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Abstrac t 

A central issue in cognitive science is whether learning 
and processin g constraint s ar e particula r  t o domain s o r 
whethe r  the y generaliz e acros s domains .  I n thi s pape r 
th e domain-generalit y o f  a  particula r  typ e o f 
constraint ,  linea r  separability ,  wa s examined .  Prio r 
researc h ha s foun d tha t  decision s i n th e socia l  domai n 
ar e ofte n consisten t  wit h linea r  separabilit y  bu t  thi s i s 
rarel y tru e o f  decision s i n th e objec t  domain .  T w o 
experiment s wer e conducte d t o examin e th e generalit y 
of  thi s resul t  b y usin g fiindamentally  differen t  type s o f 
socia l  an d objec t  material s tha n hav e bee n use d i n 
previou s research .  I n bot h experiment s differen t 
integratio n strategie s wer e observe d i n socia l  an d 
objec t  domains ,  an d a s i n prio r  researc h man y mor e 
Summatio n sort s occurre d wit h socia l  materials . 
Thes e result s indicat e tha t  previou s difference s tha t 
hav e bee n observe d betwee n objec t  an d socia l  domain s 
generaliz e t o ver y differen t  type s o f  objec t  an d socia l 
materials .  A t  a  genera l  leve l  th e result s indicat e tha t 
th e structur e o f  knowledg e varie s wit h domain ,  an d 
consequentl y  i t  wil l  b e difficul t  t o formulat e domain -
genera l  constraint s i n term s o f  abstrac t  structura l 
propertie s suc h a s linea r  separability . 

I n t r o d u c t i o n 

A centra l  issu e i n cognitiv e scienc e concern s th e domain -
generalit y o f  learnin g an d processin g constraints .  Ar e 
learnin g an d processin g constraint s particula r  t o domain s o r 
do the y generaliz e acros s domains ? Th e researc h i n thi s 
articl e investigate d th e exten t  t o whic h linea r  separabilit y 
constraine d categorizatio n decision s i n differen t  conten t 
domains .  Linea r  separabilit y  i s a  principl e tha t  i s relevan t  t o 
categorizatio n processe s (e.g .  Medi n &  Schwanenflugel , 
1981 ;  Wa ldman n &  Holyoak ,  1990 ;  Wattenmaker ,  Dewey , 
Murphy ,  &  Medin ,  1986) ,  connectionis t  modelin g (e.g. , 
Gluc k &  Bower ,  1988) ,  an d machin e learnin g (Nilsson , 
1965) .  I n relatio n t o categorization ,  linearl y separabl e 
categorie s ar e categorie s tha t  ca n b e partitione d o n th e basi s 
of  a  weighted ,  additiv e combinatio n o f  componen t 
information . 

I n a  serie s o f  experiments ,  Wattenmake r  (i n press ) 
foun d tha t  linea r  separabilit y wa s a  m u c h mor e importan t 
constrain t  o n decision s i n th e socia l  tha n th e objec t  domain . 
I t  wa s conclude d tha t  differen t  knowledg e structure s wer e 
activate d i n socia l  an d objec t  domains ,  an d tha t  thes e 
difference s i n knowledg e structure s produce d difference s i n 
encodin g an d integratio n strategies .  Th e integratio n 

strategie s tha t  wer e activate d i n th e socia l  domai n wer e 
compatibl e wit h linea r  separability ,  bu t  th e strategie s tha t 
wer e activate d i n th e objec t  domai n wer e inconsisten t  wit h 
linea r  separability .  Thus ,  thi s researc h indicate d tha t  th e 
naturalnes s o f  abstrac t  structure s an d prmciple s suc h a s 
linea r  separabilit y  wil l  var y wit h conten t  domain . 

The presen t  researc h wa s designe d t o tes t  th e 
generalit y o f  thes e results .  Thi s wa s accomplishe d b y usin g 
differen t  socia l  material s an d differen t  objec t  material s tha n 
wer e use d i n th e Wattenmake r  (i n press )  studies .  Indeed , 
ther e ar e m a n y differen t  type s o f  socia l  an d objec t  concepts , 
and with m th e socia l  an d th e objec t  domain s concept s hav e 
ver y differen t  structures .  Thus ,  i t  i s  possibl e tha t  th e 
compatibilit y  betwee n th e socia l  domai n an d linea r 
separabilit y an d th e incompatibilit y  betwee n th e objec t 
domai n an d linea r  separabilit y  migh t  b e limite d t o a  sub-se t 
of  concept s withi n eac h o f  thes e domains . 

Experiment 1 

I n th e Wattenmake r  ( m press )  studies ,  th e socia l  categorie s 
wer e eithe r  trait s (extroverted ,  cautious ,  etc. )  o r  occupation s 
(lawyer ,  doctor ,  etc.) .  I n thi s experimen t  w e attempte d t o 
us e socia l  material s tha t  ha d a  ver y differen t  structure .  T o 
accomplis h thi s w e use d socia l  event s a s th e socia l 
categories .  Even t  categorie s suc h a s politica l  rall y  see m t o 
be les s abstrac t  tha n trai t  categorie s suc h a s extrovert ,  an d 
th e flexibilit y i n interpretatio n tha t  characterize s th e 
processin g o f  trait s an d behavior s seem s t o b e greatl y 
reduce d wit h socia l  events .  Flexibilit y  i n interpretatio n an d 
relianc e o n abstrac t  representation s rathe r  tha n exemplar s 
see m t o b e importan t  factor s fo r  producin g compatibilit y 
wit h linearl y separabl e structure s (se e Wattenmaker ,  i n 
press) .  Thus ,  th e structur e o f  socia l  event s migh t  b e m u c h 
les s compatibl e wit h linea r  separability . 

To investigat e thi s possibility ,  participant s wer e 
presente d wit h description s o f  socia l  event s o r  description s 
of  objects ,  an d the y wer e aske d t o divid e th e example s int o 
tw o equal-size d groups .  Fou r  pair s o f  socia l  even t 
categorie s an d fou r  pair s o f  objec t  categorie s wer e use d i n 
th e experiment .  Thes e categorie s ar e liste d i n Tabl e 2 .  A s 
an illustratio n o f  th e feature s tha t  wer e used ,  th e roc k 
concer t  vs .  poetr y readin g event s wer e represente d b y th e 
followin g featiires :  th e audienc e wa s larg e vs .  th e audienc e 
was small ;  m a n y member s o f  th e audienc e wer e intoxicate d 
vs .  fe w member s o f  th e audienc e wer e intoxicated ;  severa l 
peopl e a t  th e even t  wer e rud e vs .  mos t  peopl e a t  th e even t 
wer e polite ;  an d th e atmospher e fo r  th e even t  wa s jovia l  vs . 
th e atmospher e fo r  th e even t  wa s serious .  Th e firs t  o f  eac h 
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of  thes e pair s wa s associate d wit h a  roc k concer t  an d th e 
secon d wit h a  poetr y reading .  A s a n illustratio n o f  th e 
objec t  categories ,  th e bir d vs .  no t  bir d objec t  categorie s 
wer e represente d b y th e features :  flie s vs .  doe s no t  fly,  i s 
ligh t  i n weigh t  vs .  i s  heav y i n weight ;  eat s worm s an d 
insect s vs .  doe s no t  ea t  wo rm s an d insects ;  an d build s a  nes t 
i n a  tre e vs .  doe s no t  buil d a  nes t  i n a  tree .  Th e first  o f  eac h 
of  thes e feature s wa s associate d wit h th e bir d category . 

Th e socia l  an d objec t  description s wer e constructe d 
from  th e sam e underlyin g structur e (represente d b y th e 
abstrac t  notatio n i n Tabl e 1) ,  bu t  thi s structur e wa s 
represente d b y objec t  o r  socia l  characteristics .  Consider ,  fo r 
example ,  th e socia l  tas k i n whic h th e relevan t  categorie s 
wer e roc k concer t  vs .  poetr y reading .  Eac h o f  th e fou r 
contrastin g feature s liste d abov e wa s randoml y assigne d t o 
on e o f  th e dimension s i n Tabl e 1  (e.g. ,  th e contras t  betwee n 
a larg e vs .  a  smal l  audienc e migh t  b e assigne d t o D l ) ,  an d 
th e I' s i n Tabl e 1  wer e represente d b y feature s o f  a  roc k 
concer t  wherea s th e O' s wer e represente d b y feature s o f  a 
poetr y reading .  Thus ,  fo r  on e randomization ,  Exempla r  1 
(1110 )  i n Tabl e 1  wa s represente d a s th e audienc e wa s 
large ,  m a n y member s o f  th e audienc e wer e intoxicated , 
severa l  peopl e a t  th e even t  wer e rude ,  an d th e atmospher e 
fo r  th e even t  wa s serious ;  Exempla r  2  (1101 )  wa s 
represente d a s th e audienc e wa s large ,  m a n y member s o f  th e 
audienc e wer e intoxicated ,  mos t  peopl e a t  th e even t  wer e 
polite ,  an d th e atmospher e fo r  th e even t  wa s jovial .  Thus ,  i n 
thi s conditio n th e fou r  example s o n th e lef t  sid e o f  Tabl e 1 
ha d thre e feature s tha t  wer e typica l  o f  a  roc k concer t  an d 
onl y on e featur e tha t  wa s typica l  o f  a  poetr y reading . 
Alternatively ,  th e fou r  example s o n th e righ t  sid e o f  Tabl e 1 
ha d thre e feature s tha t  wer e typica l  o f  a  poetr y readin g an d 
onl y on e featur e tha t  wa s typica l  o f  a  roc k concert .  Th e 
example s fo r  th e othe r  thre e pair s o f  socia l  even t  categorie s 
(liste d i n Tabl e 2 )  wer e als o constructe d from  Tabl e 1  usin g 
thi s sam e procedur e excep t  tha t  differen t  feature s wer e used . 

Table 1: Abstract representation of the linearly separable 
categorie s use d i n Experiment s 1  an d 2 . 

LINEARLY SEPARABLE CATEGORIES 

Categor y A Categor y B 
Dimensio n Dimensio n 

Exempla r  D l  D 2 D 3 D 4 Exempla r  D i m m D l 
Al  1  1  1  0  B l  0  0  0  1 
A2 1  1  0  1  B 2 0  0  1 0 
A3 1  0  1  1  B 3 0  1 0 0 
A4 0  1  1 1  B 4 1 0 0  0 

For the object materials the I's and O's in Table 1 were 
represente d b y th e feature s tha t  wer e use d t o represen t  th e 
objec t  materials .  Fo r  example ,  i n th e bir d vs .  no t  bir d 
condition .  Exempla r  1  (1110 )  v/a s flies,  ligh t  i n weight ,  eat s 
wo rms an d insects ,  an d doe s no t  buil d a  nes t  i n a  tree ; 
Exempla r  2  (1101 )  wa s flies,  ligh t  i n weight ,  doe s no t  ea t 
worms an d insects ,  an d build s a  nes t  i n a  tree .  Thus ,  i n thi s 
conditio n eac h exampl e o n th e lef t  sid e o f  Tabl e 1  ha d thre e 
feature s tha t  wer e typica l  o f  a  bir d an d onl y on e featur e tha t 

was no t  typica l  o f  a  bird .  Alternatively ,  eac h exampl e o n 
th e righ t  sid e o f  Tabl e 1  ha d thre e feature s tha t  wer e no t 
typica l  o f  a  bir d an d onl y on e featur e tha t  wa s typica l  o f  a 
bird .  Th e example s fo r  th e othe r  thre e pair s o f  objec t 
categorie s (liste d i n Tabl e 2 )  wer e als o constructe d from 
Tabl e 1  usin g thi s sam e procedure . 

For  th e socia l  tas k participant s wer e presente d wit h 8 
description s tha t  wer e constructe d from  Tabl e 1  usin g th e 
procedur e describe d above .  Th e eigh t  description s wer e 
constructe d from  eithe r  th e roc k concert/poetr y readin g 
features ,  th e elevator/ba r  features ,  th e footbal l  game/oper a 
features ,  o r  from  th e politica l  rally/movi e features .  Eac h 
subjec t  receive d th e description s from  on e o f  thes e categor y 
pairs .  Likewise ,  fo r  th e objec t  tas k participant s wer e 
presente d wit h 8  description s tha t  wer e als o constructe d 
from  Tabl e 1 .  Th e eigh t  description s wer e constructe d from 
eithe r  th e bird/non-bir d features ,  th e animal/furnitur e 
features ,  th e screwdriver/hamme r  features ,  o r  th e 
airplane/ca r  features . 

I n th e objec t  an d th e socia l  tas k participant s wer e 
give n th e relevan t  categor y label s (e.g .  roc k concer t  vs . 
poetr y readin g labels )  an d aske d t o plac e fou r  o f  th e eigh t 
description s i n on e o f  th e categorie s an d th e othe r  fou r 
description s i n th e othe r  category .  Thus ,  i n th e roc k concer t 
vs .  poetr y readin g condition ,  participant s wer e aske d t o 
plac e fou r  o f  th e description s i n th e roc k concer t  categor y 
and fou r  o f  th e description s i n th e poetr y readin g category . 
Likewise ,  i n th e bir d vs .  non-bir d condition ,  participant s 
wer e aske d t o plac e fou r  o f  th e description s i n th e bir d 
categor y an d fou r  o f  th e description s i n th e non-bir d 
category . 

Ther e ar e m a n y possibl e way s t o partitio n th e 
example s represente d i n Tabl e 1 .  I f  a  strateg y o f  summin g 
characteristi c feature s i s natural ,  however ,  the n Exemplar s 
1- 4 woul d b e place d i n on e categor y an d Exemplar s 5- 8 
woul d b e place d i n th e othe r  category .  Tha t  is ,  Exemplar s 
1 - 4 al l  hav e thre e feature s tha t  wer e typica l  o f  on e o f  th e 
categorie s (e.g .  roc k concert )  wherea s Exemplar s 5- 8 al l 
hav e thre e feature s tha t  wer e typica l  o f  th e othe r  categor y 
(e.g .  poetr y reading) .  Thus ,  i f  subject s adop t  a  strateg y o f 
summin g th e numbe r  o f  typica l  features ,  the n Exemplar s 1 -
4 wil l  b e place d i n on e categor y an d Exemplar s 5- 8 wil l  b e 
place d i n th e othe r  category .  Thes e categorie s woul d b e 
linearl y separable ,  an d the y woul d als o b e consisten t  wit h 
famil y resemblanc e an d prototyp e notions .  Thi s particula r 
patter n o f  sortin g wil l  b e calle d a  Summatio n sort . 

I n prio r  experiment s tha t  use d trai t  an d occupatio n 
categorie s a s socia l  materials ,  m a n y mor e Summatio n sort s 
wer e observe d i n th e socia l  tha n th e objec t  domai n 
(Wattenmaker ,  i n press) .  I f  thes e result s generaliz e t o othe r 
type s o f  categorie s withi n th e socia l  domain ,  the n ther e 
shoul d b e mor e Summatio n sort s fo r  th e socia l  even t 
material s tha n fo r  th e objec t  materials . 

Method 

Each subjec t  performe d a  socia l  sor t  an d a n objec t  sort .  Th e 
first  sor t  fo r  hal f  o f  th e subject s wa s a  socia l  sor t  an d th e 
first  sor t  fo r  th e othe r  subject s wa s a n objec t  sort .  Fift y 
subject s participate d i n th e experiment .  Al l  th e feature s tha t 
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wer e use d i n th e experimen t  wer e rate d t o b e clearl y 
associate d wit h th e correc t  categor y (e.g. ,  mos t  peopl e a t  th e 
even t  wer e polit e wa s rate d t o b e highl y characteristi c o f 
poetr y reading) .  Al l  othe r  aspect s o f  th e procedur e wer e 
detaile d above . 

Results and Discussion 

As indicate d i n Tabl e 2 ,  m a n y mor e Summatio n sort s 
occurre d wit h th e socia l  material s tha n th e objec t  material s 
(.4 8 vs .  .12) .  A  sig n tes t  indicate d tha t  thi s differenc e wa s 
highl y significan t  ( p <.01) .  Tabl e 2  reveal s tha t  ther e wer e 
larg e difference s i n th e numbe r  o f  Summatio n sort s tha t 
occurre d wit h th e differen t  socia l  categories .  Futur e wor k 
wil l  b e designe d t o examin e exactl y wha t  wa s responsibl e 
fo r  thes e differences .  However ,  al l  fou r  o f  th e socia l  sort s 
produce d mor e Summatio n sort s tha n th e objec t  conditio n 
tha t  ha d th e highes t  numbe r  o f  Summatio n sort s (i.e. ,  th e 
bir d vs .  non-bir d condition) ,  an d i n almos t  al l  case s thes e 
difference s wer e ver y large .  Thus ,  th e difference s betwee n 
th e object s an d socia l  even t  categorie s appea r  t o b e ver y 
reliable . 

Table 2: Results of Experiment 1. 

Socia l  Evgnt $ Percentag e p f  Summatio n Sort ? 
elevator/ba r  .4 2 
footbal l  game/oper a .5 4 
roc k concert/poetr y readin g .2 9 
politica l  rally/movi e .7 3 

Averag e fo r  socia l  event s .4 8 

Qbjeet s 
animal/fiimitur e 
screwdriver/hamme r 
bird/non-bir d 
airplane/ca r 

.1 5 

.0 7 

.1 8 

.0 8 

Averag e fo r  object s .1 2 

Thes e result s clearl y indicat e tha t  eve n whe n socia l 
event s ar e use d a s socia l  material s peopl e ar e mor e likel y t o 
su m feature s an d for m linearl y separabl e categorie s i n th e 
socia l  tha n th e objec t  domain .  Thu s th e compatibilit y 
betwee n linea r  separabilit y  an d th e socia l  domai n extend s t o 
many differen t  type s o f  socia l  categories ,  an d appear s t o 
represen t  a  highl y genera l  domai n effect . 

Experiment 2 

Wherea s Experimen t  1  use d differen t  socia l  material s tha n 
had bee n use d i n previou s research ,  i n thi s experimen t  w e 
attempte d t o us e ver y differen t  type s o f  objec t  materials . 
Specifically ,  i n Experimen t  1  an d i n al l  o f  th e experiment s 
reporte d i n Wattenmake r  (i n press) ,  th e objec t  categorie s 
wer e ver y familia r  (birds ,  furniture ,  hammers ,  cars ,  etc.) . 

Thes e type s o f  objec t  categorie s ar e no t  onl y ver y familiar , 
but  the y als o represen t  fairl y  stabl e categories ,  the y ar e 
clearl y defined ,  an d hav e m a n y accessibl e exemplars .  I n 
contrast ,  socia l  term s suc h a s extroverte d o r  cautiou s ca n b e 
viewe d a s les s stable ,  les s structured ,  an d t o b e mor e 
abstract .  Thus ,  i n thi s experimen t  w e attempte d t o desig n 
objec t  categorie s tha t  wer e les s familiar ,  tha t  di d no t  hav e a 
clea r  structure ,  wer e mor e abstract ,  an d i n general ,  seeme d 
t o b e mor e simila r  t o trai t  categories .  T o accomplis h this , 
we use d objec t  categorie s tha t  coul d b e viewe d a s 
characteristic s rathe r  tha n stabl e categories .  Fo r  example ,  i n 
one cas e th e objec t  categorie s wer e fragile  vs .  no t  fragile.  I t 
i s  clearl y possibl e t o classif y a n objec t  a s fi-agile  o r  not ,  bu t 
i n relatio n t o concept s suc h a s bir d an d hammer ,  fragil e 
doe s no t  see m t o represen t  a  stable ,  familiar ,  an d clearl y 
defme d category .  Indee d objec t  categorie s o f  thi s typ e ca n 
be viewe d a s mor e paralle l  i n structur e t o trai t  concepts . 
Th e complet e se t  o f  objec t  an d socia l  categorie s tha t  wer e 
use d i n thi s experimen t  ar e show n i n Tabl e 3 . 

As a n illustratio n o f  th e description s tha t  wer e use d fo r 
th e objec t  categories ,  th e feature s fo r  th e fragile  vs .  no t 
fragile  categorie s were :  m a d e o f  glas s vs .  m a d e o f  plastic ; 
thi n side s vs .  thic k sides ;  ver y ligh t  weigh t  vs .  mediu m 
weight ;  an d ver y ol d vs .  new .  Th e first  o f  eac h o f  thes e 
feature s wa s associate d wit h th e fragile  category .  Th e 
objec t  an d socia l  sort s wer e agai n constructe d fro m Tabl e 1 , 
usin g th e procedur e describe d i n Experimen t  1 . 

Thes e mor e abstrac t  an d les s structure d objec t 
categorie s migh t  greatl y increas e th e frequenc y o f 
Summatio n sort s fo r  objec t  materials .  I f  th e difference s tha t 
hav e bee n observe d betwee n objec t  an d socia l  material s i n 
previou s researc h ar e attributabl e t o th e us e o f  ver y familia r 
objec t  categories ,  the n a n equa l  numbe r  o f  Summatio n sort s 
shoul d b e observe d wit h th e socia l  an d objec t  materials . 
Alternatively ,  i f  th e observe d difference s betwee n objec t 
and socia l  domain s ar e highl y general ,  the n w e shoul d find 
mor e Summatio n sort s wit h th e socia l  tha n th e objec t 
materials . 

Method 

Eac h subjec t  performe d fou r  sorts :  tw o objec t  an d tw o 
socia l  sorts .  Hal f  o f  th e subject s di d a  socia l  sort ,  a n objec t 
sort ,  a  socia l  sort ,  an d finally  a n objec t  sort ;  thi s orde r  wa s 
reverse d fo r  th e othe r  subjects .  A  tota l  o f  9 6 subject s 
participate d i n thi s experiment .  A s i n Experimen t  1 ,  th e 
feature s tha t  wer e use d t o represen t  th e categorie s wer e 
rate d t o b e clearl y associate d wit h th e correc t  category .  Al l 
othe r  aspect s o f  th e procedur e wer e identica l  t o Experimen t 
1. 

Results and Discussion 

Th e percentage s fo r  th e socia l  categorie s show n i n Tabl e 3 
represen t  th e percentage s o f  Summatio n sort s tha t  occurre d 
when th e socia l  sor t  wa s th e first  sor t  a  subjec t  performed . 
Likewise ,  th e percentage s fo r  th e objec t  categorie s represen t 
th e percentage s o f  Summatio n sort s tha t  occurre d whe n th e 
objec t  sor t  wa s th e first  sor t  a  subjec t  performed .  W h e n th e 
result s o f  th e first,  second ,  third ,  an d fourt h sort s wer e 
included ,  the n overal l  8 0 % o f  th e socia l  sort s wer e 
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Summatio n sort s an d 5 4 % o f  th e objec t  sort s wer e 
Summatio n sorts .  A  sig n tes t  indicate d tha t  thi s differenc e 
was highl y significan t  ( p <.01) .  Thus ,  eve n whe n ver y 
differen t  objec t  categorie s wer e use d man y mor e 
Summatio n sort s wer e agai n observe d wit h socia l  materials . 

Table 3: Results of Experiment 2. 

Socia l  Categprie s 

cautious/no t  cautiou s 
energetic/no t  energeti c 
extroverted/no t  extroverte d 

Averag e o f  first  socia l  sor t 

Objec t  Categorie s 

PerQent̂ g ? o f  Summatio n 
Sort s fro m th e first  sor t 

dangerou s t o handle/no t  dangerou s 
t o handl e 

fi^gile/not  fragil e 
valuable/no t  valuabl e 

Averag e o f  first  objec t  sor t 

.8 3 

.8 3 

.8 3 

.8 3 

.5 0 

.1 7 

.6 7 

.4 5 

Tabl e 3  reveal s tha t  ther e wer e larg e difference s i n th e 
number  o f  Summatio n sort s tha t  occurre d wit h th e differen t 
objec t  categories .  Futur e wor k wil l  b e designe d t o examin e 
exactl y wha t  wa s responsibl e fo r  thes e differences . 
However ,  al l  thre e o f  th e socia l  sort s produce d mor e 
Summatio n sort s tha n th e objec t  conditio n tha t  ha d th e 
highes t  numbe r  o f  Summatio n sort s (i.e. ,  th e valuabl e vs . 
not-valuabl e categories) .  Thus ,  th e difference s betwee n th e 
objec t  an d socia l  categorie s appea r  t o b e ver y reliable . 

General Discussion 

I n bot h experiment s man y mor e Summatio n sort s wer e 
observe d wit h socia l  material s tha n objec t  materials .  Thi s 
occurre d eve n thoug h th e socia l  categorie s i n Experimen t  1 
wer e selecte d t o b e incompatibl e wit h a  summatio n strateg y 
and linea r  separability ,  an d th e objec t  categorie s i n 
Experimen t  2  wer e selecte d t o b e especiall y compatibl e 
wit h a  summatio n strateg y an d linea r  separability .  Thes e 
result s ar e consisten t  wit h th e Wattenmake r  (i n press ) 
results .  I n th e Wattenmake r  (i n press )  experiments ,  acros s 
seve n sortin g experiment s a  tota l  o f  20 1 Summatio n sort s 
occurre d wit h socia l  material s wherea s onl y 9 7 Summatio n 
sort s occurre d wit h objec t  materials .  I n combinatio n wit h 
th e presen t  results ,  thes e result s sugges t  tha t  th e difference s 
betwee n th e objec t  an d socia l  domain s ar e highl y general . 

These difference s betwee n th e objec t  an d socia l 
domain s see m t o reflec t  basi c difference s i n th e structur e 
and natur e o f  th e domains .  Object s ar e concrete ,  highl y 
structure d entitie s tha t  ar e characterize d b y man y differen t 

type s o f  relationa l  properties .  I n contrast ,  socia l  concept s 
ar e abstrac t  an d th e structur e an d organizatio n o f  socia l 
concept s i s les s clear .  Instea d o f  representin g concret e 
entities ,  socia l  concept s ar e frequentl y base d o n 
interpretations ,  inferences ,  an d construction s rathe r  tha n 
direc t  o r  unambiguou s perceptions .  Thes e basi c difference s 
i n objec t  an d socia l  domain s appea r  t o produc e man y 
difference s i n th e structur e o f  knowledg e an d i n 
categorizatio n processes .  A t  a  genera l  leve l  th e result s ar e 
consisten t  wit h th e ide a tha t  backgroun d o r  worl d 
knowledg e wil l  hav e importan t  influence s o n concep t 
learnin g (e.g .  Murph y &  Medin ,  1985 ;  Waldman n & 
Holyoak ,  1990 ;  Wattenmaker ,  etal ,  1986) . 

A clea r  implicatio n o f  thes e result s i s tha t  th e 
naturalnes s o r  leamabilit y  o f  abstrac t  structure s wil l  var y 
wit h domain .  Th e structur e o f  knowledg e appear s t o var y 
wit h domain ,  an d consequentl y abstrac t  structure s o r 
principle s suc h a s linea r  separabilit y  wil l  b e mor e importan t 
i n som e domain s tha n others . 
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