Web

BBS Journal Club 2006/02/08 rep:
Cognitive Psychology, 1998, Vol.35, No.1, pp.1-33.

Category inference is not a tree: The myth of
inheritance hierarchies

Steven A. Sloman

Yes/No

"A car headlight is a
kind of a lamp”  “Alamp is a kind of furniture” "A car headlight is a

kind of furniture”

inclusion fallacy

(A) All robins have sesamoid bones.
\/ Theretfore, all birds have sesamoid bones.
(B) All robins have sesamoid bones.
Therefore, all ostriches have sesamoid bones.
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inclusion similarity

(C) All animals use norepinephrine as a neurotransmitter.
\/ Therefore, all mammals use norepinephrine as a neurotransmitter,
(D) All animals use norepinephrine as a neurotransmitter.
Therefore, all reptiles use norepinephrine as a neurotransmitter.

premise specificity
(E) All birds require trace amounts of magnesium for reproduction.
\/ Therefore. all sparrows require trace amounts of magnesium for repro-
duction.
(F) All animals require trace amounts of magnesium for reproduction.
Therefore, all sparrows require trace amounts of magnesium for repro-

duction.
inclusion similarity premise specificity
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Domain Specificity

Atran(1990)

Explaining the Neglect of Inclusion Relations

Sloman(1993)
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Anderson & Bower, 1973; Collins
& Michalski, 1989; Glass & Holyoak, 1975; Shastri & Ajjanagadde, 1993, Smith, Shoben,
& Rips, 1974
Fahlman, 1989; Holland, Holyoak, Nisbett, &
Thagard, 1986

Tversky & Kahneman (1983)
“inside” view

“outside” view

inside
inclusion similarity premise specificity outside e.g.,Cherniak, 1984
(i)
(i)
(iii)

inside outside

Implications

(rude-based vs. associative) (Sloman, 1996; response
Gigerenzer & Regier, 1996)8

Conclusion

8 dual processes or two systems
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(Gould, 1983)

(removed)

APPENDIX

(removed)
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