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Earlier work has suggested an extreme-value hypothesis. when a category is
defined in relation, exemplars with exaggerated values along this stimulus
dimension are judged as better members of the category. Featural categories,
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Task: construct a good member of Azolitis or Leporidi adopt one tended to
by adjusting the attributes of Cells using sliders. exaggerate the task-
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while any micrograph with eight diseased cells reflects Leporidis; in that of featural categories.
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