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Images adapted from: 

Haeckel, E. (2005). Art forms from the ocean: The radiolarian atlas of 1862. 

Munich: Prestel. 
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APENNDIX C 

LABELING SAMPLE PAGE (BLURRED) 
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Images adapted from: 

Haeckel, E. (2005). Art forms from the ocean: The radiolarian atlas of 1862. 

Munich: Prestel. 
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APPENDIX D 

COMPARISON RESPONSE INSTRUCTIONS 
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APPENDIX E 

EXAMPLE DISPLAY WITH RESPONSE OPTIONS 
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Materials developed in our laboratory. 
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APPENDIX F 

TABLE 1 
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Table 1 
Medin, Wattenmaker, and Hampson's 1987 Stimuli Representations 

Cateogry1 D1 D2 D3 D4 Category2 D1 D2 D3 D4 

Prototype 1 1 1 1 Prototype 0 0 0 0 

Member 1 1 1 1 0 Member 1 0 0 0 1 

Member 2 1 1 0 1 Member 2 0 0 1 0 

Member 3 1 0 1 1 Member 3 0 1 0 0 

Member 4 0 1 1 1 Member 4 1 0 0 0 

Note. For each dimension of these stimuli there are only two possible values; 0 

or 1.  

Medin, D. L., Wattenmaker, W. D., & Hampson, S. E. (1987). Family 

resemblance, conceptual cohesiveness, and category construction. 

Cognitive Psychology, 19, 242-279. doi:10.1016/0010-0285(87)90012-0 
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APPENDIX G 

TABLE 2 
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Table 2 

Stimuli Display Designs for the Distance Manipulation 

Condition 1 

A1 B1 B2 C1 

B3 B3 C2 A2 

C3 A2 C4 A3 

C5 B4 A4 C5 

Condition 2 

C1 B1 A1 B2 

A2 B3 C2 A2 

B4 C3 C3 A3 

C4 B5 A4 B5 

Condition 3 

B1 A1 C1 A2 

C2 B1 C2 A3 

B3 C3 A4 B3 

C4 A5 A5 B4 

Note. Assignment of creature type (horn head, tadpole, box creatures) to letter 

was counterbalanced between subjects, creating a total of nine displays. 

Matching pairs are shown in boldface.  

Materials developed in our laboratory. 
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APPENDIX H 

FIGURE 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 1. In Panel A, a set of artificial stimuli are

by Medin et al. (1987). In Panel B the same stimuli are shown in a mixed array. 

Materials developed in our laboratory.
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Panel A 

Panel B 

. In Panel A, a set of artificial stimuli are shown sorted into FR as

by Medin et al. (1987). In Panel B the same stimuli are shown in a mixed array. 

Materials developed in our laboratory. 

 

 
shown sorted into FR as defined 

by Medin et al. (1987). In Panel B the same stimuli are shown in a mixed array.  
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APPENDIX I 

FIGURE 2 
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Figure 2. Example of categories based on alignability (structural 

correspondences).   

Materials developed in our laboratory. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



74 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX J 

FIGURE 3A 
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Figure 3a. An example of the type of display participants used  in Clapper's 

(2015) experiment. Instructions are shown at the bottom of the display. 

Materials developed in our laboratory. 
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APPENDIX K 

FIGURE 3B 

 



 

Figure 3b. Display following labeling. Here, the three alignable categories are 

distinguished by different letters 

have been given the same species labels in this example.

Materials developed in our laboratory.

77 

Display following labeling. Here, the three alignable categories are 

distinguished by different letters (families). Note that matching (identical

have been given the same species labels in this example. 

Materials developed in our laboratory. 

 

Display following labeling. Here, the three alignable categories are 

. Note that matching (identical) pairs 



78 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX L 

FIGURE 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 4. Display contains a matching pair for each alignability

Our manipulation of matching features can be seen on the right. 

Materials developed in our laboratory.
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Display contains a matching pair for each alignability-based category. 

Our manipulation of matching features can be seen on the right.  

Materials developed in our laboratory. 

 

 

based category. 
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APPENDIX M 

FIGURE 5 
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Figure 5. Panel A: Probability of giving an object the same species label is shown 

along the Y-axis, and the number of matching features are shown along the X-

axis. Panel B: Mean similarity ratings are shown along the Y-axis and number of 

matching features along the X-axis.  

 

B) 

A) 
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APPENDIX N 

FIGURE 6 

 

 

 



 

 

Figure 6. An illustration of

study. Note that the distance between each matching pair varies within th

display.  

Materials developed in our laboratory.

 

 

 

83 

An illustration of condition 1, from Table 2,  to be used in the current 

the distance between each matching pair varies within th

Materials developed in our laboratory. 

1 

2 

3 

 

used in the current 

the distance between each matching pair varies within this 
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APPENDIX O 

FIGURE 7 
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Figure 7. A stage 1 only (sampling) model is shown in Panel A. A mixed model is 

shown in Panel B. A stage 2 only (decision) model is shown in Panel C.  
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APPENDIX P 

FIGURE 8 
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Figure 8. Mean probabilities of choosing each of the five menu responses shown 

across the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th non-repeated objects in an alignable category.  
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APPENDIX Q 

FIGURE 9 
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Figure 9. A graph of the probabilities from the current study. The P(Sample) and 

P(Label|Sample) shown here were calculated with only menu response 1 

included as a measure of sampling. 
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APPENDIX R 

IRB APPROVAL 
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