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= Two hypotheses of “intuitive physics”:

- People hold incorrect/inconsistent theories (McCloskey et al,
1980; Caramazza et al, 1981; Proffitt & Gilden, 1989)

— People approximate physics well (Hamrick et al, 2011; Sanborn et
al, 2013; Smith & Vul, 2013)

= Claim: divergent errors result from different task demands

- Verbal and drawing tasks use explicit but biased physics
— Action and scene understanding tap higher-fidelity
simulation-based physics

N =57

Tested physical predictions of ballistic motion of objects
released from pendulums

Three tasks:

- Drawing path of bob after release from string

- Catching the bob in a bucket after release

- Cutting the string to cause the bob to fall into a bucket
4 drawings; 48 trials matched across catching/cutting tasks
(repeated 5 times each)

Explained catching/cutting predictions with physical model
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Results

= High internal consistency (split half r = 0.993)
= By-trial predictions:
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Results

= High internal consistency (split half r = 0.998)
By-trial predictions:
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