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Abstrac t 

According to the instantiation principle, when we 
make a  judgmen t  abou t  a  relativel y superordinat e 
category ,  w e follo w a  two-ste p process .  First ,  w e 
instantiat e th e categor y int o on e o r  mor e 
subordinates .  SeoHid ,  w e mak e a  judgmen t  base d o n 
th e subordinates .  Instantiatio n theor y :q>plie d t o 
typicalit y judgment s make s th e followin g predictions . 
W h en subject s judg e th e typicalit y o f  a  categor y A 
wit h respec t  t o categ(M y B ,  thei r  mea n typicalit y 
judgmen t  shoul d equa l  th e weighte d mea n typicalit y 
(wit h respec t  t o B )  o f  subwdinat e categorie s o f  A . 
Furthermore ,  typicalit y judgment s fo r  categor y A  wil l 
be unstabl e (i.e. ,  hav e a  hig h standar d deviation )  t o 
th e exten t  tha t  A  ha s a  larg e numbe r  o f  divers e 
subordinates .  T h e instantiatio n principl e wa s 
implemente d i n a  compute r  simulation ,  whic h use d 
productio n frequencies  an d typicalit y rating s fo r 
subordinate s t o predic t  rating s fo r  superordinate-leve l 
categories .  I n tw o experiments ,  subject s judge d th e 
typicalitie s o f  variou s anima l  an d foo d categories . 
Th e instantiatio n mode l  successfull y predicte d th e 
means an d standar d deviation s fo r  th e observe d 
distribution s o f  response s fo r  thes e categories . 
Extension s an d othe r  application s o f  th e instantiatio n 
principl e ar e als o briefl y discussed . 

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

V e r t i c a l  C a t e g o r y 
Instantiatio n 

S t r u c t u r e a n d 

Semanti c categorie s m a y b e describe d an d relate d t o 
eac h othe r  i n term s o f  diei r  taxonomic ,  o r  vertical , 
structur e (Rosch ,  1978) .  S o m e categories ,  suc h a s 

m a m m al  an d beverage ,  ar e relativel y superordinate ; 
the y ar e a t  a  hig h leve l  o f  abstraction .  Othe r 
categories ,  suc h a s do g an d milk ,  ar e subordinate ; 
the y ar e mor e specifi c  tha n thei r  respectiv e 

superordinates. ^  T h e rational e behin d th e 
instantiatio n principl e i s tha t  i t  i s  har d t o thin k abou t 
relativel y superordinat e categories .  Member s o f 
superordinat e categorie s ofte n d o no t  shar e man y 
feature s an d o r  eve n loo k lik e eac h other .  A 
superordinat e categor y m a y b e quit e abstrac t  o r 
ambiguous .  O n th e othe r  hand ,  reasonin g abou t  mor e 
subordinat e categorie s ough t  t o b e easie r  becaus e 
members o f  thes e categorie s ar e mor e alike .  Th e 
instantiatio n principl e say s tha t  whe n w e mak e a 
judgmen t  abou t  a  relativel y superordinat e categor y 
(e.g. ,  m a m m a l ) ,  w e perfor m thi s tas k b y firs t 
instantiatin g th e superordinat e int o on e o r  mor e 
subordinat e categorie s (e.g. ,  do g an d human) ,  the n 
second ,  makin g judgment s abou t  di e subordinates . 

Ther e i s  som e prio r  researc h bearin g o n 
instantiation .  Contextua l  informatio n ha s bee n 
show n t o lea d peopl e t o perfor m instantiatio n durin g 
readin g comprehension .  Fo r  example ,  afte r  readin g 
th e sentenc e "Th e fruit  wa s mad e int o wine, "  th e wor d 
"grape "  wil l  serv e a s a  bette r  retrieva l  cu e fo r  thi s 
sentenc e tha n th e wor d "fruit "  (Anderson ,  Pichert , 
Goetz .  Schallert ,  &  Stevens ,  1976) .  Th e 
instantiatio n principl e ha s als o bee n successfull y 
applie d t o reasoning .  Osherson ,  Stem ,  WiUde ,  Stob , 
and Smid i  (1991 )  propose d tha t  whe n peopl e evaluat e 
th e strengt h o f  a n inductiv e argumen t  suc h a s 

^Th e term s subordinat e an d superordinat e ar e use d 
her e solel y t o describ e taxonomi c positio n relativ e t o 
eac h other .  Thes e term s ar e no t  intende d t o describ e 
taxonomi c positio n relativ e t o basic-leve l  categorie s 
(a s i n Rosch ,  1978) . 
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"Canine s hav e sesamoi d bones ;  therefor e mammal s 
hav e sesamoi d bones, "  the y firs t  instantiat e th e 
superordinat e categories ,  canin e an d m a m m a l . 
Osherson ,  e t  al .  teste d thi s proposa l  b y finding 
subjects '  subordinate s o f  variou s superordinat e 
categories .  I n th e presen t  example ,  the y foun d tha t 
di e argument' s strengt h coul d b e predicte d fro m th e 
similarit y betwee n instantiation s o f  canin e (e.g. ,  do g 
and wol Q an d instantiation s o f  m a m m al  (e.g. ,  do g an d 
human) . 

Typicalit y Structur e a n d Instabilit y 

In addition, it has been found universally that 
categorie s hav e a  typicalit y structure :  som e categor y 
members ar e judge d t o b e bette r  member s dia n others . 
The typicalit y variabl e i s a n excellen t  predicto r  o f 
ho w peopl e perfor m othe r  categorizatio n tasks ,  suc h 
as th e tim e t o classif y exemplar s an d th e eas e o f 
learnin g categor y members .  Interestingly ,  typicalit y 
structur e doe s no t  remai n fixe d acros s contexts , 
betwee n people ,  o r  eve n withi n a  singl e perso n a t 
differen t  time s (Barsalou ,  1987) .  Categorie s m a y 
diffe r  no t  onl y i n thei r  mea n typicalitie s bu t  als o i n 
term s o f  th e standar d deviations ,  reflectin g thei r 
instabilities .  O n e goa l  o f  thi s stud y i s t o investigat e 
whethe r  an d h o w differen t  categorie s diffe r 
systematicall y i n thei r  degre e o f  instability . 

Instant iat io n M o d e l  o f  Typ ica l i t y 
J u d g m e n t s 

Following is a simple version of the instantiation 
principle ,  applie d t o typicalit y  judgments .  W h e n a 
perso n judge s th e typicalit y o f  a  categor y A  wit h 
respec t  t o categor y B ,  the y d o tw o things .  First ,  the y 
produc e on e subordinat e o f  A ,  subA .  Second ,  the y 
judg e th e typicalit y o f  sub A wit h respec t  t o B .  So , 
someone judgin g th e typicalit y o f  m a m m al  wit h 
respec t  t o animal ,  migh t  instea d judg e th e typicalit y 
of  do g wit h respec t  t o animal . 

Mor e comple x variant s o f  thi s mode l  ar e possible , 
wit h additiona l  assumption s abou t  h o w o r  ho w man y 
instantiation s ar e produced .  Also ,  thi s mode l  doe s 
not  mak e an y claim s abou t  h o w th e typicalit y o f 
sub A i s judged ;  i t  migh t  involv e th e sam e 
instantiatio n process ,  o r  i t  migh t  involv e a  simpler , 
non-recursiv e process .  Thi s mode l  onl y specifie s th e 
relatio n betwee n typicalit y judgment s o n A  an d 
typicalit y judgment s o n subordinates  o f  A . 
Nonetheless ,  thi s simpl e instantiatio n mode l  i s wort h 
testing ,  t o se e wha t  i t  reveal s abou t  categor y 
structure . 

What  doe s th e instantiatio n principl e predic t  abou t 
typicalit y judgments ? I n general ,  people' s response s 
when the y judg e th e typicalit y o f  A  wid i  respec t  t o B 

shoul d resembl e people' s response s whe n the y judg e 
th e typicalit y o f  instantiation s o f  A  wit h respec t  t o 
th e sam e B .  I f  mamma l s ar e typica l  animals ,  the n 
particula r  mamma ls ,  suc h a s dog s an d humans , 
shoul d als o b e typica l  animals .  Imagin e tha t  a  grou p 
of  subject s make s typicalit y judgment s fo r  A  an d fo r 
instantiation s o f  A .  ( A se t  o f  instantiation s o f  A 
may b e obtaine d b y askin g anothe r  grou p o f  subject s 
t o eac h nam e a  singl e subcategor y o f  A. )  Th e tw o 
distribution s o f  typicalit y  judgments ,  fo r  A  an d fo r  it s 
instantiations ,  shoul d b e alike .  I n particular ,  th e 
respective  mean s an d standar d deviation s o f  th e tw o 
distribution s shoul d b e th e same . 

S o me superordinat e categorie s ma y b e particularl y 
ambiguous ,  leadin g peopl e t o mak e highl y variable , 
unstabl e judgment s usin g th e differen t  possibl e 
instantiations .  Accordin g t o th e instantiatio n 
principle ,  instabilit y  o f  typicalit y judgment s ha s a 
fe w sources .  First ,  th e typicality  o f  A  wil l  b e mor e 
unstabl e a s th e typicalit y rating s fo r  th e subordinate s 
of  A  ar e mor e unstable .  However ,  eve n i f  A  ha s 
fairl y stabl e subordinates ,  a  secon d sourc e o f 
instabilit y  ma y b e th e diversit y o f  it s  subordinates .  I f 
i t  ha s tw o subordinate s tha t  ar e ver y differen t  fro m 
eac h other ,  the n typicalit y judgment s abou t  A  woul d 
sho w a  lo t  o f  variation .  I n general ,  th e instantiatio n 
principl e predict s tha t  typicalit y judgment s abou t 
categorie s wit h mor e subordinate s wil l  b e mor e 
unstable ,  unles s thes e subordinate s ar e al l  alik e i n 
term s o f  ho w typica l  the y are . 

E x p e r i m e n t  1 

Testing the instantiation principle for typicality 
judgment s wa s accomplishe d wit h tw o group s o f 
subjects .  Th e Productio n grou p produce d 
subordinate s fo r  a  se t  o f  relativel y superordinat e 
categorie s (e.g. ,  mammal ,  reptile) .  Th e Ratin g grou p 
made typicalit y judgment s abou t  di e superordinat e an d 
subordinat e categories ,  alway s wit h respec t  t o th e 
categot y "animal. " 

M e t h o d 

Subjects. The Production and Rating groups each 
consiste d o f  2 0 Stanfor d Universit y undergraduates , 
recruite d i n dormitories .  Th e Productio n subject s 
wer e al l  ru n befor e th e Ratin g subjects . 

Stimuli. For the Production group, the stimuli 
wer e 7  superordinat e categories :  anq>hibian ,  bird ,  fish, 
insect ,  m a m m a l ,  microorganism ,  an d reptile .  Th e 
Productio n subject s produce d 6 3 differen t  subordinat e 
categorie s i n respons e t o thes e superordinates .  Fo r 
th e Ratin g group ,  th e stimul i  wer e 6 3 subcategorie s 
IMXxiuce d b y th e first  group ,  plu s th e 7  superordinat e 
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Tabl e 1 .  Dat a fo r  M a m m al  Category ,  Experimen t  1 . 

Instantiatio n Prod .  Freq . Typicalit y wit h Respec t  t o Anima l 

Human 
Bear 
Kangaro o 
Whale 
Ape 
Cat 
Cow 
Dog 
Elephan t 
Hors e 
Platypu s 

10,  8 ,  10 ,  10 ,  1 ,  5 ,  10 ,  1 ,  10 ,  7 ,  10 ,  10 ,  9 ,  6 ,  10 ,  8 ,  2 ,  9 ,  6 ,  2 
10,  9 ,  10 ,  10 ,  6 ,  10 ,  10 ,  9 ,  10 ,  9 ,  4 ,  10 ,  7 ,  8 ,  10 ,  8 ,  9 ,  10 ,  10 ,  1 0 
8,  8 ,  10 ,  9 ,  4 ,  10 ,  10 ,  5 .  2 ,  7 ,  4 ,  7 ,  7 ,  6 .  5 ,  6 ,  5 ,  7 ,  8 ,  8  -
8,  7 ,  10 ,  7 ,  6 ,  10 ,  10 ,  1 ,  5 ,  4 ,  8 ,  10 ,  6 ,  8 ,  5 ,  6 ,  10 ,  5 ,  9 ,  4 
10,  8 ,  10 ,  10 ,  7 ,  10 ,  10 ,  9 ,  10 ,  9 ,  8 ,  10 ,  7 ,  6 ,  8 ,  6 ,  9 ,  10 ,  7 ,  8 
10,  8 ,  10 ,  9 ,  6 ,  10 ,  8 ,  10 ,  8 ,  9 ,  1 ,  6 ,  10 ,  7 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  1 0 
10,  9 ,  10 ,  9 ,  6 ,  10 ,  10 ,  7 ,  10 .  8 ,  10 ,  9 ,  8 ,  9 ,  9 ,  9 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 .  1 0 
10,  9 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  9 ,  10 ,  9 ,  10 ,  8 ,  8 .  10 .  9 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  1 0 
10,  10 ,  10 .  10 ,  5 .  10 ,  10 ,  8 ,  10 ,  9 ,  7 ,  9 ,  7 ,  9 .  7 ,  7 .  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  1 0 
10,  9 ,  10 ,  10 ,  7 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  8 ,  10 ,  9 ,  7 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  10 ,  1 0 
4.  6 .  10 .  6 ,  4 ,  10 ,  10 ,  3 ,  7 .  7 ,  5 .  8 .  5 ,  4 .  5 .  8 .  5 .  7 .  10 .  3 

Superordinat e 

Mammal 

Typicalit y wit h Respec t  t o Anima l 

9, 6, 10, 10, 1, 5, 10, 10, 10. 9. 10. 10. 9, 7, 10, 10, 9. 10, 10, 5 

categories .  Eac h subcategor y appeare d onc e a s a 
Ratin g stimulus ,  regardles s o f  th e numbe r  o f 
mention s b y Productio n subjects . 

Procedure. Production subjects were instructed to 
produc e on e subordinat e fo r  eac h o f  th e 7  categories . 
Ratin g subject s wer e instructe d t o rat e th e 7 
superordinat e categorie s an d th e 6 3 subordinate s o n 
typicalit y wit h respec t  t o "animal, "  usin g a  1-1 0 
scale ,  fo r  whic h highe r  number s mean t  greate r 
typicality .  Sampl e question s woul d b e " H o w typica l 
i s a  m a m m al  fo r  th e categor y animal? "  an d " H o w 
typica l  i s a  do g f w th e categor y animal? " 

T h e Instantiatio n M o d e l 

The predicted distributions of typicality ratings fcx* die 
superordinat e categorie s relie d o n tw o source s o f  data : 
th e productio n frequencie s fro m di e Productio n grou p 
and th e subordinat e typicalit y rating s fro m th e Ratin g 
group .  Th e prediction s fo r  eac h superordinat e 
categor y wer e create d b y a  compute r  simulatio n 
consistin g o f  a n iterate d two-ste p process .  First ,  a 
subordinat e wa s chosen ,  accordin g t o th e productio n 
frequencies  fo r  tha t  superordinate .  Fo r  example ,  5  o f 
2 0 subject s produce d "human "  a s a n instantiatio n o f 
"mammal , "  s o "human "  wa s use d 2 5 % o f  th e tim e o n 

thi s step ,  w h e n predictin g th e distributio n o f 
responses  fo r  "mammal . "  Second ,  a  typicalit y ratin g 
fo r  th e subordinat e wa s chose n from  th e 2 0 typicalit y 
judgment s tha t  th e Ratin g subject s m a d e fo r  thi s 
ite m I n thi s case ,  on e o f  th e 2 0 rating s tha t  peopl e 
made fo r  "human "  wa s chosen .  Thi s simulatio n di d 
not  operat e stochastically ,  rathe r  i t  exhaustivel y 
produce d a  distributio n o f  40 0 rating s fo r  eac h 
predicte d distributio n o f  superordinat e categor y 
responses .  Fo r  eac h o f  th e 2 0 production s o f 
subordinates ,  eac h o f  it s 2 0 correspondin g typicalit y 
rating s wer e adde d t o th e predicte d distribution .  Thus , 
fo r  eac h superordinat e category ,  th e predicte d 
distributio n represented  40 0 simulate d subjects ,  wit h 
eac h simulate d subjec t  assume d t o hav e mad e on e 
productio n o f  a  subordinat e the n on e typicalit y ratin g 
on thi s subordinate .  Th e observe d distribution s fo r 
th e 7  superordinat e categorie s wer e simpl y th e 2 0 
rating s m a d e fo r  eac h superordinat e b y th e Ratin g 
subjects . 

Tabl e 1  illustrate s h o w thi s mode l  wa s applie d t o 
th e dat a collecte d fo r  th e superordinat e categor y 
"mammal . "  Th e 2 0 Productio n subject s responde d 
wit h 1 1 distinc t  subordinate s o f  thi s category ,  wit h 
productio n frequencie s a s show n i n di e table .  The n 
th e 2 0 Ratin g subject s judge d di e typicalit y o f  eac h 
subordinate ,  a s wel l  a s th e categor y "mammal, "  wit h 
respect  t o "animal. "  Th e 2 0 typicalit y rating s fo r 
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M e a ns Standar d Deviation s 
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Figur e 1 .  Statistica l  comparison s o f  observe d an d predicte d distributions ,  Experimen t  1 . 

each categor y ar e show n i n th e table .  Th e observe d 
distributio n fo r  "mammal "  wa s simpl y th e 2 0 
typicalit y rating s fo r  thi s item .  Th e predicte d 
distributio n containe d 40 0 ratings :  eac h ratin g fo r 
"human "  take n S  times ,  eac h ratin g fo r  "bear "  an d 
"kangaroo "  take n 3  times ,  eac h ratin g fo r  "whale " 
take n twice ,  an d eac h ratin g fn -  th e othe r  subordinate s 
take n once . 

Results 

Of primary concern is whether the 7 observed 
distribution s o f  typicalit y rating s fo r  th e superordinat e 
categorie s correspon d t o th e 7  predicte d distributions , 
obtaine d b y applicatio n o f  instantiatio n theory .  Th e 
observe d an d predicte d distribution s ar e describe d i n 
Figur e 1 ,  i n term s o f  mea n an d standar d deviation . 
(Eac h dat a poin t  i s  show n a s th e firs t  tw o letter s o f 
th e superordinat e category ,  e.g. .  M a fo r  mammal. ) 
These categorie s di d indee d diffe r  i n term s o f  thei r 
means an d standar d deviations .  Th e correspondenc e 
betwee n th e observation s an d th e prediction s i s 
excellent ;  r«.9 3 fo r  th e mean s an d r=.9 2 fo r  th e 
standar d deviations ,  one-taile d p<.0 1 i n bot h cases . 
The predicte d standar d deviation s generall y 
underestimat e th e observe d standar d deviations , 
suggestin g tha t  additiona l  source s contribute d t o 
instabilit y  o f  th e rating s o n th e superordinates . 

Exper imen t  2 

To provide generality, this experiment was a 
replicatio n o f  Experimen t  1 ,  wit h typicalit y 
judgment s wit h respec t  t o a  differen t  categor y (food ) 
and mor e subjects . 

Metho d 

Subjects. The Production group consisted of 40 
Universit y o f  Michiga n undergraduates ,  recruite d i n 
publi c place s i n An n Arbor .  Th e Ratin g grou p 
consiste d o f  4 0 Michiga n undergraduates ,  wh o 
participate d a s par t  o f  a  cours e requiremen t 

Stimuli. For the Production group, the stimuli 
wer e 9  superordinat e categorie s o f  food :  beverages , 
dair y products ,  desserts ,  fish ,  fruits,  meats ,  poultry , 
seasonings ,  an d vegetables .  Fo r  th e Ratin g group , 
th e stimul i  wer e th e 9  superordinat e categorie s plu s 
88 subordinate s produce d b y th e firs t  group . 

Procedure. The procedure was like Experiment 1, 
excep t  Ratin g grou p subject s rate d th e categorie s o n a 
scal e from 1  t o 9 ,  i n term s o f  typicalit y wit h respec t 
t o "food " 
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R e s u l t s 

Again, the primary analysis was to compare the 
observe d an d predicte d typicalit y distribution s fo r  th e 

superordinat e categories .  A s i n Experimen t  1 ,  th e 
predicte d distributio n fo r  eac h o f  th e 9  categorie s wa s 
obtaine d b y exhaustivel y simulatin g th e 160 0 
possibl e combination s o f  subordinat e production s 
(fro m th e flrst  group )  an d subordinat e typicalit y 
rating s (fro m th e secon d group) . 

Th e observe d an d predicte d distribution s fo r  th e 
superordinat e categorie s ar e describe d i n Figur e 2 ,  i n 
term s o f  m e a n an d standar d deviation .  T h e 
correspondenc e i s  excellen t  fo r  th e means ,  r-.89 , 
p<.01 .  Fo r  th e standar d deviations ,  r-.64 ,  p<.O S one -
tailed .  A s i n Experimen t  1 ,  th e prediction s o f 
categor y instabilit y  ar e goo d bu t  no t  quit e a s goo d a s 
th e prediction s o f  mea n typicality . 

G e n e r a l  D i s c u s s i o n 

Evaluation of the Instantiation Model 

These experiments demonstrate a constancy of 
categorica l  structure :  judgment s abou t  a  categor y ten d 
t o resembl e judgment s abou t  it s  instantiations .  Mos t 
strikingly ,  th e m e a n typicalit y judgmen t  o f  a 
superordinat e wa s quit e clos e t o th e weighte d mea n 

typicalit y judgment s fo r  it s  subordinates .  Thi s 
particula r  resul t  i s  consisten t  wit h th e simpl e 
instantiatio n mode l  presente d here ,  i n whic h a  subjec t 
makin g a  judgmen t  abou t  a n superordinat e categor y 
relie s o n a  judgmen t  abou t  on e subordinate . 
However ,  th e relativel y les s impressiv e prediction s o f 
categor y instabilit y  (standar d deviations )  sugges t  tha t 
extension s mus t  b e mad e t o th e simpl e model . 

O ne extensio n woul d b e relax  th e assumptio n tha t 
peopl e evaluat e exactl y on e instantiatio n fo r  eac h 
category .  Anothe r  sourc e o f  stability~o r  instability -
coul d b e tha t  subject s produc e differen t  number s o f 
subordinate s fo r  differen t  categories ,  du e t o knowledg e 
differences .  I f  a  subject' s j u ^ m e n t  fo r  a  categor y i s 
base d o n th e mea n valu e fo r  severa l  instantiation s 
rathe r  tha n base d o n a  singl e instantiation ,  the n th e 
judgmen t  wil l  b e mor e stable ,  jus t  a s th e standar d 
erro r  o f  a  mea n decrease s a s th e sampl e siz e increases . 
A nd i f  som e subject s fin d i t  difficul t  t o produc e eve n 
on e subordinat e o f  som e categor y (e.g. ,  amphibian) , 
the n the y migh t  respond  randomly ,  als o affectin g th e 
standar d deviatio n o f  responses . 

Anothe r  directio n f( v extendin g thi s mode l  i s t o 
fiuthe r  appl y th e instantiatio n principl e t o explai n th e 
typicalit y judgmen t  process .  Th e model ,  a s 
presented ,  assume s tha t  t o judg e h o w typica l 
m a m m a ls ar e o f  th e categor y "animal, "  a  subjec t 
compare s instantiation s o f  " m a m m a l "  t o th e categor y 
"animal. "  Thi s compariso n proces s itsel f  migh t 
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depen d o n furthe r  instantiations ,  suc h a s instantiatin g 
"animal "  int o it s subordinates .  Th e Osheison ,  e t  al . 
(1991 )  mode l  successfull y applie d suc h a  scheme , 
assumin g tha t  instantiatio n take s plac e fo r  ever y 
supercrdinat e categor y considere d i n a  judgmen t 

A thir d futur e directio n fo r  extendin g thi s mode l 
woul d b e t o allo w th e basi s o f  judgin g typicalit y t o 
var y wit h contex t  I n particular ,  Barsalo u (1987 )  ha s 
propose d tha t  whe n peopl e mak e a  judgmen t  abou t  a 
categor y member ,  the y d o no t  conside r  evo y piec e o f 
featura l  information .  Instead ,  certai n feature s ma y 
onl y b e activate d i n certai n contexts .  F m example , 
peopl e migh t  no t  usuall y conside r  cos t  whe n the y 
judg e th e typicalit y o f  variou s foods ,  bu t  th e cost s o f 
th e food s coul d indee d influenc e judgment s i f  cost s 
were mad e mor e relevan t  o r  salien t 

Whil e th e preliminar y test s o f  th e simpl e versio n 
of  th e instantiatio n mode l  wer e encouraging ,  th e clea r 
direction s fo r  extendin g thi s approac h sugges t  tha t 
furthe r  experiment s an d mor e advance d model s wil l  b e 
needed ,  a s wel l  a s compariso n t o alternat e 2q)im)aches . 

Application s o f  th e Instantiatio n 
Principl e 

More generally, the instantiation principle sheds light 
on othe r  result s abou t  instabilit y  o f  categor y 
structure .  Barsalo u (1987 )  identifie d thre e kind s o f 
instability .  Bot h within-subject s instabilit y  an d 
between-subject s instabilit y  ma y b e explaine d i n 
term s o f  differen t  instantiation s bein g produce d a t 
differen t  times .  Recen t  experience s an d difference s i n 
knowledg e ar e likel y t o contribut e t o thes e difference s 
i n instantiations .  Context-dependen t  instabilit y  (suc h 
as categorie s havin g differen t  structure s whe n die y ar e 
considere d fro m differen t  perspective s o r  i n differen t 
environments )  ca n b e partl y explaine d i n term s o f 
differen t  instantiation s fo r  differen t  contexts . 
However ,  th e typicalit y judgment s o n th e 
instantiation s coul d als o reflec t  differen t  knowledg e 
about  th e differen t  contexts ,  eve n i f  th e sam e 
instantiation s ar e mad e fo r  bot h contexts .  Fo r 
example ,  someon e migh t  judg e fis h t o b e a  typica l 
"ocea n animal "  bu t  a n atypica l  "deser t  animal. "  Fo r 
bot h judgments ,  "fish "  migh t  b e instantiate d th e sam e 
way,  sa y a s "shark, "  bu t  shark s woul d the n b e judge d 
as typica l  fo r  ocea n animal s an d atypica l  fo r  deser t 
animals ,  base d o n knowledg e abou t  ocean s an d 
deserts . 

Much mor e generally ,  th e instantiatio n principle' s 
successfu l  application s t o conq>rehension ,  inductiv e 
reasoning ,  an d typicalit y judgmen t  sugges t  furthe r 
application s t o othe r  cognitiv e abilities .  Fo r 
example ,  t o mak e a  decisio n abou t  whethe r  t o ea t  a t 
restauran t  X  o r  restauran t  Y ,  someon e migh t  compar e 
specifi c  meal s tha t  the y hav e ha d a t  eac h restauran t 

(cf. ,  Kahnema n &  Miller ,  1986) .  Thi s perso n woul d 
consistentl y choos e restauran t  X  ove r  restauran t  Y  i f 
th e meal s a t  X  ar e bette r  overal l  tha n meal s a t  Y ,  an d 
th e particula r  meal s d o no t  var y much .  However ,  th e 
decision-makin g proces s woul d b e mor e unstabl e t o 
th e exten t  tha t  th e particula r  instance s o f  restauran t  X 
meal s an d restauran t  Y  meal s wer e mcx e variable . 
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