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PR TEVE AR BRI DUR el R A N
TAEH, ATA A Z R RgE (Elan
THIXFERIZR VG ? n A A NAT 63 ) 44
IR T A H B AR, Ba, “ff
HHER” g2 “sot s B BHE)E R IR
Ko #52, AN NIEY A TR EEA
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fIIRES> HE & B A A 2L h e JE 1, IX B K
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Matan I Carey™ M Fij 44T 55 K B4
Ui 44 N&E I 5 i 1) -0 465 D i Coriginal
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ZSER A 2 LRI SRR
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T Rk EE
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BT, — R A RS i
CREN KD ARG O g AR B FE 1),
T3 RIRR A AN R Q2R
KRNI AR D SRR, 18
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WL, SISO BANE R, WA
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TAVN K, BIHH AL, Gelman Fl
Bloom!"™ ) %% B 7% 1K1 - I 2 14 Jt 7 2 (1F
P o LI RS R R 1y R e <A
REHEM V=B R, 5 T R 3%
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At 3. Bk, fEHBER (ERRED
A LR AAR I 25 B R IR R, 45 A
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). PR AT RERR B — B0 . BB H IR
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P R YR HD, HSS Ry 44 v] g I
Iy A AR BAT I ARSI I FRIE S A
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Abstract: This paper proposed that “using-goal” instead of “intended design” as the top-down constraints in

representation of artifact concepts after reviewing intentional-historical theory (Bloom, 1996) of artifact concepts

and its evidences reported recently. Basing on analysis on experiments reported recently, a using-based teleological

explanatory mode for representation of artifact concepts and a dual-goal model for artifacts’ categorization were

advanced.
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