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Supplementary Figures

(1) Shape A (2) Ellipse
(6) Apple (7) Bitten ellipse (8) Heart (9) Rectangle  (10) Bitten column

Figure S1. Results of the control experiment for Experiment 1. Black dots (N = 300 per shape) represent
individual responses from n = 6 observers. On each trial participants were presented with a ‘fixed’ dot at
some point in the shape, and had to move an ‘adjustable’ dot ‘to the symmetrical location on the other
side of the shape’. Midway between the two dots was a small line element, oriented perpendicular to the
imaginary line joining the two, which participants were instructed should lie along the apparent symmetry
axis of the object, if the adjustable dot were placed appropriately. Black dots in the figure represent the
location of this line element for each of the dot pairs presented to participants. Unlike, in the main
experiment no instructions were given regarding how to respond when the features were interpreted in

different ways.



shape 2 shape 3 shape 4

l’," -
5’.
L]
e ~ tr
shape 5 shape 6 shape 7 . shape8
§;\ I ~a
shape 9 shape 10 . shape 11
@ complete
@ bitten
@ smoothed

=

"
"

Figure S2. All three transformations of individual shapes from Experiment 2 superimposed. Colors red,
blue and green correspond to complete, bitten and smoothed version of a shape respectively. Solid
curves represent principal axes derived from observers' response using non-linear PCA. Responses to
bitten shapes were more similar to complete shapes than to the smoothed versions for all shapes except

1 and 6 (see also Figure 4).
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Figure S3. Results for shape 2 in Experiment 3. For descriptions see Figure 5A.



Contour

responses
40 1

> 30 1

0

0 25 50 75100

N
o

Frequenc

|

0 25 50 75 100

0 25 50 75 100

Contour perimeter [%]

25 1
20 1
15 1
10 1
5 4
0

251
20 1
15 1
10 1
5

0

25 1
20 1
15 1
10 -
5 4

0

Center
responses

0 25 50 75 100

0 25 50 75100

- ...M.A. we -u‘.-uu-n
0 25 50 75 100
PCA axis [%]

Figure S4. Results for shape 3 in Experiment 3. For descriptions see Figure 5A.
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Figure S5. Results for shape 4 in Experiment 3. For descriptions see Figure 5A.



