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Please sort the buttons into two groups Now that you're done sorting the sounds, - -
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Group 1 6 ooo Group 2 Label Group 1: Label Group 2: * Despite being given no labels, participants show a high degree of consistency in the way they freely categorize dundun stimuli.

* The highest level of distinction maps onto “loud, high, drums” vs. “bass, strings, low" labels, consists of a mix of speech-like and music-like stimuli, and is
predicted by the timbre and intensity of the stimuli.

* The next subdivisions of groupings consist almost exclusively of speech-like vs. music-like stimuli, which map onto the labels of “slow, arhythmic” and
Left: 30 stimuli were represented in a randomized order as blue play buttons. Participants “fast, rhythmic,” respectively, and similarly to intensity differences between notes and the mean 10l of the stimuli (in line with our previous results).

were asked to group them into two black boxes labelled “Group 1” and “Group 2.” Right: Ultimately, these results show hierarchical categorization of unfamiliar percussive stimuli presented without context.
subsequently participants labelled their two groups.
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