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An ite m i n a  verificatio n experimen t  consist s i n th e 

presentatio n o f  a  categor y nam e followe d b y a n object . 

For  instance ,  th e nam e do g coul d b e displayed ,  followe d 

by th e pictur e o f  a  cat .  I f  th e objec t  i s no t  a  member  o f  th e 
category-a s i n th e previou s example-i t  i s  a  fals e item ; 

otherwise ,  i t  i s a  tru e item .  Participant s decide ,  a s fas t  a s 

possible ,  whethe r  o r  no t  th e nam e an d th e objec t  match ; 
RTs ar e recorded .  T o respon d t o tru e an d fals e items ,  on e 
must  possess-i n on e for m o r  another-representation s o f 
categorie s an d o f  thei r  complementar y (e.g. ,  not-dog) . 

Tabl e 1 :  Mea n RT s (ms )  an d SLIP' S prediction s fo r 
Murph y an d Smith' s (1982) ,  Murphy' s (1991) ,  Tanak a an d 

Taylor' s  (1992) ,  an d Gosseli n an d Schyns '  (1998 ) 
experiments . 
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Tru e items '  RT s hav e bee n used ,  almos t  exclusively ,  t o 
tes t  model s o f  basic-levelnes s (se e Gosseli n &  Schyns , 

1997 ,  fo r  a  review) ;  fals e items '  RT s hav e receive d n o 
theoretica l  attention ,  althoug h a  quic k inspectio n o f  th e 
result s o f  classica l  basic-leve l  experiment s (se e Tabl e 1 ) 
reveal s a  hig h correlatio n betwee n tru e an d fals e items ' 
RTs (r=.91."/7<.0001) .  Thi s make s o f  fals e items '  RT s a s 

good a  predicto r  o f  basic-levelnes s a s an y other . 
We attemp t  her e t o explai n thi s correlatio n withi n 

SLIP' S (Strategie s Lengt h &  Interna l  Prolixity )  framework 
(Gosseli n &  Schyns ,  1997) .  I n SLIP ,  a  classifie r  wit h a 
slipper y attentio n work s it s wa y throug h th e shortes t 
strateg y require d fo r  a  give n verificatio n tria l  b y trial .  I f  h e 
fail s t o complet e a  verificatio n afte r  t  trial s (f>strateg y 

length) ,  eithe r  th e ite m i s  false ,  o r  th e categorizer' s 

attentio n ha s s o fa r  slippe d o n irrelevan t  feature s fo r  th e 
tas k a t  hand .  I n SLIP ,  w e ca n comput e th e likelihoo d o f 
th e lates t  possibilit y  becaus e w e kno w th e densit y 
functio n o f  th e numbe r  o f  trial s necessar y t o complet e an y 
strategy .  Workin g backwards ,  a  classifie r  coul d conclud e 
tha t  a n ite m i s fals e havin g reache d t_sto p trials ,  th e poin t 

beyon d whic h th e probabilit y  tha t  th e ite m i s  tru e i s 
smalle r  tha n som e costan t  A, .  (Thi s account s fo r  tru e 
items '  erro r  rate s e n passant. )  Fo r  lengt h 1  strategies , 

tjsto p i s especiall y simpl e t o calculate : 

log> . 

\og{P-PQ ) 

wher e P  i s th e probabilit y o f  a  slip ;  an d wher e Q  i s th e 

probabilit y  tha t  on e diagnosti c tes t  i s performe d b y chanc e 
alone . 

Tabl e 1  show s SLIP' S prediction s (wit h P=. 5 an d 

X,=.05) .  Th e correlatio n betwee n thes e prediction s 
(linearl y adjuste d withi n eac h experiment )  an d th e dat a i s 
.8 4 (p<.0001) .  Fo r  lengt h 1  strategie s (al l  experiment s 

excep t  Gosseli n &  Schyns '  wher e strateg y lengt h become s 
a facto r  o f  th e design) ,  SLI P predict s th e observe d 
correlatio n betwee n th e RT s o f  tru e an d fals e items ; 
Furthermore ,  i t  predict s tha t  fals e item s shoul d b e verifie d 
slowe r  tha n tru e items .  Fo r  Gosseli n &  Schyns '  (1998 ) 
mid -  an d low -  level s categorie s (whic h hav e strateg y 
length s o f  2  an d 3 ,  respectively) ,  SLI P correctl y predict s 
tha t  fals e items '  RT s decreas e relativ e t o tru e iem s a s th e 
lengt h o f  th e strateg y increases ,  an d tha t  fals e item s ar c 
verifie d faste r  tha n tru e item s a t  th e lowe r  categorizatio n 
level .  (Thi s occur s becaus e lengt h n  strategie s requir e n 

diagnosti c tests ,  eac h on e o f  whic h ca n revea l  a  fals e 
item. ) 

We believ e SLI P i s a  powerfu l  forma l  platefor m t o 
stud y th e hierarchica l  level s o f  objec t  categorization . 
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