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 1lexieal item, a chiid may initially acquire only a subsect of

For examule, the word Daddv may be restricted tahé‘child 8 own_

1.

érfggﬁng to one class of models cf language acaquisition,
- children acauire word meanings by sequentiallv acquiring discrete
semantic features (cf. Clark, 1973 McNeill, 1970). This hypothesil
is derived fxom the linguistic posxtion that word meanings can
be gpecified by enumerating the ﬁnzquc set of features which
duﬁiﬁn any given word (Katz & Foder, 1963; but see critiques of
*this VLQW by Bolingor, 1965 Glucksberg & Danks, 1975; Rosch,
in press). The psychglcgical extersxon of this linguistic view
gtates that children initially d@ not know the vfull"” (that is,

adult) meanings of the words they hear and use. For any given

that item's e;iterial foptures. lenee, lf only the feature
four-icgacdness had been acquirod ag - Ehe ecriterial set for the

wexd dog, then a child would ovargeﬁeralizﬂ or overextend the

. \

referuntial usage cf that word and call all feur-legged animals dogs

(Clar L, 1973). While a plaugible case may,be made for this
) R .
gerial, discrete-feature model of word‘acqgisition on the grounds

ied

that children often do overceneralize 1in tdyg way , i% is also

' © L
true that, chi'dren @ver-dif rentiate as well %?nglin, 1975). \\&ﬂ

<

fathc ; all owMer child:cn's fatbers are not "Daddi&g
A
A _mort didcrimiﬁating test of the semantic featuré“acquivition.
S
hvpgthesis is rcﬂuired. One poss lblllty would he tQ«teqt the

)
. '

®
knnwledge of spec. fied pairs of words which theoretically differ

from one anothe. by one .nd ~rly one featu&r. If,tw\ words differ;
ﬁ

from one another Dby one’ 4nd only one semantic feature, then it




$ ' first member of the pai

.

.. initiated by Donalds

J s i // .
&ollows that the member cfﬁthc pair with/ﬁéwer features (n features)

fwould be acquired before qpé*item with n + 1 features. - Antonymic

®

gcomparativea like same—diffcrent can be so ¢h
r is considered *unmarked” and has n

aracterized. The .

features. The second is "marKed" and has n + 1 features. Given

these properties, it also follewg that:

(a) Until that last feature is acqﬁircé the two members of

the pair will be treated as synonymous (because both have the same

set of n foatures); /\/; : |
’ . ) : i

-(b)  the meaning of the unmarked member (with n features) will

be taken as the meaning of thg\marked member, which, until the

n + 1th or last feature is acquired, haahthc same set of n features

as the unpmarked member. ' v

On a scmantmve feature hvpothesis, then, children should , i

acquire the correct meaning of same before they acquire the correct

meaning of the word diffg;ent, and they shou
with both same and different beingvunderato

1d also treat the paix

as synonyméus,_ od to
mean "same : . %’i

‘ How can this hyp@thesis be tosted? - One 1
on & Wales (1970) who observed children's

an.of attack was

responses to the utterances. ‘ ‘
(1) Give me, one that is the game in some way. ' “f‘ ////

versus: o
(2) Give me one that ic different in some way.

mental situation involved an array of either real ghjects ==

cups) or geometric forms (like saua?es |

The exéeri

(like toothbrushes and egg

and triang;es). For ekbmplgl~1f the experimenter held up a blue o




toothbrush and asked question (l) or question (2) o the child’

had the option of selccting, among other things, a red.toothbrueh
or a white egg cup. In one of aeveral conditions, all toothbrushes
in. the ‘'selection array werxe blue, and so if .a.blue toothbrush

were the target object and question (2) were to be asked, a child

- -
y

could reapond "correctly“ by selccting some othe*%pbject. “
Irrespective of the charaoteriatics of the solection arrays,
"most of the children [aged about three-and-one-half} appear to i

- “make no distinction between the instructions Give me ‘one that is

<

the sgme'ln some waannd Give me one that is.different in gome way.

~ (Donaldson & Wales, 1970, p. 244). This straightforward empirical

s

- result was later interprcted by clark (1913)} among others; to

y mean that\young-ohildrcn éail to differentiate between the WORDS .
’%//dggmg and different: "In effoct, the word different wae‘interpreted !

. as tﬁeugh it meant’ggmg. Herc, then, is anothex example of the |

meaning of one pair of antonyms being overextended toO ver the

other term; Both game and different meant "same" to these

children. (Clark 1973, p. 91).

v

This inference of a failure to differentiate between two

5
words an the basis of a failure to differentiate between two
~.
utterances may be erroncous. In normal adult conversation, many

utterances containing different and contrasting words are never-
theless responded to in the same way. For: example, I might utter
either: ? " '

' ‘ (3) ? T drank four:'quarts of gin last night--do you believe me?

or

-

(4) I drank four quarts of gin last-night--don't you

believe/ﬁg;&~7 , ¢ ¥ ‘\ﬁ.




whether you believe me or not, you will answar utterances (3).

‘a a (4) "in- the same wayi by saying "yes" to both if you do ‘ , -

»

believe me, ‘and "no" ‘to both if you don't. Clearly, it would-be

inappropriate to.infer that an adilt does not or cannot discriminate

between the utterances do and don t simply because he responds

to utterancea (3) and (4) in exactly the same way.

On purely logical grounds, then, the evidence that young {

ychilgren treat pairs of utterances equivalently says nothing of: ‘the

words cdntained in those utterances. Let us assumé as-a working

hypothesis that children, like adults, respond to utterances by

trying to infer what a speaker's intended message ig. + If they do’ ~

go, then varying the identity'of one word in an utterance‘while

Holding the rest of the utterqnce and the social-physical context

constant need not lead to differential responses to the two utterances,

In the case of the same-different

even with ideally campetent speakers.

sentépce frames, one might argue that children were responding

in the most appropriate fashion possible, namely., just as normal

‘FQults would. When someone holds up an object, say a pencil, and

asks "give me?one that is different...," one may very well interpretl

that utterance as a request for another writinQ implement, and not

as a requeet for a watermelon, a chair, or any other "different”

object in the universa. Donaldson & Wales (l970) acknowledged |

is possibility. We tested it in two ways. In Experiment I, we
the

.

tested young children in two different same-difﬁerent tasks;

+

original Donaldson & Wales paradigm involving requests for "same"

bl

Al




L Lo~ e .

and "different" things,. ena a aeggndftask~inAwhich the relevant
v

attribute for samenes id difference was unambiguously qpecified.
"In Experimené‘II we . tested adulte in the original Donaldeon & -

Walea paradigm to see if adults, like children"%reat the two.

: utterances equivalently. o S

mhe atb]ects in Experiment I were six preschool ch ren agpd’c
two years eight months to three yearpfthree months (pote that this '
gample is a bit-younger than the ofigig;l D nqldson & Wales 5amp1e,
whose average age was about threeﬂyear Bix months) Each chiid '
was first glven a replicationﬂdf'the Donaldson & Walee procedure
in which each was asked "Can you,glve me one that 8 different
from this one?“ 7§n each case, the experimentFr picked up a target

rn

-asked thé’ question.

’’’’’’’’

objeot fram a fable, showed it tomthemghild,
,—af"

In eech/case, the ig;}&’iculd gele

"/.4,

dfor c lor, and (c) an

For,exﬂ ple, if the target were a

small red car, the child cgpld’choése from &n array of a small

_ﬁ&d car, a large blue car,{or a doll. The re ulte were ﬁnequivocal.

v" .
On virtually all trlalé, the responses to requests for “same" and

"different" didl not differ. The overwhelmingywhoice in either

case was the object most similar to the target, essentially replicat-
ing Dcnalgéyn & Wales' (1970) findings. ¢,f
: However, in a second task administe éjto each of these same

six children, no evidence fcr synony "of "same" and “different"

was found. ° Here, the children werg given an array of colored




4

. available. The children vwere asked to "give me one that!s

" the same color an this bead” or LT 3 different color than this'

# o
‘bead,” and indicated their cho f@her by pointing/to a bead . ,f/f
' ) ) ’ // - - i
or by handing the expeximan ?// bead. Each type of_queation was . /
asked three times for each child. For the "game" reque a;/ééiv . /'-
/

‘children know the diffe Q&’ \ween a- request ”7/ "same

. groups yere Group N, natural conversational context,,and Group E,

. ; 6
[y . ?

pop-beadf in which at least two popy eada of oaﬁp color were

one child made an error, and that only once. For tha ndifferent”

requesta, tw& children each made one error apieca.

¢olor .and a "different
not discriminate between ~, -ttexapces " ," ya one that' e the

v

same..." versus "give-.me on- e -
Ig thie because they have yet to Iea/n how to interpret these

latter utterances, ﬂf ;é,it because they have already learnad

to interpret these uttérancea as, a&ults ordinarily do? 1In order

to evaluate thesq/;lternatives we tested a sample of twanty pale

subjects whose mean age was 20 vears 7 months. The twenty Ss'

were ri;;?mly‘$551gned to one of tw0 groups, ten per groun. These

experimental test context.

A ﬁubject in Group N would be ‘seated at a table befora a 0

microphone, tqo response kéys, a tape recorder3and an' interval

timer with flashing lights. Tt S's right was a second table '

'with"va}ious tdols and other objects haphazardly arranged. After

S had been seated,the experimenter excused himself, picked upw

~either a‘ﬁair of pliers or a screwdriver from the table, and left
R L or




, 4
*

* 88 when they had responded to the experimenter s request for a

. .
¥ R - .
4 . P . . 7 - . X
. 4 . -
° v B . .
. .
« . . ¢

, ?f/// . : L
. A - : - SR Lo o
/,}’”ﬂfﬁ/.the raom saying "I have to fiXx BOmething. I'1l be'rightnbackiﬁ ~

He reappeared in the doorway several seconds later holding the
tool he ‘had just picked up and asked S, "Pive me one that'
different from this one. S then had a choice of the, following
objects to give to the experimenter- two tOola of the same type
the experimenter displayed (either two screwdrivers or two pairs

of ‘pliers), three tools of & different type (either three pairs .

tro»

. of pliers or three screwdrivers), thres pencils, three felt-tip :

v

pens, an ash tray, a book oﬁ matches, a pack.of cigarettes, )

ytwo—pronged electric plug, an electric switch, sdme lengths

of insulated bell wire, some paper clips and a pad of paper.

" The tools (screwdrivers and pliers) varied in size,qthe pens’ and

pencils varied in color., The'enperiment ended for Group N..

A

_ ndifférent” object.

]

. Group E was tested in the identical physical situation, but
in an. experimental rather than'natural context. Each S was '

,seated facing the object laden table, and the experimenter held

" a scoring ‘pad as he picked up objectq, one at a time, and asked o

give me one that's different from this one" for: six successive '
‘trials, in- the follewing order: pliers, screwdriver, pencil,
pack of cigarettes, electrical plug and finallv; pliers or
screwdriver again. ‘sHalf the Ss were shown a pliers on- the first
trial half a screwdriver, and the last trial was a repetitibn
of the First Same-object or same class—of-object choices ware

‘possible on Trials 1, 2, 3, and 6. -Trials 4 and 5 were intended

‘of objects. . 2 r -

- ;o 1().

_to break any set that might devel%p to choose same or same-type~ <

(s

-
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e e

driver, and a pair of pliers when that was the target.

\,' ’ ) '8-

|
I , ” _ o
The data 9;,&ﬂ€;;;:tff;r’droup N were frequency of tool

choice veraus\any other type, of object; for Group E, frequency .
of same or saﬂe type of object choxces on Triala l,;2, 3, and

6 (only "different” choicee could be made on‘Trials 4 end 5). .

One.procedural point should be.noted. The Ssqlere never .

~asked for a "same". choice in Group N because the naturalietic
condition would have been jég;ardized had repeated triala been
used For Group E "same" inetructions were not used in order to“
avoid calling attention to the apecific .word(s) of interest.
Ideally, of course, the question we are asking - do adults treat
utterances of the tfpe "Give me one that's different from (same
as) this one" equivalently ~ requires a within-8s design. The
mext best choice wpuld he a betﬁeenﬁge design with half the Ss

Rather than collect such- data

7

being aeked for *same" choices.

~we felt that the strongest test of our hypotheeia - that "eame"

4
*%nd "different" utterances would be“treated’equivalehtly - could

be made by postulating an "ideal" set of data for a

control group, a group which always chooeee that" object&in the

selection array that is most similar to the target object.

‘The results, shown in Table 1, are‘unequivocal. Six of ten

“
7 N

Ss in Group N selected the same object in response to the

.——-.--———4 ——u—-—---—}

¥ K ) . %,
'"different" requeet~- A screwdriver ‘when the target was a screw-
.The other

four Se chose the only other tool aveilable - either a pair of




pliers orte 5cre§driver in reeponse to a screwdriver (or pliers)
taxget, respectively. On the assuﬁption that and"ideal" control
group would have shown 100% eame choices, only eix of our ten
real So treat the. two utterances (same vs. different) equivalently.
The other four choose the most similar in function rather than

: the same. These data should not, f course, lead us to infer

that six of our real Ss do not differentlate between the worde
same. and different. Instead, the appropriate conclusion is that
native English speakers tfeat the utterance "Give me one that'’ s .
different..." as a request for another object of the same type

(or function) as’ the target object, at least when that request is
made in the context of’ normal converaation. . ‘ ///

. To our surprise, however, a natural conversational oontoxt
waa'not critical. The behavior of Group E was virtually indentical
to that of Group N“on Trial 1, with only one § in Groyp E° choosing
a. non-tool to a tool target. As we had expected, more variable
. choices were made on TrLale 2, 3 and 6, altpough only four Ss .
strayed from the target categorv on any giﬂen trtal When questiocned .
all Ss in Group E expressed puzzlemen3 as to what the’ experimenter
wanted, and the 88 whe did stray fro&’the target category said
that the perimenter seemed to. want "really different” choices
beyond Trial l or 2. Lo _ )

Clearly, adulte routinely treat the requeat to "g{:: me\ggfs,nﬂ“"m
different one..." as a request for another member of ‘the categ .

or glass of objecta represented by the target.4 Phe word onc

!,

used in the raquest is interpreted as, one of these, " and people a

’ -
. 4 - . n 7
L4 . . : . : e : s |

[} . . " . |
. N .t 4




tage

"7¢Krequests and to do S0 appropr;ately. Rafher than demons_rating

2o \4‘ - s o

‘74‘leiorlglnal Donaldson &‘Wa}es\iiggi?QS seem . t° demonstrate the
f et ‘b acqursltlon of conyer;atlonal (or discou\Se) competence QUlté
\-, X conv1nC1ngly (As; perhaps, Macnamar; (1972) might have
- ‘expected) . | . ' | | - :
| o \\ _ e—

'75“f ) , The methodologlcal concluslons we may dra? from these two ,
T————

bugt small studles are clear.- Within the contex of a semantlc feature

'~theory of. word meanlngs, we would argue that 1t is 1nappropr1ate
N . N WY v\ .

T -to make in£erences about one aspect of word meanlngs - namely, the

' | n-’ ’ ‘-V?’;,

¢ | - dlctlonary component - whllq 1gnor1ng other aspects of word meanlngs,

e

l

vl

- ; ;i ‘such as semantlc rules and . semantlc 1nterpretatxons (cf.,Katz &
Fodor, 1963) Semxﬁxlc rules and semantic interpretatlgns - along ‘
"‘,ulth the approprlate ‘rules of conversatlonal discourse - must,". B
by deflnitlon, be 1nvolved in children s responses to. sentential
-utterances. Untll we can speclfy what these ruIes are ‘and how
'chlldren process utterances, any 1nferences we w1sh to make about
h . ’ semantlc competence per se are hlghlv suspect. We are on relatlvely'
#\ ) kq-firm ground 1f chlldren perform in ways that lead us to infer that
’\~tpy" they "know" the meanings of words. That is, they respond to a .

ﬁ' ‘variety of utterances in W1dely ranglng contexts in ways we conslder .

-

T to be ”correct“'o "appropr1ate.~ Inferences of 1ncompetepce, on

7the other hand, dre highly” susceptlble to error on the grounds that

chlldren may “fail“ tests of ,comprehension for any one of a number o




. D . e !
e R P . . ~

:‘of reasons. The lnferentlal paths ‘from la parole to Ia’lanéue are,
\\‘o“\as Saussure (1916) noted, nelther sxmple’norhdlrect. |
| The substantive . concluslon is that*\E\have found no ev;dence
that children treat the words “same" and\{dlfferent" as equlvalent
in meanlng. That we may sometlmes find children confusing the ".
I’two terms in certa1n contexts 1s not terrigl; surprlslng After , o
gall, the words are confusable if the context is not. clear, and
o they are sometlmes confusab%e even when the context is~crystal clear.
One demonstrat;on of the confusablllty of these- two terms rs in the
title of this paper itself. By this tlme, the reader may have

L not1ced that the tltl" should read "do adulg ‘overexténd the . ‘t;>

,\<\\ meaning of same?" instead of "dlffErsnt" as it does,/rn’factjdre;dj

/

Ehi\\was orlglnally my ownlunrntentlonal/error in typlng,the

first ax —of*tha_ , ; E’was not plcked up the the reviewing _ ,J~~?/

;/fv R -commltte\\for~thls conference, nor, I daresay, by very man§

A3 —_

. of you in the audi\hce“, If we take thlS rather large sample
seriously, we mlght be forced to conclude that adultsy rather

than chlldren, confuse the meanlngs of “same and’ "different."

*The approprlate concluslon, of course, 'is that nelther adults

Vo nor chlldren confuse the neaninys- d@@these terms when they are
‘ihtw‘

used appropriately in. context. Of course, it 1s Stlll possible

that the acquisition of comparatlve terms is asymmetrlcal as pre- )
2

-

s

‘dicted from a psychologlcal exten91on of semantic fea\ure theory

[N

' However, one last polnt merits conslderatlon.k When young children
— 7 -

S

overextend the meaning of a word, we conslder +that to be an error%:

- 1A
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and thus may be erroneous and m;sleadlng as well.

-

[
-
-
P .t
.

llnguistlc theory to psychology may be an overextension,

e
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Footnotes
1.
~ Public Heal

,Comparatlves other than
¢

The 'research reported here was supported in»part by u:s.

~

th Serv1ce/ﬁrant MH23401 - 01 to Princetom

S. Glﬁqksberg, Princ1pal Investigator. /1 thank

a//s/f/r his’ 1mportant 1ns1ghts,'and Anne Hay -

ildren as part of her

Unlverslty,

Joseph H.

for .cok ectlng the data on young ch

se or thes1s at Princeton, Uhlverslty

"sameadlfferent" are alsO'of 1nterest,

and I was delighted to leaxn that'Susan Carey Block (personal

communlcatlon) has completed a stdizdiﬁ "more-less" with

COhClUSlonS slmilar to those repor here. James Coots

study, reported at this conference, 1nvolved a number'of

comparatlve terms ﬁe, too, finds nO’evidence.for asymmetry

between marked and unmarked terms in chlldren s acquisrtxon

of those\comparatlves. f ' ' oA U
\ - : : .
»

’ . - l
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