	Table S1
	
	

	Model Structures Used for Analyses 
	

	No. 
	Analysis
	Model Specification 

	1
	Effect of encoding condition (proximal vs. distal) on encoding label (item vs. category)
	Category Label ~ Encoding Condition + (1 | Image)

	
	
	
	

	2
	Effect of encoding label (item vs. category) on hit probability 
	Hit ~ Category Label + Retrieval Version +                                     (1 | Subject) + (1 | Image)
	

	3
	Effect of encoding label (item vs. category) on false alarm probability by lure type (perceptual vs. categorical)
	FA ~ Category Label * Lure Type + Retrieval Version +  
(1 + Category Label | Subject) + (1 + Category Label | Image)
	



	Table S2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed-Effect Estimates From Mixed-Effects Models Predicting Category Labeling, Hit Rate, and False Alarms

	Model
	Predictor
	Estimate (𝛽) 
	SE
	95% CI
	z
	p

	1: Category Labeling
	Intercept
	0.58
	0.05
	[0.48, 0.68]
	11.45
	< 0.001

	
	Encoding Condition
	-1.17
	0.05
	[-1.27, -1.07]
	-22.94
	< 0.001

	2: Hit Rate
	Intercept
	2
	0.2
	[1.59, 2.42]
	9.66
	< 0.001

	
	Encoding Label
	-0.53
	0.14
	[-0.83, -0.24]
	-3.61
	< 0.001

	
	Retrieval Version
	-0.42
	0.26
	[-0.96, 0.11]
	-1.57
	0.12

	3: False Alarm
	Intercept
	-0.15
	0.24
	[-0.63, 0.33]
	-0.62
	0.54

	
	Encoding Label
	0.03
	0.18
	[-0.33, 0.39]
	0.16
	0.87

	
	Lure Type
	-1.12
	0.34
	[-1.79, -0.46]
	-3.3
	< 0.001

	
	Retrieval Version
	-0.04
	0.16
	[-0.35, 0.27]
	-0.25
	0.8

	
	Encoding Label x Lure Type
	1.24
	0.19
	[0.86, 1.62]
	6.42
	< 0.001


Note. Estimates are reported on the log-odds scale. Standard errors (SE) and 95% confidence intervals (CI) were calculated using the Wald method. Model 1 predicted category labeling as a function of encoding condition (reference level: proximal). Model 2 predicted hit rate as a function of encoding label and retrieval version (reference levels: category-level encoding label and retrieval version B). Model 3 predicted false alarms as a function of encoding label, lure type, retrieval version, and the encoding label × lure type interaction (reference levels: category-level encoding label, retrieval version B, and categorical lure).   





	Table S3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pairwise Comparisons from Generalized Linear Mixed Models Predicting Category Labeling, Hit Rate, and Lure False Alarm Probability

	
	

	Model 
	Contrast
	Odds Ratio
	SE
	95% CI
	z
	p
	

	1: Category Labeling Probability 
	Proximal / Distal 
	3.21
	0.163
	[2.91, 3.55]
	22.94
	< 0.001
	

	2: Target Hit Probability 
	Item-Level Label / 
Category-Level Label
	1.71
	0.252
	[1.28, 2.28]
	3.61
	< 0.001
	

	3: Lure False Alarm Probability
	Item-Labeled Perceptual Lure / 
Category-Labeled Perceptual Lure
	0.971
	0.18
	[0.61, 1.56]
	-0.16
	0.99
	

	
	Item-Labeled Perceptual Lure / 
Item-Labeled Categorical Lure
	3.08
	1.05
	[1.28, 7.37]
	3.3
	< 0.01
	

	
	Item-Labeled Perceptual Lure /
Category-Labeled Categorical Lure
	0.87
	0.27
	[0.39, 1.95]
	-0.46
	0.97
	

	
	Category-Labeled Perceptual Lure / 
Item-Labeled Categorical Lure 
	3.17
	1.08
	[1.32, 7.63]
	3.37
	< 0.01
	

	
	Category-Labeled Perceptual Lure / 
Category-Labeled Categorical Lure
	0.89
	0.23
	[0.47, 1.71]
	-0.45
	0.97
	

	
	Item-Labeled Categorical Lure / 
Category Labeled Categorical Lure
	0.28
	0.06
	[0.17, 0.47]
	-6.31
	< 0.001
	



