Subtle differences in the perceptual spaces of low-level features and objects Results
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information have different geometric properties. Hierarchical clustering was performed on the coordinates of the 5 dimensional model of each perceptual space

for all subjects (dendrograms shown for Subject 1 on the left). Dendrograms of the word domains were the closest
to being balanced, i.e., the sizes of the subtrees at each point of bifurcation were approximately equal (purple
bars in the bar chart below).

Methods

Using 5 stimulus domains varying in their level of semantic content (examples below), we ran parallel
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