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Abstract

How do people categorize an object nto artifact dan ail? M any researchers consider creator 's ntended design
(Bloom, 1996) to be am ed ate variable bew een the final pdgnent and many sngle facobrs such asobject§ hisory
(Geman and B ban 2000), phusibility of objects$ functon (A sher and Kem ler N elson, 2008), and creator$ hbel ©
the object ( Jaswal 2006). A's an altemative theory te utilityZbased view ( Sun and Fu 2005) postulates that usng2
goal is hemediate variable instead of creators design This view predicts that if subjects consder them as users rather
than viewers of an object the objectwould be named as an artifact because its functional infom aton would be strongly
activated

W e used a shortdepitiondbased ob pct free nan ng task © test the above hypotesis ( see Sun Wang and Fy
2006). M ore than 160 subjects were mndan ly assigned to one of four experment groups A 2 (pronoun n functional

"

depictiomn "You" vs saneone" used the object) @2 (objct's history naturally2fomed vs not mentioned)
betveen2subject design wasused In a 72page bookletwe descrbed 6 objects ( one object per page) plusa cover page
Subpcts were aked to read he depictions and write down te irnam ing confidence rating and nam ing reasons for each
object

The results showed an nteresting interaction between pronoun and object$ history At the " sam eone" condition
subjects sign ificantly less named ob gcts nto artifact dan an when he object history w as "naturally2fom ed" than " not
mentioned". But at "you" condition such difference disappeared Besides subjects n both conditonsnan ed ob pct
nto artifaict dan an no matter whether the object was fom ed naturally or not and their confidence ratngs were at the
same level Fmnally functional properties of objects were more listed as nan ng reasons n "You" condition than n "
Sameone" condition

Current findings suggest that object. s functon m ediates object. shistory and category pdgnent Based on this
w e further discussed artifact concept categorizaton fram the utility?based perspective

Keywords artifact categorizatony design intent functon



