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Appendix B. Visual similarity 
We collected visual similarity ratings through an online survey from 53 volunteers (13 males, 40 females; mean age = 25 years, SD = 6.76). They were each presented with two pictures side-by-side and rated how visually similar they were on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all similar, 5 = very similar). As ratings were not normally distributed, we analyzed them using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. As expected, pictures in the homogeneous blocks were rated as more similar than those in the heterogeneous blocks (V = 21826, p < .0001). However, the level of visual similarity was rather low for both the homogeneous and heterogeneous blocks, with a median (Mdn) of 2 (not similar) and 1 (not at all similar), respectively (Figure B.1A). Hence, it is unlikely that visual similarity accounted for the semantic blocking effect, at least entirely. Nevertheless, we sought further evidence by examining if the pattern of variability in terms of semantic blocking across the categories paralleled that in terms of visual similarity. 
To this end, we first assessed whether the semantic categories varied in visual similarity through paired comparisons with the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and using Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons (α threshold = .008). The results showed that all the semantic categories differed between one another in visual similarity (ps < .0001), except for clothes and animals (p > .38). Pictures in the category of fruits were the most visually similar, followed by pictures of tools, clothes and animals (Figure A.1B). Then, in each experiment, we ran eight separate mixed-effect models to compare the magnitude of the semantic blocking effect between each semantic category (Bonferroni’s α threshold = .008)—the potential visual similarity issue is more relevant in the word-picture matching task (Experiment 2) where all pictures appear at once but we performed the same analyses on picture naming data (Experiment 1) for the sake of completeness. These models used block type and semantic category as the fixed effects and participants, item, and by-participant random slope for block type as the random effects. The results are reported below. 
Experiment 1. The magnitude of the semantic blocking effect was the largest for tools (mean = 108 ms, SD = 93), followed by fruits (mean = 53 ms, SD = 54), clothes (mean = 27 ms, SD = 62) and animals (mean = -5 ms, SD = 48). The results of the mixed models revealed that neither the comparison between clothes and animals (p > .45) nor the comparison between fruits and tools reached the threshold for significance (p > .02; all remaining p values were < .0001). The results of the additional models (one per semantic category with block type as the fixed factor) showed that the semantic blocking effect was significant in all the categories (Bonferroni’s α threshold = .01; p values < .003), except for animals (t < 1). Two observations indicated that visual similarity was not (at least entirely) behind the semantic blocking. First, semantic blocking was not significantly different between tools and fruits, even though pictures of fruits were more visually similar than pictures of tools. Second, although the pictures of animals and clothes did not differ in terms of their visual similarity ratings, the semantic blocking effect was significant only for clothes.
Experiment 2. The magnitude of the semantic blocking effect was the largest in the category of tools (mean = 448 ms, SD = 150), followed by animals (mean = 168 ms, SD = 99), fruits (mean = 117 ms, SD = 87), and clothes (mean = 59 ms, SD = 91). The results of the mixed models revealed that all the categories differed significantly between one another (p values < .0008). The results of the additional models (one per semantic category with block type as the fixed factor) showed that the semantic blocking effect was significant in each category (Bonferroni’s α threshold = .01; p values < .0001). Three observations suggested that visual similarity did not account for semantic blocking (at least entirely). First, semantic blocking was smaller for fruits than animals, even though visual similarity was higher among pictures of fruits compared to pictures of animals. Second, although pictures of tools were less visually similar than pictures of fruits, semantic blocking was much larger for the category of tools than for the category of fruits. Lastly, the categories of animals and clothes did not differ in terms of their visual similarity ratings, but they did in the magnitude of the semantic blocking effect (animals > clothes).
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