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Mosí work 00 acquisihionof lexical meaningjo deve¡opmentalpsycholinguisticsis based
00 thc ideaof <he relevanceof <he aduit model,which is generallydescribedin relation
Lo certain theoreticalsemantieanalyses.Up Lo Ihe present,aduit behavioritself has nol
becoexaminedandlis validiry as a model for children hasbecotaken for granted.This
paperaoalyzesIhe knowledgeof spatial terms, namelydimensional terms, shownby a
groupof 20 adults. Ihe resultsshow thaI <he adult subjectsusedjo our study- supposedly
linguistically competení- committed crrors, significantly varying Iheir stra<egiesfor
naming dimensionsfrom onecase<o another,andshowing a lack of consistencybetween
them. The results arediscussedjo termsof assumedtheoreticalvalidity with regardto
theo,-eticalseman<icanalysis,as well as themcthodsof researchaboutthe acquisitionof
lexical meaníng.
Key words:dimensional termn, namning, acquisition of rneaning

Gran parte del trabajo sobre la adquisición del significado léxico en psicolingúística
evolutiva suele tomar como referencia el modelo adulto de respuesta, el cual se define
en relación con ciertos modelos semánticos teóricos. Según esto, la conducta adulta no
se suele examinar empíricamente, dándose por supuesta su validez como modero con
el que comparar la conducta de los niños. En este artículo se analiza específicamente
el conocimiento de términos espaciales, más concretamente, adjetivos dimensionales,
mostrado por un grupo de 20 adultos. Los resultados muestran que los sujetos adultos
de nuestro estudio, supuestamente competentes desde el punto de vista lingúlsíjeo,
cometian errores, variaban significativamente sus estrategias al nombrar las distintas
dimensiones y mostraban un buen número de inconsistencias entre ellos. Se analizan
estos resultados en función de la validez teórica asumida en relación con los modelos
semánticos teóricos y su repercusión con respecto a los métodos de investigación en la
adquisición del significado léxico,
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The most commonly used method in experimental
researchon lexical semantiedevelopmenthas beento

comparethe informationobtainedIrom eblid subjectsin heir
carly yearswith a pm-setmodel of adult competence.More

specifically, as Ahkarian (1982) pointed out: “[he chi]d’s
lexicon hasbeensrudiedby evaluatingthe degreeto which

child word knowledgeis congruentwith (II not isomorphic
to) adult knowledge,or by [racing the specifie statusof [he
chi]d’s lexicon at various points on the journey to adulÉ
Iinguistic competence(p. 229). However,accordingto the
sarneauthor, thenatureof the normal adulÉ semantiesystem
or subsystemhasusually beendefinedapriori andwithot¡
specificempiricalsupportby languageresearehers.Although
this strategyseemsuseful frorn a methodologicalpoint of
vlew, sorne literatureon the subjectmises doubtsaboutit.

In fact, the above-mentionedauthor,when examiningthe
adult subject’scomprehensionof instructionscontainingthe
spatialprepositionsaltead of, ¡u front of ¡ti bockof, and
behiud,found [hat adults werevery inconsistentin their
answers.Thesedid noÉ coincidewith the predictedresponse
patter¡i in the theoreticalsemanticmodeison which his study
was based(Abkarian, 1982). Cox and Richardson(1985),
Piérart(1977), andEV. Clark (1980), who investigatedthese
terms. found similar results. Becauseof these resiilts,
Abkarian suggestedte needto submit the purely linguistie

intuitions of theoreticiansto empirical testing and not rely
on presuppositionsaboutmatureleveis of performance.
Although Iheir conclusionsarelimited to asmall groupof

spatialprepositionsof adeictic nature,thcy could be applied
to other lexical items.

In this work, we examinedthis issuetogetherwith spatial
terms, and more specifically, dimensional terms (rallness,
length, widíh, etc.). Even though this possibili[y hasnever
been testedin this semanticfield with thcseterms, various

considerationssupportour decision.After an exhaustive
review of [he experimentalinvestigationof the acquisition

of the meaningof thcseterms, Carey(1982), like Abkarian
(1982), emphasizedthe theoreticalnatureof the semantic
analysisusedto define their meaning- referring speeilically
[o the componendalanalysisof Bierwisch (1967) andof

ihe semanticfeaturesrevealedby [bat analysis.Carey(1978)
suggestedthat evenadults may not be ableto masterfully
[he system of underlying featuresin the semanticfield of
dimensionaladjectivesbecauseof its greatcomplexity.

The main purpose of Ihis paperwas to analyzethe
linguistie performanceof adulÉ subjects in relation te
dimensional tnrmss ir! a tnsk whe.re they weresuppesed[o

put their dimensionalknowledgeinto practiceby produciug
these Écrms. We were trying te establish a connec[ion
betweenthc empirical dataobtained from psycholinguistic
researchand a formal theorcticalsemanticdescription.

The examinationof adult performanceis impertantin
the semanticfield of dimensional terms becauseof its
traditional characterizatien.Traditionally, a compenential
structurehas been presupposedfor the meaningof the

dimensionaladjectives.wi[hin a classical framework of
meaning(Carey, ¡982). According to such a view, the

meaningsof wordscan be brokendown in[o a combination
of smallerunits (componentsor sernantiefeatures).tha[ are
collectiveiy necessaryand sufficient to determinetheir
reference.In the sameway, psyeholinguistshavebasically
assumcd[ha[ words dilfer in their degreeof seman[ic

complexi[y, which hasgenerallybeendetinedas the number
and generalityof the cemponentswhich definetheni (EV.
Clark, 1973; H. Clark, 1973). Basedon thesesuppositions,
theseterms arerelatively simple to arrangeaccordingte Éheir
semantiecomplexity (Ravn & Gelrnan, 1984). Supposedly,
enecould predict [he order iii which [hese[erms areacquired

during the childhood processof vocabularyaequisition;for
example,[he leastcomplex would be acquiredfirst.

Oneway te determinethe psychologicalreality of the
theoreticalclaims is to observethe processby whichchildren
acquirethe meaningof words;Éhe irregularitiesin the nature
and orderof this acquisition should reflecí [he complexity
and structureof teseterrns (Carey, 1982; Huttcnlecher,
Smiley,& Ratner, 1983). However,as the latter authorsalso
indicated,suchirregularitiesshould reflect the way in which
adultspresentthesetermsduring linguistie interactionwith
children. lii this case,“their meaningsweuld refleetIhe range
of instancesthatadult name,andte erderof acquisitionof
[he different weí-dswould reflectÉhe frequencyof [heir use”
(Huttenlocheret al., p. 210). Thus, testing adulÉ subjectsin
relatiento their useof dimensionaltermswould provide an

essentialhaselinewith which te comparechild acquisition
of thesetermsand, therefore,serveas a guide for future
investigations.ThisÉesting is evenmore importantif we take
inte account that experimental investigation of child
acquisitionof thesetermshasrevealedhighly contradietory
results(Carey, 1978, 1982; Galeote,1995; Richards,1979).

A necessaryelementin cur work is the descriptionof
dimensional terms, as well as predietionsbasedon these
descriptions, that weuld allow us to describe adulÉ
performance.Both aspectsarefundamentalte guide our
empirical research.

Spatial dimensionaladjectives(bigliarge, highltall, long,
wide, thick, dcep, andtheir eorrespendingantonyms)have
beenstudied from vaneespcrspecÉives(merpliological,
syntaetic,semantie,linguistie precessing,etc.). Oneof the
problems was what sort of analysisshould be applied te

describethe meaningof thctermsas they areappliedte Éhe
varicus dimensionsof the objects.

ThecemnnnentialsemanticanaIvd~ nf (IQ(<7~

1-tasbeentI-te mest widely nsedin psycholinguistics.However,
[his analysisrevealeda numberof inconsistencies,which led
us te rejectthedescriptionof the[erms madeby that author.

lo particular, albeit complex.[he descriptionis excessively
rigid with regard te te featuresof objcc[s te whose
dimensionsadultsapply thesetcrms. This hasbeenshewniii

var¡ouswerksby autherswho haveanalyzed[heseadjectives
(H. Clark, 1973; Cenales,1977;Goede, 1989; Greimas,1970;
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Lang, 1989; Lyens, 1980; Teller, 1969). Cen[rary te eur

expectations,impertant differenceswere feufid among the
worksof Ébeseau[hers. Moreever,analysesdescribingah of
the termspertaining [o tbis semantieficíd arescarce.

Tbis made [he cheiceof analysisdifficul[. However,we
decidedte baseorn study en Lyons ([980), whe efferedan
altemativedescriptiveanalysiswhichseemedfairly complete.
Accerdingte Lyens (p. 631), the dimensionaldesignatien

dependsen thedimensienality,the erientation,anden some
of tbe relevanÉcharac[erisÉicsof Éhe objects (entities) or
spaces.1-lowever, in spite of Éhe importanceof [be relevant
cbarac[eristicsof the ebjects,someof thesecharactcris[ics
were noÉ taken inte account. Por [his reason, Lyon’s
descriptienwas improvedby suggestionsfrem e[her authors.

Aecerding te Lyons ([980>, a key factor prior te
dimensionaldesignatienis whe[her or net therearedifferent
extensionsin thedimensionsof tbeobjects.U an ebjec[ such
asbali doesnot bavea maxirnumdimensien,no dimensional

designationis pessible.In suchcases,generaladjec[ives must
be used, sucb as biglliule, indicating global sizewithout
referring te [he object’s sbapeor dimensionali[y. Qn the other
hand,if it is possiblete distinguishdifferentex[cnsions among
the dimensions,tben thedimensionaldesignationdependsen
the erientatienof [he object,space,or sorneethercharac[eristic,

suchas i[s shape,consistcncy,etc.
Referringte the orienta[ien of objec[s andspaees,Lyens

(1980, p. 632 ) distinguishesbetweenoriented objects and
spaces(conferringprimacy te vertically erientedebjects),
and ebjectser mevableentities not inherently oriented
toward any dimensiori (that is, if they are not in sorne
unstablepositien). Baseden [bis, Lyons applies [be word

length te Ébe dimensienwith thegreatestextensienin alí
caseswben referring te nen-orienÉeden[i[ies andspaces.lf
Ihe object is signifieantly extendedin ene of the ether
dimensiens, [hen this dimension is called widrlz. The
designarienof lEe third or lessextendeddimensiondepends

en the eharacÉeris[icof the objec[ in question.Tbus, if an
objcct is hollow, this dimensionis called deprh. lf an ebjec[
is solid, tbk dimensionis called thickn.ess.Even thcugh
Lyons doesnot referspecifically [o [bis,thetype of ebjec[s

baseden tbe prior dimensionaldesignationare [be three-
dimensionalsbapesof rectangularparallelograms.

With reference[o objects suchas stick, wbich do not
presentany ex[ensien differencesregardinglengtb in the

res[ of [heir dimensiens,beth dimensienswould hejoined
by applying [be term rhickness.Thus, eneeould say tba[
the stick 5 long aud thick. AI[beugb Lyons (1980) makes
no exphicit reference[O tbis caseei[her, he seemste be
referring te solid cylindrical objects. Meliner (1990) aud

Corrales0977) Mate mereclearly that thicknessrefeistú

Éhe diameteroía solid cylindrical object, se [bat ene can
mentien[he thicknessof a [ree, a celumn,etc. Qn the other
hand, tbereis a basicdicbo[emy betweenthe solid or bellew
charac[eristic of a cylindrical object. as in [he caseof stick

and tobe, witb the samecensequencesfor dimensional
designa[ion. As Meliner poin[s out, the term width in tbese
casesreferste tbe diameterer measuremenÉof an opening,
hollow, er[he dimensionof tbe circular sectionof a bollow
cylindrical body (Corrales).

The samegeneralentenaabeutsbapeand maxirnalityof

spacesor two-dimensionalfiguresweuld bevahid, according
te Lyens (1980). The rnaximumdimensienis namedlengrh

in alí cases.lii Ibe seconddimensien,the term widrh or
thicknessis applied,dependingen Éhe importanceof [bis
dirnensien.Tbtts, a fine is said [e be ílziek u we areonly
interestedin aene-dimensionalcharacteristic,whereasa street
is given Éhe term width because,in Ihis case,this dimensien

is importan[.
The vertical dimension,referredte by the temistallness

andheight,always basprimacy over maximali[y in alí cases
of ventica!ly orientedobjects.Rus, Ibis dimensionis always
namedfirsí, dominating Ihe etherdimensiensregardlessof
[beir ex[ensien. A key factor, when assigningterms [o the
borizontaldirnensionsof threc-dimensionalparallelegram-
shapedebjects.is wbe[her tbeebjecthasa fron[ er net.This

front ceníd be citber inberentor canonical) In ei[her case,
if the objecthas a fron[, the frontal-horizontaldimensionis
calledwidth (from sidete side),whereasIhe lateral-horizental
diniensien(front te back) is called thicknesser depth. If [he
ebjectdoes no[ havea fron[, tbe largestdimensionis called
lengUi and[he smallestdimension,width. This can lead te
someambiguity, accordingte Lyons (1980),so tbat abuilding
rnigbt be describedas long audwide, or as wide anddeep,
dependingen wbe[her it is consideredte liave a frent or not.

Altbeugh,baseden tbe aboyedescription,Lyons (1980)
seemste sugges[ an indistinct applicatienof thicknessand

deptb fer Che lateral dimensienof objectswitb a front, the
applicationof either term would ne[ be random.Qn the

1 According te Lyens, an inherent front ,neansthefrent shewnby humans,animals,and in general,alí self-prepelledentities and not

¡nerelymevableenes(Lyons, l980.p.632).Two factorscome into play cencerningChe deterniinarinnof dic canonicalfront: thenotion of
facingoc canonicalperspecdveand thedirectionof motion. The notionof canonicalperspectivehas tedo with lEe face-te-facepositionof
the speakerami thc listener, a short distancefrom eneanotherwhen a conversatiennr sorneorher type of interactienis hegun.From tbe
canonicalperspective.thc front of a honsewould be [he parÉ nrextreniity which is usually faced. suchasthe front of a piano,a desk,nr a
wardrobe.Finally, in [he caseof Éhe inajoriíy of the seht~propelledentitiessuchas trains.carsand ships,the criterien seenistehe thedireetien
of menenand non dic netionof facing whicb allews Che identificatien of the canonicalfront (Lyons. 1980, p. 633). Nevertheless.ascan be
seco.Lyens’ fermulation is ambiguouswiíh regardCo Ihe inherentnrcanonicalcharacterof Éhe frontal parÉ of selí-prepelledentines.
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centrary,tbe distinetion betxveensolid andhollow objects.
establishedby Lyons himself fer ibree-dimensienalnon-

erientedobjec[s witb a rectangularparallelograrnshape,
could be the keyto the differen[ial applicatienof [beseterms.
The term íhicknessweuld beused in tbe first case.anddepth

in [he secend.A basiccri[erien is that un ebjectmust always
havean inner spacein erder[o applydepth.

Therearea few distinctionswbich coincidewith dic [bese

madefer the caseof nen-erientedobjects andspaceswithin
the ca[egory uf ver[ically-eriented ebjects,and which were
net taken inte censiderationby Lyons (1980). Thus, the

ver[ical dimension is alwaysheighí fer [bree-dimensional
cylindrical ebjec[s. Tbe terms used for the rest of [he

dimensiensdependen whe[her theobjectis solid nr hellew.
Thieknessis used in Éhe first case,and width in the secend.
In two-dimensionalvertically erientedebjects,suchaspicrures,
[he word widih referste the herizen[al dimension(Meliner,
1990), as theseobjectsareconsideredte havea front.

In sborl, there is a definite categerizatienof pbysical
ebjec[s undcrlyingthe aboyedescriptien,baseden thcir
orientation,dimensierutlity,andctherinhercni.chameterisries.
Merespecitically, [he following taxonomycan be established
te help clarify rbis description. keeping in mmd alí tbe
characteris[ics and factors whicb seem te be of key
imporlancein dimensional designation(ene-dimensional
entities where theterm long would be [sed, such as iii ¡inc.
buye beenexcluded):

a. Orientation: vertical and non-orienta[ien.
b. Dimensiens:enly two- ami three-dimensienalobjects.
c. Shape:eylindrieal and rectangularparullelogramfer

three-dimensionalebjec[s, and rectangular for twe-
dimensionalebjects.

d. Censistency:solid andhollew.
e. Frontality: with a fren[ andwitheut a front.
Therewere somegeneralrestrictiensin tbis work: (1)

the moregeneral sizetemis(big-sínall) Were net exarnined
becauseof the lack of specificity iii díeir applicutionte a
particular dimension;(2) only bardandundefennableobjects
witb variations in ulí their dimensions werc taken into

acceun!;and (3) enly ibe referencete thediflerent ebject
dimensionsof theseterms,specified by their nominal use,
was taken iota accotint.As a result, the termsthai tvere testee>
for dimensionalknewledgeby adulÉ subjectswere (English
terms in braekets):ahí,ra-olio (height-high/tallness-tall),
longaud-largo (lengtb—long), a,icliura-aiwho (widtb—wide).
grosor-grueso(tbickness-l.bick),andprofinididod-protundo-
/hndo (dcpth-deep-bottenierback).

Taking int.e acceuntthai. cur main geul is the examination
of adult linguistie perfermancerelutedte tite aboyedescriptien,
ve predictthat adults~vill namethe dimensionsof the ebjects
accordingte rhis establisheddescriptien.Togeiherwith Ibis
general prediction, it weuld be interes[ing te mukea series
of specific predictions,considering[be greaternr lesser
cemplexityof termsaceerding[o [heir descriptien.This would
be particularlyuseful te predictpessibleerrersadul[s might

make.contrurv te their assumedcompetence.Hewever.this

revealedanollierproblem, asÉhe au[hors en whesewerk Wc
basedcur descriptienofferedno indicatiensin tbis regard.
Neverlheless.ve decidedte makesomepredictiensbaseden
tbefol lnwitíg entena:(1) rcsrúiions ¡o ¡he usageof tajos,
meaningthe cenditiensthe termsmust comply with in order
te beapplied,accordingte Bierwiscli (1967), H. ClarIs (1973),
und II. Clurk and E.V. Clark (¡977). Thus,as II. Clark(1973)

peinteelout, wbereasthe use el [he term wide presuppeses
the previnusapplicationof ibe term long. referring te dic
objeet’s longesrdimensíener greates[ extension,wide is mere
complex[lían long becausewide requiresmerecondi[ions te
he met beforeit can be used.(2) [he inherenían¡biguitv of

son?cof ¡he ¡crío.’. as ve buye beenablete verífy in [beir
descriptienwhenapplied te dilferent ehinensiensof theebjec[s,
dependingen their characterisUc~..And (3) ¡heperceptual
pro/o¡oeíweo ¡he di’oeosiooste wbich tbe termsareapplied,
pmeminencemeaningthe greaterer lesserdegreeof extensien
or, asLyons (1980)states,their maxirnality,with the exception
of verricality rhu[ always bus primacy witb prierity ever
maxmmalíty.\VhenrefeíTing te ohjectswith a front, [he frent
weuld sliow the greatestperceptiveprominence.Hewcver,
cure sbec¡Idbe takenwith tbeseentena,andthey should be
considenedenly as guidelines.

II theseentenawereapplied te our temis,heigl¡¡ and
leng¡h weuld prehablybe censideredthe leastcomplex. Both
Ibesetermsseemte huye few restdctiensof use andthcrefore
tbe objects’ charac[eris[ics weuld bave little effect en their

application.Tbus, líeigh¡ weuld always be appliedte tbe
vertical dimensien.regardlessof its exiensien,and lengíli
would be appliedte tbe maximumnon-vertical dimensien

()therperceptualcní[eria can be uddedte the linguis[ic
enes.Tbus. verticality beldsu prominentplacein a number
of tasksandages.as numereusstndiesbuye sbown(Bemba,
1984; Bomosrein.1982, 1988; H. Clurk & EV. Clark, 1977:
Essock. 1980: Huyes & Watson, t98l). A similar statusis

granted by H. Clark and EV. Clark, Corrales([977), ané
Lang (1989)te ibe horizontaldiinensien,expressedasleoglh,

in relation te etberhorizontal dimensicos.in spite of tbis,
tbe participantsecuid buye more difficulty wben applying
¡eng¡h hecauseof the umbiguity factor mentionedby Lyens

(¡9Sf>) with regaid te ebjectswitb a Iraní.
Tbe tesÉof tbe terms (ividihí. thickoess,and dep¡h) seem

mere di fficult, as tbeir usebasbeenmainly cenfined [e

secondaryaoci [ertium-y(smaller)dimensions,probably less
perceptually salient tban the dimensienswbere [be terms
he¡gh¡ une> /cng/h Me applied(venlieality une> maximality of
tbe non-vertical axis). They alse present greater use
restricticos,as tbey uneonly usedafter tbetermshcight une>
leog¡h buye becoappliecl. Furtbermore,vanieuscharacteristies

of the ebjects huye te be [aken into acceuní in [beir
applicuíion. sucbas whetbertbeybuye a front (ir net. tbeir
consistency(selid or bollow), etc.

libe upplicutien of width, fon exampie,dependsmostly
en varjeuscbaracterisricsof dic ebjects.The ambiguity



NAMING SPATIAL DIMENSÉCNS OF OBJECTS 43

factor mentienedby Lyens (¡980) muy be added when
applied [o ebjects with a front. Furthermore,width has
greateruserestrictiensthan height andlength, as it depends
en them in erderte be applied.Becauseof this, we censider
width merecomplex [ban tbe aboyenientienedterms.

libe teím deephasgreateruse restrieticusbecausetite
ten width is appliedbefore. lo addition,dcepeculd bejust

asambiguousas width wben appliedte ebjectswi[h a frent.
Finally, deephas beenrelegatedte a [er[iary dimensien,
related te volume(H. Clark, 1973), being of lessextension
in mestcases.Becauseof [his, Éhis term ecuid alsebe
censideredmore cemplex.

Lastly, eventhough the useof rhieknessis invaniably
relegatedte d¡mensionsel lesserex[ensiOn er te tertiary
dirneasloasrelatedte volume, witit greateruserestnictiens,
theexclusiveupplica[ien of thickoess[o selid objectscould
reduceumbiguity, making it less complex. l-lewever, the
upplicationof tl¡iekness e cylindricul ebjects, where tbe
hollew/selidna[ure haste be Éukenin[O acceunt,ceuld lead
[o somedifficulty. This can alse apply te width, witb regare>
te i[s usefer tbis Éype of objec[. In sbert,we believe tbat
thicknessceuld be censideredless cemplextitan deepané

mofe se [han width.
In relutien te tbe aboye, we bave formulated tbe

fellowing working hypo[heses:
1. As knewledgeof thesetermswill be examinedin

presumably competeut adults, tete vAlí be no errors.
2. If, contrary te theaboye prediction, [he subjects

cemmit errors, Éhe rute of error will he adjustedte the
establishedpredictedcomplexi[y of terrns, i.e.: height <

length < width < tbickness< depth.
Along with tbe numberof errers,witbin- une> between-

subjectconsis[eney in Éhe answerswasanalyzedin erderte
verify possible irregulantiesiii naníingtite different ebject

dimensjens.Tbe exuminatien nf tbese censistenciesis
imporlant becausei[ will ullew us te verify wbetbertbe
sublecÉserrersare [e[ally randemen wbetber,en tbe eentraíy.
[hey fellew sornecbaruc[eristic pattem.

Meflied

Participants

lihe participantsin tbe study were 20 adult subjects(13
women aud 7 mcii>, from un average medium-Iow
socíoeconomíclevel.AII [be participanÉshad at leastprimary
education.They were between28 and40 yearsoid, with an

averageage of abonÉ32.

Materlais

Ihe material usedjo tbe experiment(see Figure 1 and
Appendix A) censistedof pbetograpbsen pictures of

everydayobjec[s. As can beseenin Figure 1, tbeseobjec[s
were chesentuking in[o accountthe key factersfer tbeir

dimensionalnaming (that is, fer applying tbe dimensional
udjectives:orientation,dimensionality.shape,etc.) uccerding
te previousdescriptiens.[n alí cases,[he tbree-dimensienal
ebjectswere sitewn in perspectivein erderte sitew alí titeir

dimensions.Altbeugb,a[ first, we badincluded more ebjects
in eachcategerythan indica[ed in Figure 1, we decidedte
eliminate semeof them [o aveid subjects satura[ien and
[ining. Howeveí;we includedmereobjects in the categories
wbich ve [hougb[ eould present a bigher degree of
ambiguity,accerding[e the descriptiveanalysisel Lyons
(1980), suchas ebjec[s wi[h a fren[. in addi[ion, [he ebjects
witb a frent vaniedin tweways. Qnthe enehane>,differen[

vatiosbetweentbeir dirnensionsvaijed.so tbat tite honizojital-
frental dimensienpresenteddifferen[ ex[ensiOns. Qn tbe
o[her ¡jane>, in sorneof tbese(cg., wardrobesandbuildings),
the perspectivewas al[ered ([ha[ is, Éhey were presen[ed
mereer less facing [he subject), in orderte determinea

possibleinfluenceof tbis fac[er when applying dimensional
terms.Finally, no temis relating te non-erientedrectangular-
parallelegrarn-situpedobjeetswitit interior hellew spaces
wereexaminedbecauseof the diff¡culty of clearly showing

the horizontaldimensionen the bottem.

ProcedIí.íre

An irnpertantaspectin this study wus te decideupenan
upprepriateexpenmen[al procedure.lo fact,eneof Ébe most
difficult problemsin linguistiepreduc[ion testingis eliciting
tbe appropnia[e [erms. lihis is becauseof [be subjects

tendencyte usegeneral temis.This is more problema[ic in
cnt casebecausePie generaltermseencerníngsize, Ng-

s,oall, usually act as supraerdinatesof tbe rest. Te asktbe
participantste simply name tbe dimensiensof a seriesof
ebjec[s that wereguing [o be presented[o [bern could be

insufficien[, becausemanyof tbem migbt emit semeof tbe
dirnensicus.This is especialis’true in tite cuseof sorneof

tbe tbnee-dimensionalobjects,wherethe third dimensien
couldbe coíisideredlesssalient iii the [erms es[ablisbed fer
[his work.

Oneway te aveid [hesedifficul[ies weuld be te asktbe
participan[s [e specify, by subjcctiveguess,the measurements
of every dimensionof Éhe ebjectspresented;[his precedure
would abow tite specifwation-designatiouof Pie dimerisiotís

te be madenaturally.
Adopting tbis procedure.the unstructionswere:“We are

going [e shewyou aseriesof photegraphsaiid drawingsof
ebjectsÉhut we normally seeand useeveryday.Wha[ yen
have lo de is tell us wbat aretbe measurementsel eacbof

the dimensions.In etherwerds, yeu sheuldes[injate theír
measurements.Ferexample:lets imaginea rugin [he living-
reem. Of course it’s big, but wbu[ are its specific
measurements?You huye [e do the sume thing wi[b [he
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OBJECT CHARACTERJSTJCS

dimensinos sbape consistency fron!

Non-OrientedObject.s ObjecI.s

thneedimenstons

Panullelegnaro solid O woedenblock- 1

solid
Cvl i ndnical

htíllow

O pencil

O tobe

two diniensions Rectangulur O O road

Vertical-OrientedObjecís

tlinee dimensiens

sol cl

Panellelogram bollew

o

yes doon

yes
building-l and-2, wandrobe-t,
-2. une> -3. chiffenier, sofa.bus.
ami truck

no woodenbloek-2 nne> table

solid
Cylindnical

bollow

O palm tree

O glass

two dimensicos Rectangular 0 0 pieture-t une> -2

Figure 1. Objecrsused o the experiment,indicating thein category.The celís with a
tbe object in questionor thai thediniensionis noÉ pentinen!no that ohject.

objectswe’re geingte sbewyeu. Do yeuunderstand?Le[’s
begin”. In caseof deubt,we would ge backane> repeat[he
example encouraging[be subject te nameeach of tbe
dimensiensof the rug. AII of [be subjectsunderstood[he
task perfectly.

Tbe test toek place in a quiet areain each eneof the

participants’bornes.Al] the ebjeetswere sbown in randem
erdercluning 2 sessiens,witb u 2-week interval te uveid
fatigueane> se [bat the answersof tbe first sessionweuld
noÉ interfere with subsequentanswers.AH the naroed
dimensienswere noted,as welI as thein erder. Purticipants
were askedte peiní te eacbof ihe dimensienstbey were
namíng, se the testenweuld be surewbicb dimensionthe
participantwasreferring te.

Scoring

libe dependentvariablechesenfor this study wus [he
numberof errerscemmi[ted by tite adult subjeets.libe failure
te producea predicted[erm fon a specificdimensien(fon
example, tbe use of Long insteadof uñí fer tbe vertical
dimension)wascensideredaii error. In addition,the productien
of [be fellowing temiswasalsoconsideredan error: (1) [erijis
wbich cannotbe metrically quantífied (sucbas lar, slcionv,

etc.), becausemetniequantificatienis aprincipal criterion so

O indicate thai thechanactenistieis noÉ affeetedhy

a spatial term can beconsidereddimensional;(2) [beseterms
requiring notiensof areaor velume (squarc,capacitv, etc.);
ajid (3) the elicitation of negativetemis abeuteachdimenisien.
as tbese de not allow nominal use (for example, it is
anomaleuste saya rug is.50 emssbert).

Results

Global Anaivsisof Errors Alcde Mr Subjeú’s

lii agreementwith tbe specifiedentenaandcentraryte
ocr predictions,tEe adult participantsshowcda bigb rateof
error(25.12%of the possibleresponses- seeTable 1), wbicb

wasstatis[ically bigbly significant,Z4 = 16.581,p = .001.
Mesí of tbeseerrersweredue[o tbe failure te producethe
predictedterrn lcr cadiditjiensien (86.41%).The restof dic
errors(13.59%)weredistributedasfellows: 10.68%consisted
of Éerms [bat cecid nel be meírically quantified; 0.97%
consistedof termsrequiringnotiensof areaor volume; and
1.94% consistedof tbe elicitation of negativetemis about
eachdimensien.A specialcasewas crealedby omissiens
prectucedby tíje panlicipanisconsistentlyresponding¡ don /

koow (1.34%). In orderte be consisrentwith wbat mighr be
quali lied as unloreseenanswerswith adult subjects.tbese

omtsstenswerecensiderederrors.Finally, tbe objectsbus,
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building-2, anid wardrobe-2and-3 wcre net ineludedin tite
dataanalysisbecausetheir responsepatternwaspractically
identical te tite objects truck, building-l, arte> wardrobe-l.
As can be seenin Table 1, theseerrerswerc net randomly
distributed.Qn tbe contrary,[¡ley tendedte dependen [be
differen[ complexi[ies predictedfor the [erms.

Order of Complcxirg

Generallyconsidering[hetemis, regardlessof [heobjec[s
te which they are applied, [herate of error more or less
coincidedwi[h tbepredic[ed complexi[y (seeTable 1). Thus,
the term heighí was s[a[istically different from tbe [ermslength
(Z’k = -2.931, p <0.001),width (Z’k = -6.645,p < 0.001),
thiekness(Z’k= -6.748,p <0.001),and deptlz (Z’~= -11.191,
p <0.001).Ltogth wasalsesignificantly differen[ from widrh

(Z’k = -2.772,p <0.002),thiekness(Z’k = -3.312,p <0.001),
and depth (Z’k = -7.069, p < 0.001). Also, significant
differencesbetweentbe [emis width and depthwere revealed
(Z’k = -5.860, p < 0.001),although[be fomier [cnn wasnot
signifxcantlydifferent from the [erm thickness (Z’k = -1.254,
p < .1050). Finally, thicknessanddepthwere signif¡cantly

different (Z? = -3.434,p < 0.001). Ini short, baseden tbe
aboye resul[s, thc orderof difficulty found wasas follews:
height < lengílí < width = rhwkoes.s< depth.

Table 1
Nwoberof Errors Mac/e

libe enly result thaÉ did net cemply witb ourpredictions
inyolves the l.erm íhiekness.I[ seemsless complex[hanwe
had theugb[. A possible explanationof this ceuld be the
exclusiveupplication of Éhis term te solid objec[s, causing
greaterconsistencyin the subjects’answers.

DimensionalTemis and Kinds of Objeers

lihe result was similarwhen the variouskinds of ohjects
were censideredeverail (seeTable 1). Por example,[bis
cifect wasmore preneuncedini [he caseof three-dimensienal
rec[angular-parallelegram-shapedobjects(bloek-1, block-2,
table, buildiog-1. wardrobe-], chiflonien soJh, íruck, anid
door: merespecifically, 28.15%of errors fer this kind of
ebjec[, vs. 19.29%for Éhe rest). Finally, semeobjee[s, such
as road, glass, etc. produeedalmost no errers.t-Ioweyer,

thesegeneralrcsultsrequire newspecifications,becauseof
the differen[ rate of errers of dimensional [erms according

te [he type of objectste whicb [hey areapplied.Therefore,
each[erm wiIl be analyzedin de[ail belew.

As seen in Table 1, the term height presentedno
difficulty, as [he participan[s hardly ever commit[ed errors.

MosÉ of the erronsappearedini just two ebjects,palrn tree
andpicture-I. ¡o both cases,the errorsseemed[o be because
of the participants’slight preferencefor the term lo¡íg for

Objects

Terms

Height Lengbt Width Thickness Dep[h Total

Block-l 3 3 5 — It
Block-2 O tI II — 22
Table 0 5 5 — lO
Building-1 0 — 10 — 13 23
Wandrobe-1 0 8 8 16
Chiflenien 2 4 — 8 14
Sofa O t5 — 14 29

Trwek O — 0 19 19
Deor O — 3 5 — 8
Palm tree 6 lO — 16
Glass 0 4 — 4
Peneil O — 9 — 9
Tube 0 12 — t2
Pictune-l 5 0 — — 5

Pictune-2 2 5 — — 7
Road 0 t — 1

19Total errons ts

6,25 15.83

81

28.93

29
36.25

62

62.00

206

25. t2

Note, libe numberof subjectswbo commi[ted acertain Éypeof en-enappearsini each ccli. Tbeglobal pencentagesof ernerswereotjtainedby
dividing tbe total nuínber of enrers by thc total nujnbcnof possibleresponses.taking nito acceuntrhatthereare20 ebservarions¡o eaebcelí.
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[he yertical dimensien(lo onit of 11 errorsi nvolved [bis

term). Ini theseobjccts, tbe vertical dinjension,bad eneof
tbe bighest verticality-borizentalitvraties cf ab dic objccts.
Tbe res[ of [he errorsmadewith tbis [crm aresimilar. cyen
tbough the rutie betweendimensionisis srnaller witb tbe
ebjectschiftúoier une> pwture-2.

Leogth lcd [o a greaternumberof errers.llowever. mes[
of [beseerronsoccurredini rectunigular-purullclegnam-sbaped
ebjects,maiily ini hiock-2(seeTuble 1). Tbis seemedte be

becauseof a prelérencefor the useof wide for [bisdimension,
reserving[he Éerm long for a maximum dimension.Tbese
errorscould indicuteÉbat [Ije participantsmay huye considered
this object as baving a írent becauseof [he probable
ambiguityof tbis tenn (accerdinigte Lyens, 1980). Tbis ceuld
alseexplain tbeerrors madeby tbe stíbjectswith tbe terrn
roble, where [bis dimensien(frental—horizontal)bad [be

greatcstextensionini relatien te the erbcrs.
Consideringthe [erm width, the ra[e of error diffenedfor

differen[ ebjec[s. Ibis eflecí was greuler ini rectangular-
parallelograrn-shapedobjects,althougb robe unid picture-

2
alse sbowed a lurge number of enrons (12 unid 5,

respectively).Onie explanationfor tbe high error-rute ini

rectangular-parallelognum-shupee>objects is. aguin. tite
participunits’preferencefor llie useof Ébe term long for tbe

mest extended diíjíenisioni of horizontal dimensionis,
particularly if it is mereextended[burí tite vertical dimerísion.
lihis elfecÉwasclcunly secoini dic object so/a ((5 errors).
wherethis dimensioii (fiental-borizontul)wusneally the ijíost

extended.Por dic samereasen,but in tbe eppesitedireetien.
chi/torneelcd te very few errorsini [he applicationof ni’ ¡diii,
as tbe maximum horizontal dimensionvas mucbsmaller
titan dic vertical diíjienision. Einally, the similanity in size
of titesetwo dimensionisin boildiog unid wardrobe caused

partic¡pun[s te divide [lien aoswersbetweenlong une> wide
(seeTable 2). libe ernorseccuniinig iii picrure-2 follew [be
sarjie pattern.Tbc oppositeeccurrrdini picrítre-], wberc[he
horizontaldimension is cleurly inferior in ex[enisien te the
vertical ene, anid tbe [crm wide was applied witbou[

hesitation(0% error). Tbe enly objecttbat doesniel f’t tbis
descriptienis tobe. A seurceof error ceule> presumublybe
tite diiTiculty of its Ijellow/ sobe> tinture, which bus te be
taken nito accounitwhen applyinig tbe term. ¡ni fact, a urge
proportienof tbe errorsmudeby che purtieipunitscoiisisted
ini tbe useof tbe terms lhick anid ¡Si, more uppropriately

Tuble 2
[he Nuniber ql Timesthai the ISr,ns ‘Vi/ide aod ‘Loog
ihe h,dicaied01,/cus

appliedte selid cyliidnical objects,as well as ini [be useof
tbe íerm diaíoelcr, regandlessof the solid or hollow

cljaracreristieo> luis type <4 objec¿.
libe ate of error was. again,different,e>ependingen the

[ype of objects te wbicb the term thicknesswas applicd.
libus. ini tbe objects doceunid bloek-1, errors were scarce
une>, moreover.tbe Éerm was appliedvery ceosistcni[ly. A

1)ossibleexplanationcet¡ld be the siseratio of tbis dimension
‘o relation te tbe rest, so tbut its ter[iary statuswas very

clear. fbere wene greurerdiffieulties wbcn tbis term was
appliedte cylindricul selid objects.An importunt proportion
of thc errorswasbecauseof [be useof wide, which, iii this
case,seemste supportour ideaabeutthe bollewlsolid nature

of [bese cyliidrical objec[s, unid whicb ceuld causeseme
ambiguity. lihis coincidedwith our stutementsabou[ the
applicationof widíh te bellow eyliidrical-sbupedebjects

Fiii¿tIly, tite temí deeprevealedu higb error-ruteini ab
obiecíswbere it wasexumirjed.ini mostcases,Ihis error was
becauseof [he purúcipants’confusionabeutwhieb term was
appropniatebr Ibis diniension.Ibis becameevencícarerin

ebjec[s wheretbe word wide liad previously beco upplied

(buildiog, wurdrobe, unid chifióoice). Qn [he otber bane>, ¡ni

the cuseof soiS. wbereparticipunit.ssboweda preferencefor
tbe (cmi /oo,~ wbenireferring te [he most extendedborizeotul
di mensien.errerswere due te tbe use of whíe insteadof
¿Jeep for tbe lesser-extendedhorIzontaldimeosion.Yet another

sigo of tbe participaots’preferencefor dic term lengíh applied
te the objecÉ’s mosí cx[ended dimension,wasclearly seen
frem tbe useof tbis tcrm (19 cuses)insteadof deep fon the
Iruc.k, contraryte Lyons’ (1980)predic[ions. Iiowever, this
ceuld buye anotitenexplanation,accordingte thc crilerion
meotienedby Lyens fon tbe determiniutienof tite frontalparÉ
ini thesetypes of objects.Tite key factor in tbe assignatioo
of ividílí te lIje fnent of self-propelledvebicles,sucbastraiíis,
sbips. etc. wastIte directionof motion. Tuis eculd be causee>
it>’ a speciaicensiderationfor titese lypcs of olijecis, unid
mole so wben tuking hito ucceunitthat che horizontal-laterul

dimensionis usual!>’ tite most extended.

SírcíegiesFo//owed in ¡VmnnnígDiníens¡ons

libe analysisof tbe sírategiesemployedit>’ participants
offers a cleurerexplunation tban [be aboyenesults.Two

were Usen to Describe ilie Horizontal—Frontal Diníeosioosql

Ohfrcts

Teno Building-l

Long
Wide lO

\Vandrobe.-1

8

Sofa

t5

Citiffooier

4

12 1’ tú
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differeoc systemsuppearin tbe oaming of the ebjects’
dimensionis.libe first is busee>en quanitification(lesserer
greaterexteusionof the dimensionis).une> che seeond,00 ihe
frootality of tbeobjects wi[h regare>te [he participants’
normal interactien xvith Éhem. However, en examiiinig the
5[rategies used by che participants,chis basic difference is

slightly modified, with subsequenteffects 00 tbeorder in

which terms are predttced, especially ini the case of
parallelogramswith a front, wheretbe twe systemsclash
mescfrequently.Por chis reasen,we will focus [he aoulysis
of strategiesused with tbeseobjects.

Basically, we were able te identify two strategies
employedby subjectsregardiog theseobjects.lo che first
ene,sorne subjectsnamedtbe berizo,jtal-frentaldimension
of cbe ebjects’ length, applying tbe term wide te che
berizental-lateraldimensien. Ini the secenidstrategy,the>’
namedtbe herizen[aI-frontal diníenisionwidih, ceinciding
wich Lyons’ (1980)predietionis.However. tbey were confused
abeu[ the cbird dimension, une> a bigh betweeo-suhject
¡niceosistene>’wasobserved(sorneparticipaotsbesituced.unid
evensaid. “1 don[ know”). However, few participants
maintainedchesestrategiestbreugboutche test. Qn tite

centrar>’,che numberof subjectswho udeptedthesestrategies
varice> wich differen[ objects,dependiogen tbe varionissíze-
rutiesof tbein dimeosio,js(seeFigure 2). Se. if tbe horIzontal-
frontal dirnensionwaspreminenirbecauseof its extension,
Éherewasu tendene>’te apply tije lesscomplex tcrm long,
reservingche useof wide fon tbe smallestdimeosien. lf che
horizontal-froíjcaldimensio¡i wusnoÉ preminent,tbe subjects

preferredte apply the moreeemplexcermwide,whichcreated
greacerdifficul[ies ubout which term te usefor tite horizontal-
luteral dimeosioíj. Subsequenití>’.chere wasa preferencefer
applyiog long te a large-sizeddimension.witbin tbegeneral

strategy in wbiclj quantificationpredomunated.lihis would
explain tbeCITOr puctern mentieíjedaboyefor che termswide

unid ¿Jeep. l-lewever, [he stracegyof namiog tite fron[ul part
of objectswide, regardlessof cheir size. siteuld noÉ be ignered.
Mereover, [he strategyoven inclite>ee> otiter objects without
u fronit, sucit astable anid b/ock-2, as wasseco iii che analysis
of errersmade wicli che term long.

BUILDIN(.i

As fer tite restof tite objects,ve also feunid a wide
vaneÉ>’ of strategies.Nevertheless,ini semeobjects(iíuek,

road, une> glas.s)titere waslíigb censistenie>’ini tbe strucegies
fe¡Iowed by Ébe parcicipants(seeAppendix B for a more
de[ailed analysis).

Te sum up, tite aoalysisof the stnu[egies follewed by
tbe parcicipaotsclarifies tite aboyeresults buseden cheir
errers.us weIl as reveuling bew cemplex dimensional
designationis.

Wirhio-SubjeeíCoosisrency

A final aspecttbat wastaken inico ucceuntwastite within-
subjectconsistene>’.We exuminedche degreete wbicb che
participantsmainlainiedtite sumename for [be dimensionis
of che objects belongingte tite sumeclass.Titis conisistene>’
could beassessedin titose casesin wbichdifferent examples
of tite sume ebject(pictures, wardrobes,buildings, une>
vehieles),er different objects frem cite sumecategory(block-
2-table andbuilding-wardrobe-sofh-ehiffooier-door-vehiele)
wereshewni. lo tite first case,exeeptfor pieture-] andpielure-
2, participuotswene bigití>’ censistent(ini fact, [bis vasene

of [be reasenswhy titeseobjects wereeliminatedfrem tbe
duta anialysescarnee>euQ. Specifically, 19 parcicipantswere
consistentini tlíeir answerste tite dimensienisof tite objects
bus-truck, 16 le boildiogs. unid 15 te wardrobes(seeAppene>ix
B). Titis resulc is injportaot becauseit iíjdicates titut tite rucio

betweeodímensíenisis predemninant.lo fact, dieseratioswere
practica»>’ identicul in al> tite objects(excep[ fon picture), so
[bat tite oní>’ tbing tha[ varied wustheir erientatienini relation
te tite subject (mereerless facing tbe subject). lo spite of
che fact that [he preseotutionof different perspectivesof tbe

object didn’t seemto be adetcrmioing factor - centrar>’ te
what Greimas(1970) s[ated regandingFrencb, where tite
applieutionof loog unid xvide depeodsen the perspectivefrom

which tite subjectobservestbe object - nevertheless,seme
participaotslooked fer a perspectivefremwhicli te observe
tbe ebject(“from wberesheuld1 look at it?’), altitoughchis
aspectrequires fresbresearch.

CIItFFONIER SOFA
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Figure 2. Stnutegies tite participants fellowed wben naming tite dimensionis of the ¡odicatedobjects(numberof suhjects¡ni Iinackets).
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Qn che o[her itand, wbereventitese ruties were noÉ
main[ainee> (as was che case with pieture), greater
inconsiscencywasebserved.lihis can be explainedby tbe
parcieipants’preferencefon Ihe useof loog fer tite objects’

lurgcs[, usualí>’ horizontaldimeosien,especialí>’when its
ex[ension is greater[ban tite ocherdimensionis.Tuis sume
factor weuld explain [be unge niumberof inconsistenicies

ebservedwith alí [he ebjectshaviog a frent. lihus. when
takiog alí cheseebjectsinto censiderucion,ení>’ ene particípan[
was censistentin alí bis answerste tite dimensionof tite
difitrent objects(door wasexciudedbecauselis horizontal-
laceral dímensionweuíd be namedrhick due [u its sohd
censiscene>’une> chis discinguisbesi[ from tite restof tbe
objec[s, where i[ would be named¿Jeep). Similarí>’, col>’ 6
participantswerecensísten[ ini [heir answers,aftcr eliminating
rruck (becauseof its specialstatusus indícatedcarlien ini tite
analysiscencerning[be termdeep).A similar effectxvasfeunid
with table und block-2, even thougit tbe participantswere
somewhatmerecensistentini cheiranswers(11 participaots).

Diseussion

As revealedfrom cur aboyeresults,tite udult participancs

in our study - supposedlylioguisticalí>’ competenc- mude
mistakes,significuntí>’ vurying cheir strategiesof naming
dimensienisfrem enecasete aneriter,une> shewingu goce>
numbenof incensistenciesbetweenthem. lo fact, man>’

adults wbo purcicipatedini tite expenimentssaid tbat tite task
“waso’t as eas>’ as tite>’ hadfirsc cheught”,unid were confused
ini man>’ cases(having [e pender.deubtiog.etc.). Tbe data
abeuctheir inconsistenciesindicute, ini addition,[ba[ even
if we itad applied u differen[ descriptives>’stem Irom tite

availableenes,che nesults weuld buye beensimilar. Tuis
lendsitself te at lescÉwe interpretatienss(1) tbe description
of tite dimensionaltermsdoesnot.capturealt tite negulanities

regandingÉbe useof titese terms ini adult language.en (2)
peritapsonir suitjectswene noÉ Iingttistically con~peteotadults.

lihere are sorne indicationis [bat suppert tbe first
miterpretation,[uking into accounctite possibíecheoretical

nature of tbesesemantiedescniptinos.Along tbeselines.
Carey’s (1982)statementsabou[ tite cempeneolialanalysis
of Bierwiscb (1967) can be ceosidered.As Berndt une>
Caramazza(1978)also poiiít eut, ini reltrencetecempenenitial

anaí>’sis,tite seman[ic cenipenentsunderl>’iog u lexicul ítem,
if tite>’ actualí>’ exist, huye probabí>’ noÉ ticen cap[uned ini

tbeir entirety. lihus, cnn data suggesctitut, at least ini tite
semantiedescription of litese temis. sometbinigmene i
required tban jus[ he quanÉifícationen extensionel u
particulardimensien,or Ébc subject’sassigniogu frental parc
te ebjeccs.Titerefore. ini a semanticdescriptienIike ibis,
penitapsother fuc[ors síjeule> also be taken ¡ite acceuot,sucit
as titose relatiog [e tite global cbarac[enisticsof Ébe ebjects,
che deminantrelatioíísitipsof certuindimeijsieijs, tite subject’s
interactionwith [hem, Ébeir funcciei~ulity, etc. AI[hougb new

i-esearchis needed,chiscoincideswitlí che levelsof semantic

descniptienpointed oiit it>’ Auniagnie, BerilIo, unid Vieu (1991)
- ucornetnie.functienul,unid pragmzctic- fon otEenspatial

tenijís (síieciticull>’ dausaijd sur). Nevercbeless,[beselevels
presentnew frames of reléreoceini tbe semantieunalysis,
wherevanioussociecultunulaspectsof [be iiterac[íon of
humanisvich titeir envinoijmenit,whicit huye net becotaken
míe acceuntini tite traditienal descniptionof dimensional

[errns, sheuld beconsidereditere. Titeseaspectsceuldhuye
differeot implicutionis ini tite processiogof [bese terms, as
weIl as in titeir acquisitien.

Regandingtite secondiiiterpretutieo,sinjílur nesults were
obtaiied ini tbc pilet [usk carnied cuí prior te [bis
investigatien,ini which udditienalparticipantsfnom different
seciocultunulstatusweres[udicd. However, titis presents[ud>’

mus[ nut be ceosideredfinal. lodeed,new studies must be
cempleted,iucneasingtIte numbenof pantieipants,as well
as [he numberof oitjects, unid varying che different inter-
djnieijsienruties, tegecherwil.it titeir onientatioij en tite titree
spacialaxes, etc., in a meredeliberate fasbienchan was
consideredbere.

However, whutevertite expluniatien ma>’ be, cur resulcs
are importunÉunid supportAitkaniun’s (1982)sca[emencs.So,
viti le recegnizing cite impentunceof s[uting a titeen>’ te
ctnders[and tite iiterrcluticnsitips betweeotite lingui scic
elementsunid psycitolegicalstructunesunid precesses,it is
neyertitclessnecessuryte tesÉ empínicail>’ tite pclrel>’
Ibeoretículín[uitio¡js of linguisis. Ihis is especi-all>’ impertant
wbenevaluatingtitose responsesof subjectswbo supposedly
de nec mastertite udult’s normal semantiesystem.as is tite
case witit childnen. Ini this sense.tite metitedelogical
implicationis areobvieus.

A final aspeccte considerare clic pessibleimplicatiens
of cur investigulion nclating lo impcn[unt copies fon
developnicntalpsycitology unid cegoitivepsycitoleg>’, such
as ihe structureof rneaningunid cetieepcs,as \VelI as cheir
onígin. Altbougit we advisecautico,oun resulis are itigití>’
significant. As a ¡urgeparÉ of reseancben Éhe accíuisitiooof
tijesetermshas shown(seeCal-e>’ 1978, ¡982;Galeote,1995;

une> Ricitards, 1979, fon un exíensivereview), cbildren also
buye greaterdiftict,lties ini [be sumecaseswe buye ideotified
ini adults.More specifically, tite adjectivescornespending[o
cite dimensíenisof widrh unid thickocss(wide-narrow une>
rhwk—thio) are titose wh eit chi 1dren nequinc mere time te
acquine.Even citougb [bis anal>’siscuonetbeextendedte cite
concspcndinga(ljectivesof tite ~-leprhdimensieij,because
‘jo experimeijialda[u al-e uvuiluble, [be nesultsare¡íeijctheless
surprísing. Ini vunicus studies where titese Éerms Yvene
exumíned(Bartle[t, ¡976; Donaldson& Wules, 1970; Eilers,
Oller & Ellingtco. .974).titene is no indicutien [bat cbildren
mude more eITors xvitlí sorne ebjeccsused ini tite test titan
with otiters, en that cite>’ mude [he sumeerrers. As u
consequence,cempanisenscuonetbe níadewiíit tite findiogs
of cnn stnid>’ witb adult subjects, wbere tite different
clíaructenistiesof clic objcctswere taken inico acceunc.Iii un>’
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case,ourdatasuggesttitat titis uspectsheuldbe considered

in studiesexaniining tite acquisitienof titese ternjs in ehildren.
Similarly, eur dacaeeuUbuye implicaciensregurdingLije
[heor>’prepesedby Carey(1978, 1982)abeuctite ucquisition
p¡ocessof Lheseadjectives.Tites, as Careysuggests,eiíildren
acquiretite meuniogof titese terms in an idiesyncraticway,
depeuídingen titeir accidentalenceunterswitit tite werd ini
tite presenceof specific objects.However,adultsprobably
supply tite leamingcues,dependiogen cite ebjeccsce witich
cite dimensionsare applied,as canbe ebservedby cheirlaek
of censistene>’witen usingtite cenms. lihus, [batprecess
would oot be us fertuiteusunid ituzardeusas Careysuggests
and, titerefere,we eculd ideotify un intimute correspondence
betweenadult anid chile> language.In etiter words, ehildren
would necacquirechesetemis in un idiosyncrutie,asysternatic
fashion,but ratiter cite>’ would adjustte tite languagetite>’
were heaning.

This cerrespendence,if it exists,ceuldbe itighly revealing,
suggestingan influenceen [he environmentullinguistie inpuc
o~ merespecifically, tite model thacadultseffer te children,
witich is eneof tite variablestitat couldexpluin tite regularities
of [bis process(Huccenlocheret al,, 1983). Numeneusuutitors

frem vanious fields also peint out centaineffects of tite
linguistie input direccedut ehildrenduring titeir lioguistie une>
conceptualdevelopmenc(Anglin, 1977; Blewitt, 1983;
Callanam,1985, 1990; Shipley, Kuhn, & Madden, 1983). Ini
spite of titis, becausebetit childnenandadultsseemcehuye
difficulcy with tite sumetype of terms,cunresultscede>also

suggescidencical temisel treatinganid cacegerizingche world.
Tite degreete which learningtitese werdsis restnietedby tite
influence of tite linguistie enivironmeot,or it>’ tite inmute

precessesof [he enganism,requiresnew research.
mnideed, itefore makungsueh assumptienis,meredaLa is

necessary,unid not ení>’ daca such as chatpresenteditere.
Researciterssiteckl examinetite va>’ adultsnarnetitese ten-ns
in tite presenceof children, cegechenwitb chile> lioguiscie
performance, idencifying pessible regularities unid
cerrespendences.Titeseaims arepart of our largerreseurch
project. Titus, tite werk presentedhere sijoctid he Lakeo as

just ene stepwichin a generalreseurchstru[egy, in un ut[empc
te evercemesorneof tite lirnicatiensof previeusstudies.
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