persons whe n t h ey  were perceived as member s of the same

group and tha t each person was represented  by a separate nod e when they wer e

perc eived as separate social entities. Future research nay be desig ned to

combine the methodologies proposed in th i s  chapter  w i t h  the metimodologies

described by W ild er . In this way, cognitiv e and behavioral indices of per son

node forma t ion may be assessed within the sam e’ setting .

An add it iona l quest ion tha t may be posed in this same c o n c e p t u a l  vein  is:

Are persons who are cognitively represented in term s of highly organize-d person

nod es more likely to be treated as ind ividuals in a behavioral sense? Research

along these lines might ultimately lead to a better und erstanding of the cogni—

tive bases of discriminatory behaviors. Are administrators more likely to

withhold resources from a group cognitively organized by descrip tor (e.g., an

out group) than from a group organized (at least in part) by per sons?

Ind ividual Dif f erences

Another direc t ion for futuL-e research involves the role of ind ividual

d i [Lc r eu c e - s. There may he ind ividual prefer e nces for cognitivel y organL:iuig

soc ial i n f o r m a t i o n  ac c o r d  j ug to per s~ n or desc r ip t o r  c a t  e~.~or I c ’S. I t  may he t. hm t

peop le w i t h  a chron ic  i n a b i l i t y  to r e l a t e  to o t i m er s  as in d iv iduals  s u f f e r  f rom

a def i c i t  Iii t he i r  cap a c i ty  to organize soc ial i n f o r u u a t ion i-v p er son ,  lii so , it

would be wor thwhi le  to develop t r a i n i n g  program s to facilit a t e- per son organiza—

t ion.

C e r t a i n  desc r ip tor  c a t e g o r i e s  may be d isp o s i t i o n a l  i y pr t ’L e rr e \ t  to o ther

categories. This  Is e~i r c c t l y imp l ied by the work of i~e i l y ( 1 9 5 5 )  and Rosenberg

( 1 9 7 7 )  . Also , t imer e a i r  he general organizat b u l l 1 p r e f e r e n c e’s related to

self—sc tmemata (~~trku s, 1977; Rogers , Kuiper , & K i r k e r , 197 7 ) .  Organizationa l
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pr eferences may also evolv e from past experiences tha t iiapose a highl y organ iz ed

categorical structur e upon i~~I son Information, e.g., the reliance on particular

d iagnostic categories (Cha pma n & Chapman , 1969) .

Af fec t iv e Cons idera t ion s

The final conceptual factor that we will mention as a possible avenue of

f u t u r e  investigations Is the role of affect. How does affec t (or emotion)

inf l uence t he forma t ion of person nodes? At least two possibilities should be

explored . In rela t ion to d i s c ri m in ab i l i t y ,  s e n ti me n t s  ~mma y inf luenc e one ’ s focus

of attent ion. A person may become a salient o r g a niz i n g  t heme because time feeling s -
~~

which an observer Imas toward tha t person may consistentl y uir ec t the observer ’ s

focus of attention toward the person.

On a diff erent level of analysis, one might  suggest tha t the assoc iat ive

dynamics of memory tha t have been described in this chapter are pr inmarily charac—

teristic of nonaffectiv e thought processes. Althoug h the trends in cognitiv e

psychology d irect us to explor e rational informa tion processing, it is possible

tha t emotional factor s circumvent rational processes. On the other hand , - -

emotional states may serve only to in tens if y the influence of a dom inant organ—

Izational mode. in either case , the influenc e of emotional factor s deserv e

f u r t h e r  a t t en t io n in experimental  investigat ions.
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Footnotes

*This researcim was sponsored in part by the Organizational Eff ectiveness

Research Program , Office of Naval Research (Contrac t number N000l4—79—C—0027,

NR 170—882). We wish to acknowl~~ ge helpful comments on an earlier draft

prov ided by M. Hyde , J. Lingle , M. Mitchell , W . Wallace , and R. Wyer .

1The scoring of the recall protocols for clustering in this exper iment

involved a slightl y d ifferent strategy than was used in experiments hitherto

described . Recall responses were included for analysis if they involved only

a correc t descr iptor (without a name) or if they involved a correct name/

de scriptor pa iring . Again errors were ignored .

21t shou ld be noted that some theorists (e.g., Newtson, et al. 1978)

maintain that the stream of soc ial experience is organized into discrete ,

consensuall y.-perc eived units. 
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Table I

M~ t n  Cl us t o  r i n g  Sc tire s (ARC) as a Ftinc I fun of  N ame

I- i r i I  I I . i t  it v an d  Pe~~c r ipte t i Sc’ I As si n-  i , i t  Ion  V i i  no

Assoel,i Lion Vi l i i , ’ o f

th ’ser i p t or  Set

l i i  gli

t lt.i r . 17* .66*

N.imt’s

Unf;iniii i a r .17 •37*

N~’ to . Per feet c 1 n o t e  r I n c~ is b u d  Ic , i  ted by  .m A R C  c i  I . 0 and c hance b~ ~t’rc

* M o m  ARC gr e . m t e r  t h a n  chance , p .
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Fi gure  1. E x a m p l e  I t  ;t  i m u l u s  - a t  u se  i n  the ’ first familiarity stud y.

Fi gure 2. ~l c . i i t  c l  u s t i r  i i i - ~ index (ARC) as i f t i n e t  ion of person

famili arit y and  tr ia l.

Figure 3. Mean 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

and tempo ral clustering indices (ARC’s) as a

funet ion of pe r s on  I ;tmi l [an t’.- .

Figure 4. Me an person and tempora l clustering indices (ARC ’s) as a

funct ion of inst ruct t on a l  s e t .
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