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Fichildren hear 2 novel word, the context supplies in-
tion gbout its meaning. One way children may cope with so much
tion is to use whatever seems to make sense, given their prior
edgé-and beliefs, while ignoring or quickly forgetting the rest.
. work examined if and how children’s beliefs about word meanings
v affect their use of contrastive linguistic information in the input in
I {earning. In Study 1, some 3- and 4-year-olds were introduced to
‘material or shape name and heard it contrasted with familiar
Others merely heard the novel word used for referring to an
These children were then tested to determine what they had
d'about their new word meaning. In Study 2, another group of 3-

aar-olds were asked to name the materials and shapes used for
dueing these novel terms. Children made usé of linguistic contrast
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stages of the acquisition of 2 i
iy e} of Japanese: a case study. Unpublished MLA. thes_: 3
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e %, pnly/in' some situations. They benefited more when the novel term did
Cany supplied far # . . 5
2 ameE = erlap much in denotation with any terms commonly known by 3-
> research ony. Notfar = - . -
g pubior 4] syear-olds. These results suggest that children can use information
R %nr further reproduction. %67 :
7 £

4 e input very efficiently in learning a term for an as-yet-unnamed
citegory, but not in Jearning a term similar in denotation to a word they
ready know. Thus, the results are consisterit with the claim that

hildren believe every word has a unique denotation.
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UCTION

oid learning, like other domains of cognitive development, requires
children to deal with a considerable amount of information. Whenever
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CHILD LANGUAGE USE OF INFORMATIO?

children hear a novel word, the context supplies info'r.m
meaning — more, probably, than they can ever keep track
cope? One strategy may be to make the most of whateyer &
sense, given their prior knowledge and beliefs, i
forgetting the rest, Obviously, if children proces
they run the risk of wasting pertinent informati
chance of using pertinent information very efficiently, Thig Worl
and how, children’s knowledge and beliefs about word meaning
use of information in the input in word learning.

Following Lyons (1 977), this article makes a twofold diStin.ctmn
word rneaning: denotation and SENse, 3

Denotation concerpi
between a word and a category external to the language such as
persons, things, place i

gories may in part be due to the conceptu‘lal
:e seern to become interested in objects.from cfmte
: Babice T ok around and parse what they see mto ob_;e?ts
'renth_’: ey (?f light and shadow. By six months of age, babm's
ply patterns ¢ maintains its unity and identity even when it
o DbJESC) and that an object continues to exist even out
{ E.’(.ﬂke, I‘jgkj & Wasserman, 1985; Baillargeon, 1986). Eioung
s "On, S'p&t all the time. They grasp, shake, and suck objects;
3 :’lth objecrs bang them égainst something else. What they do
e e e o d become more sophisticated over time {Paiget,
_a'y Chfm'ge m::st in objects never goes away. Before they learn
u=tf»::‘hmu_fslengn:al;;ture and non-linguistic vocalization to try to get
oftén

\ee for object cate

while ignor;
8 Imformatjg
on. But tha:

. ioni &
. .o : . ; i bjects (Bates, Camaioni

S, Properties, processes, or activities, For It at or help them obtain Vaémfaferj they(oftf:n use their first
denotes the class of dogs; red denotes the property of the colgy §75; Bruner, 1975; Bates, 1976).

concerns the relations among the denotations

of different ward
for instance, the sense-relations among dog, cat, and animal, The

is included in the class of animal, and so dog is hy
cat is also a hyponym of animal. Dag and ca,
they both belong to the semantic domain of
are co-hyponyms of colour. Central to the pr
beliefs that children seem to have about wor
hypotheses about the denotation of a nove
others. Secondly,
to do primarily w

: rions about, and requests for, objech that interest jcherln.
: 3,5561' ords, names for objects —especially people, animals,
.dl'-en i wvery’ common. Some examples are: Dada, Mama,
; 5 I;:YS“ :::' truck, ball (Nice, 1915; Go_ldin-\lleadow, Seligman
goten orse,Th ) conceptual salience of objects, then, may be ?ne
3 19'76). fte n interpret new words as denoting object categories.
2 hlld?m Oc: for shape may be due to the ‘objectlike’ property ‘of
e ;_"3;:1 diagnostic feature of object category (Rosch, Mervis,
D : lgBY es-Braem, 1976; Tversky & Hemenway, 1984);
L &f zyextend the;ir preference for object category to shape
) e o ord learning. Perhaps children favour mate_nal over
YPOtiliesnElsai‘nrv;ason Material is a more intrinsic dandbc-ijafnols:‘t;
ot i ‘ cially for man-made objects.
o ankozi:il;? :zmcec;g;; i:sv}\)rzodei we can quite safely conc-i‘ude
s;'un‘ﬁielr; to be a piece of clothing or an ammal By .con.:-:i,it; \;r:l
Nat's h_iﬁg is brown, we can conclude little abc?ut its :1 10111.- o
ha'ds'mrélise preferences concerning shape, material, an col ur
il - S’h es about new word denotations may have ‘tlo do with t e
t :ca:ptu}gtjlnstal‘;:nce of objects and how intrinsic and diagnostic a property Is

then, are co—hypoﬁy
animal. Similarly, ey
esent discussion are
d meanings, First, som

1 word look more plausibl& e
different words have different denotations, The lateer 1 : '

ith sense, that is, how words are related in denotati

Preferences

Whenever children try to learn a new word meaning, they fac
problem of induction. Numerous logical possibilities will
any finite amount of information that they have (Peirce, 1
One may argue that average word learners do not conside
hypotheses. But then what kinds of hypotheses do they
seem to have preferences in their hypotheses.
interpret a new word s a label for an object category or a shape rathe
as a label for a colour, a substance (Clark, 1973; Dockrell, 1981 ; Macnamar
1982; Au, 1985; Soja, Carey & Spelke, 1985; Baldwin, 198g; Dockrell
Campbell, 1986; Markman & Wachtel, 1988; Taylor & Gelman, 1588
object part (Markman & Wachtel, 1988), or a thematic relation (Marks
Hutchinson, 1984; Waxman & Gelman, 1986). This preference persist
for adults (Au, 1985). Both children and adults also seem to prefer m
over colour in their hypotheses in word learning (Au & Markman, 1987
short, children seem to favour object category
colour in their hypotheses about the semantic d

be consist i
957; Quine; 169 5
rall of thep
consider? Childn
For example, the

object.

rinciple of Contrast . -
f not all, linguists hold that different words_hz}ve ql'ﬁoiregclarlx:i:ezx:;réi ,
o.inger, 1977 ; Palmer, 1981). To capm.lre this intuition, ok (1983,
:proposes the Principle of Contrast, which states ;haitde‘lrfar:e e
st in meaning. This implies that ezfch wo.rd s 1c.)lu have 3 e
ation and a unique set of sense-rel.atam.ls ?wth‘ othm.— ¥ s ;Ises' re
vidence that children do honour this principle in their w

or shape over materi
omain of a new word
394
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CHILD LANGUAGE

consider overextension. For exam
c ple, young chi :
Cac:;dsit;i ;m;; :rllly to dogs, but also to othef fo:!rc-llree; Sd'
tend to sto{) ove o and. cows (Clark, 1973). When thgee B
it ottores 1 ;extlzndmg dog to horses, although they}r el ;
o nerise ( thepo h,- 1040; Barrett, 1978). This is Just :1’1 }?y'snl .
ot 2o i b t"i,rl think that a new word (e.g. harsejv e
(foation w e words'that they already know {e dshc_nuld
o mnovativomes from coined words. Children ag yo.g. %)

. e noun+noun compounds. For ey, o B
pumpkin-shaped house g pumpkin-house ( b, the

. CI :
Importantly, children freely coin an innova{zi (f}dman &
orm wh

conventi

conve tLoanal form to exXpress a certain idea, but ug :
. ly_ ve a conventional form for the idea. Apa; U?_lﬂ}lf :
.the claim that from very early on chil etieve ol

emed to show that preschool children can use this kind of
‘it to learn newW colour, shape, and texture terms (Carey,
1g78; Heibeck -& Markmen, 1987}, But in those
sistic and non-linguistic information converged to favour the
sis. For instance, in Carey & Bartlett’s procedure, children
od were told to pick ‘the chromium tray, not the red one’.
- could eliminate the red tray, so only the olive-green-
ray was left. But because the trays were virtnally identical
L colout, colour must have been very salient in this situation, and
lausible semantic domain for chromiwm. In other words, children
i Little choice but to interpret the novel word as a colour name.
hen the linguistic and non-linguistic contexts do not converge to
sis, children often fail to learn a novel colour term. For
oxrell (10815 see also Dockrell & Campbell, 1986) found that 3-

Omet;

(5]

denotation {see fu dren believe all we
rther Clark, rg8 word
.On the other hand, some ﬁnd_?n 3; Ifg 57 . g olds’ often interpreted a novel word as a shape term, despite
evidence against the Principle of g?orft word acquisition hav, bee trasted with familiar colont terms. She introduced a nonsense
do with children applying two words 1o the Such findings have prissr ; wing children three blocks of different colouts and different
saying, Pass me the gombe block, not the red one or the green

o i o - rds to the same object or the’ 5
o, 3818 Gt ) o
came fron I3 ‘earning experiments. Chjl4
o :au\:;e;;a Oct)}’t;served extens;vely in some cases (Ce}gld:_l G
e cally in 'I?rs ‘(e.g. expgnments), but usually not bf.l!ﬂ‘i %
e rematd Or};.h ypically, children were seen applying two e
e seferent or ¢ same small set of referents. Unfortunate]s
er from such observations whether the childr:net}};;
loug

merely overlapping denota

‘gombe one. ! Onty one of the seven children in her study seemed
ot the novel word as a colour term consistently. Most of the
p.children seemed to interpret the new word as a shape term,
hey heard it contrasted with two familiar colour terms. Au (1985)
these findings with adults as well as 3-year-olds, using a different
t:mulus materials. Note that in these two studies, since the contrasting
iffered in shape as well as colour, the non-linguistic context did not
hape as & plausible semantic domain for the new words. Perhaps,
ishapes:of the objects used for introducing the new words were so salient
seemed a less likely candidate. In short, these studies showed that
I non-linguistic and linguistic information did not converge to favour
t hypothesis, children often failed to take advantage of contrastive
¢ information in the input to learn a novel colour term.
; ‘Markman (1987) examined children’s use of another kind of
ive linguistic information when the non-linguistic context did not
ght the correct semantic domain of a new word, They found that 3- and
“r’)]ds benefited from linguistic contrast to learn a new material term
new colour term. In that study, children were shown only one
ch as a mauve rattan square swatch. Some children simply heard a
word applied to the square swatch (e.g. ‘See—this is rattan for
): These children seemed to favour material over colour in their
¥potheses about the semantic domain of their new word. Other children
¢ceived additional contrastive linguistic information {e.g-. “This is not wood,
ad this is not cloth, This is rattan,’ or, “This is not red, and this is not green.
15" mauve.’). When the information. confirmed the preferred hypo-

not identic i i
e heai. flearly, It remains an open question whether this iy
D e Ic;rgz;:t lzc;couxtl; (;f meim'n'g acquisition (see furthef r(i‘gé{t
. . vertheless, because it
can account for manv'g;
i

to date 115 ]IIIPI[CatI ns 1or meanin acq !'ll sitio certa {lﬁ
] (s} f I y
£ 1 I lnl Serve

Use of information in word learning

It seems plausible, then, that children think

Word denotatlons are bettel t.han ot
h that dl“el ent wor dS llave dlﬂe
€r and
denotatlons. DO tl 1E8E bEIIefb aﬁéCt hO W

: ; childre ; S
in word le 5 . i n use information i
o ord earning | This discussion will focus h th
inguistic information. on the use of con

Olle Way C 11 p
h dterl ca ma a ew Wor L8] te s
Tl n (#] d ont; an approprla
donlaln- is to IIEEI 1t conir aSted Wlth fallllhar WOrdS f!()m the Saﬂté do ‘ﬂ

that some hypothéses
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thesis — that the novel word denoted the ma
were more likely to interpret their new wor
children who did not hear the linguistic
information did not confirm their prefery
they did not hear it. That is, children wh
with two farniliar colour names responded
not given any linguistic contrast,

.h e-emption occurs whenever a familiar term overlaps
uch pres ‘

depotation WItt hdahr;:;v e‘fmn;lined if children’s preferences_ in
d 10 be re;’ Oro:ation would affect their use of contrastive
bou_t_';word enceive in the input. The second study focused on
i thFY 1‘:\iarrmled whether a2 familiar fermn would h},lrt
, Iita ;ew term that overlaps considerably in denotation

tetial of tha 5q
dasa Imater;

contrast. Howa
ed hypothesis,-éhil Ta
o heard the novel 5
much like thoge ¢ i

U

' t;r"to lear
There are at least two possible explanations why children ¢q ! ; r term.
contrast eflectively only in some situations. First, perhaps in geneiay STUDY 1
can take advantage of pertinent information in the input onl i

their favoured hypothesis, such as material, Seco
make use of pertinent information in most cases,
when it supports a hypothesis that they believe to

am i hildren simply heard their
in Au & Markman’s (1987) study failed to use li ¥ ntroduced to cach child. Some chi
colour name because for some reason they had a bias again

applied to an object. Other children goft t?lde?rlt;(::?lt:;rn; ra:;t;:;
. ° .

possible reason for such a bias is that categories named by caola; L rormation about thecfen}:gt:;: {)f;n;;;;ar material names or two
not have sharp boundaries. As a result, children usually have 5 pif = new word con‘trasteIt’WI ot paper, and it’s not cloth. It’s rattan.’
that can be readily stretched for referring to a colour they do /g hape names (e-g. Sez, . ,S nm)tp triaI;gUIal'- It’s trapezoid.”). The
more appropriate name for. So if children believe that words shay] it's not round, and 1; Sth object to which the new word was
in denotation, they may think that a novel term, such as mauve, éan contrast, tqgether wnh’lde n map the word onto an appropriate
the colour of the object to which the term is applied because they b could potentially help chi ;e it denoted. In other words, the
a familiar term, such as purp!, o main and sort out what 1

sy e e et i hildren about the sense and denotation of the new
colour name may stand in the way when children have the opp tion could inform chi

learn a new one.

smined how children’s preferences for certz_ain hyl_notheses
ey § pa f trastive linguistic information in the input to
Frony e . 4eir_u56 . (;: - ins: material and shape. A novel material or
be wrong. T}, ; ~+ds in two domains:
nguistic coniy

However, the same argument can also be applied to material
can argue that children can also stretch wwood to denote ratt:
denote acrylic, and carpet to denote plush. Why, then, should ‘D
by a familiar term hurt children’s ability to learn a novel colour na
anovel material name ? Perhaps colour names can be stretched in th
more readily than material names. There is some evidence that colo
indeed have very fuzzy boundaries. For instance, although peoplé¢a
agree on which hues are good exemplars of blue and green,” the
considerably in how they assign various blue-green hues to the ¢4
‘blue’ and *green’ (Berlin & Kay, 1969). By contrast, basic matétial'n
such as wood and rattan denote more distinet categories. Exemplars-o
categories usually differ in surface texture, rigidity, density, and-
There may be greater consensus among pecple on the boundaries o
categories than colour categories. A more general issue, though; is'w
this kind of pre-emption occurs only in the domain of colour térmi
natural categories do tend to have fuzzy boundaries (Wittgenstei o . ‘

) L Hmulits materials :
Rosch & Mervis, 1975; see also Bowerman, 1977, regarding - cate _ . hildren new words were swatches of different
denoted by the words in children’s vocabularies). It is not entirely cl jects used for teafzhmg cl f material and three shapes were used
categories denoted by children’s colour vocabularies are necessar ils -and shape.s, Three kinds o l.maplush rattan; crescent, elliptical,
discrete than their vocabularies in other domains. An impottant qu “their appropriate names (acrylic, ’

399

studies of word learning suggest that children favouﬁtsilafesgr.
. orv over material (Soja et al., 1985 ; Markman & Wachtel, 1935,
Ff_a'gﬂfyo 1688). Therefore, children in the present-study wer‘;
-{G:':ir::i— 'sl?ape -over material. If so, it would be possible t{? a?e; ;S
1(1)1 used linguistic contrast about material even when .matlt_en s
preferred hypothesis, or if it was no longer helpful — like lingu

about colour in Au and Markman’s study.

r t;.hildren from six preschools in northern Califcvr?ﬁa par;mpatc::cf i?}
dy: There were 19 girls and 35 boys. They ranged in age from 3;
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CHILD LANGUAGE USE OF INFORMATION

trapezoid) in the introducing event. Altogether there we;, -«watches, the child .would heardlia:l;§2iozuzzja; t[E;
swatches, including all possible combinations of these may, i * depending on whmh.new w{l]; then be asked ‘Is there
each in a different non-focal colour. The non-foca] colois . child chose one, the :Ihlld wou s possible to see if the
blue-grey, chartreuse, ecru, gold, greyish green, greyish rogas i trapezoid] one %u‘:re? Thus it W?alpShapé o other
peach colour, and straw colour. ' . watches on the basis of colour, material, 'ci’ tify, from an
search has shown the preschoolers can 1 S :
ious ¥ ¢s for familiar attribute terms. For instance, Smith
C1Sy _refe;enlyear”olds objects that varied in colour and size and
'd:%-t:L::a tTle red [blue/green/yellow] one’. Almost all of Flhe
55 Losrect referents for these familiar adjectives. With a simnilar
outlllti csobrting Task used in the present study might reveal what

Pracedure

There were three conditions: Label Only, Material
Name Contrast. The children were randoml
ditions, with 18 per condition, approximately

Name.cpnt Rt
v assigned tg the ik,
balanced for age'ah

aE : i hild chose the ecru
mean ages for the three conditions were 431, 452, and 4 hought their new termm meant. For mstance,l;fs :0 lidentify referents
Children were asked individually to come and Play a gamo § 4siutn and the green rattan square when;% © bout the sense and
minutes in a quiet corner of their school. One novel word wag' 7 ‘the child probably had learned something a

: ! i . ) : bly mapped the
each child. Each of the nine stimulus swatches was used for introd et i ; he new word. That is, the child had probably mapp

new word to two children per condition (one 3-vear-old and gng 5 il “appropriate semantic dcu-nam, namely material, and learned
The ecru rattan trapezoid swatch will be used to illustrate th {*denoted the rattan material.

In the Label Only Condition, the experimenter would poiTit a
few feet away and asked the child ‘Can you bring me the rattan i
thing ?’ When the child handed her the swatch, she said *See; iy’
trapezoid].’ These novel names were randoml
approximately balanced for age and sex. =

In the Material Name Contrast Condition, the child heard ‘Canyaij
me the rattan thing?® and then ‘See, it's not paper, and it’s nof clot
rattan.’ Each child heard a novel material name contrasted with ti
material names,

s Task. First the child was given a pretest. Tl?e child saw 2 y'e%llotw’z .
; e and was asked to complete the following utte.r:’mces.
.poralgnot green because it's... ;" ‘It’s not paper, and it's not c‘lot’h
- t-s’ It's not round, and it’s not square .because its.... A c.};ﬂd;
't};ej actual Co-hyponym Task was kept in the data a.n.alyses i :11;1 !
hild correctly responded to at le.ast tv:fo of the three items ozstEd
£ Only two out of the 54 children faited. The pr?te:’st rtiata ;uiﬁd red
children could produce utterances of the forfn It's not X, and s
gcause it's Z,” where X, Y, ;nd '1'Z were in the same s

en the terms were familiar ones.
gcdl—?;;c:l};m Task itself, children saw a bh-le paper squ;re ::l:(;
i colour, material, and shape from all of the stimulus swatches

' ucing the new words. Suppose the target swatch for a child was the
Testing procedure. The testing session began about one minute afte;

an’ trapezoid swatch. The child would hear, ‘It"shnm-fra;tanh[-?;
: ; - : i . y . 1 that 1f the chi
had heard a new word. During the delay, the experimenter simply: ha&g dJ because it’s...." The rationale for this test was tha

. : . i ight say, ‘It's not
with the child. Five tests were designed to find out what the children t rattan (or trapezoid) was a colour word, tl:le child n}lllg::h S?:Iove1 o
their.new word meant ~in terms of both sense and denotation. Thece tac [or trapezoid] because it’s blue.’ If the child thought the

s .
. ‘ ild mi ’ it’ . If the child
included: (1) SBorting Task, (2) Co-hyponym Task, (3) Colour Identificatio orial word, the child might say, ...bec:aus e it's paper If the ,chhe
it was a shape word, the child might say * ... because it’s square.

Task, (4) Material Identification Task, (5) Shape Identification Task . .
| an atternpt to find out which semantic domain children had mapped

w word onto. In other words, it examined if children had ;eag"ix.ed
 about the sense-relations between their new word and familiar
such as blue, paper, and square.

¥ assigned 't

th tw
In the Shape Name Contrast Condition, the child heard *Can

me the trapezoid thing ?’ and then * See, it’s not round, and it's noff

It's trapezoid.” Each child heard a novel shape name contrasted
familiar shape names.

Sorting Task. In this task, the child saw four sets of four swatches :
included a ‘target swatch’, namely, the swatch used in the introducing
(e.g. the ecru rattan trapexium). Each set also included three other s
a colour-associate (e.g, an ecru paper square), a material-associate
green rattan square), a shape-associate (e.g. a green paper trapexiim
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CHILD LANGUAGE

all of the eolours chosen fo i .

colourled rectangular paper sw;tii:s Sgri:iuslssthswat?hés
material from all of the stimulus su,fatches o iffere
words. The child was first asked a warm-u
here?’ All of the children correctly chose the
hear ‘Is there a rattan for trapezoid] one her
term denoted the colour of their stimulus
colour. If they thought it denoted a material o
any of the colour chips could be named b

would suggest that children had learned SOH}':
word; namely, it is not a hyponym of their

used for ingr,
P Question. <]
red chip, Th;
e?' If children
swatch, the
rashape, they g
the new terg,. g
ething about the
familiar term L‘él‘

Materia[ Identification Task. This task was identical o
ation Task except that, instead of ten colour chi iy fhe... olo
rectangular swatches of ten different materi e chil
plush, BI:ld rattan, ‘These swatches differed in both col '
of the sti.mulus swatches used for introducing the novel ﬂr}d's
up question was ‘Is there a spange one here?’ Allnc;'vi o
chose- t'he spo.nge swatch. Children were then ascI: ZI p Chl‘ '
containing their novel word as in the Colour Identiﬁiatito!:';

5

. 2
als including. spong

Shape Identification Task. This task was identical

except that the child saw ten red paper swatche ;

round, crescent, elliptical, and trapezoid. T .

cololir and material from all the stimulus .swatches used for intrg

E?vehx.:;rgrds. The Warrn?up question was ‘Ts there a round onI::";.io‘
e children ccrrj{ectly picked the round swatch. Thev then h b

question containing their novel word as in the ;.Jrevio}us r?:::mhtefl; 5
: as

to the previo
of various shap
hese swatches diffé

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Tw i i i '] i
Somz 1‘2:2} fléldmgs ;u‘e of interest. The first concerns whether childre
otheses about the semantic d i
: omain of a nev h
over material. The second has to do with child ey s

. . . .
ontrast in the input to induce the sense and denotation of a new
Preferences

Ehzstls]tudy ';el:realed that children favoured shape over n-;ateri.a
0 * - .
ypotheses. {he criteria for a shape name interpretation are as follow

Sortin )
chomeggziasf}; :.0 be counted as having this interpretation, childrenh
associate (}‘; 1t target swatch (e.g. the ecru rattan trapezium) and its 3

-E. @ @reen paper trapezium) in the four sets of Swatc és‘g

40z

%ﬂ n Tésks, the

ren’s ability to use 1hg

USE OF INFO RMATION

Co-hyponym Task, they had to respond, ‘This is not X
 (iwhere ‘X’ represents their new word). In the Colour
fication Tasks, they had to deny that any of the colour
o could be named by the new word. In the Shape
I, they had to choose only Kthe shape identical to the shape
cwatch originally referred to by the new word in the

laen;._ ; .a material name interpretation are as follows. In the

hildren had to choose only their target swatch (e.g. the ecru
i) and its material associate (e.g. a green rattan square) in the
watches consistently. In the Co-hyponym Task, they had to
¢'is not X because it’'s paper.’ In the Colour and Shape
y had to deny that any of the colour chips or shapes

v the new word. In the Material Identification Task, they
nly the material identical to the material of the stimulus

arlier for introducing their novel word. Table 1 presents a

Interpretation

Shape name Material Narne
Target swatch and Target swatch and
shape-associate material-associate
‘Because it's sguare’ * Because it's paper’
None of the colours None of the colours
None of the materials Material of target swatch
Shape of target swatch None of the shapes

study, children in the Label Only Condition gave more responses

ted a shape name interpretation (52 %3 than a material name
tation {27 %), matched #(17)-= 2°03, p < 003, one-tailed {see Table
her words, children seemed to favour shape over material in their
ypotheses, and this finding is consistent with those in previous
{Soja et al., 1985; Markman & Wachtel, 1988; Taylor & Gelman,
erhaps because children are very much inclined to interpret a novel

as an object category name (e.g. Macnamara, 1982; Markman &
tchinson, 1984), and because shape is a highly diagnostic feature of object

“(e.g. Rosch et al., 1976; Tversky & Hemenway, 1084}, children also
hape over other hypotheses, such as material, in interpreting a novel
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<is Iéoked at children’s use of linguistic contrast such as ‘it's
> ot triangular; it's elliptical’ to learn a shape name. If
snitrast is helpful, children in the Shape Name Contrast
‘ d'rhak& more responses suggesting they interpreted the novel
ﬁéfﬁe than children in the Label Only Condition. {See Table
a ry of the criteria of a shape name interpretation.) For each

TABLE 2. Mean percentage of responses suggesting .
! 2ack

Label only condition

g{;l:;};]g)onym 21 ysis computed the percentage of responses that suggested a
Colour identification 5; rpretation, with the five tests combined and equal weight
ﬁ:;a:i égfirﬁtéfﬁitm 39 st Preliminary analyses revealed no reliable age differences
Overall n 50 nd 4-year-olds and no reliable sex differenfcg& The data.v?erc
Maserial name contrast eomditi 52 i for differences among the three ejxpenmental” f:ond;tmns
Sorting 1ton ANOVA. There was no reliable Condition gﬂ'ect

CO-hYPf_m}’ml é; P> 0'03).
;:,I“;;ﬁaidg;ﬁ?‘gaﬁ"? 61 s that children who heard their new word contrasted with two
Shape i dendﬁ;aézzon 27 rigmes gave somewhat more responses that suggested a shape
Overall + etation (67 % in the Shape Name Contrast Condition) than those
Shape name contrast condition 42 __e_il‘ new word applied to an .ob]ect but ‘recewed no 11ng‘uzstlc
Sorting o S % in the Label Only Condition). Th-at is, out of a maximum
ggf:ﬁfﬁ;ﬂﬁ . 34 . 2:- one point ft.)r each of the five tests), chlich_'en in the Shape Name
Material i E!Eriti‘f:":?;?ir;n 61 61 pndition received a mean score of 33 (rTledlan = 3°5; range = 1 to
Shape identification 50 25 n.in the Label Only Condition received a mean score of 26
Overall 7z 3; range =0 tO 5) However, the difference was not reliable,
67 25, p > o2. These results show that linguistic contrast such as ‘it’s

“and it's not triangular; it's crescent’ did not reliably help young
‘n a shape name. In short, children seemed to favour shape over
their initial hypotheses. However, their preference had little effect
&1l they made use of pertinent linguistic contrast in the input to
the:sense and denotation of a new word. Linguistic contrast that
‘this preference did not benefit children reliably.

ond analysis revealed that linguistic contrast such as ‘it’s not paper,
t.cloth; it's rattan’ helped children overcome their shape-over-
preference to learn a novel material name. Table 2 shows that
ildren in the Material Name Contrast Condition gave more responses that
csted -2 material name interpretation than children in the Label Only
on.-.(See Table 1 for the criteria for this interpretation.) This
| analysis for the material name interpretation directly paralleled the
ame interpretation analysis. It computed for each child the percentage
nses that suggested a material name interpretation. A one-way
“on these data revealed a reliable Condition effect (F{2,51) = 4'53,
p2);-Children who heard their new word contrasted with two familiar
names gave more responses that suggested a material name in-
tion than those who merely heard their new word applied to an
As Table 2 shows, this result holds for each of the five tests designed
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Use of linguistic contrast in the input

Au‘& Markman (1987) found that children favoured material o
t.he1r_h3:’potheses in word learning, and that children could’ ;‘ﬂ'
linguistic c?ntrast in the input to learn a material name but'ne'!; ;
name. As discussed earlier, this pattern of results could occur if (0 '
generally can benefit from pertinent information only when it E')
:favoured. hypothesis, or (2) children generally can benefit frvt:nmsfu
1nff)rmat10n except when it supports a hypothesis in strong disfa‘;p
as in the case where the new term is pre-empted by a familiar term
t}}e two terms overlap -considerably in denotation. The present s
disentangle these two possibilities to some extent. i
The findings of this study went against the first possibility S
chlldr&?n showed a preference for shape over material in their h ‘ otF;i'
they.chd not reliably benefit from linguistic contrast such as ° 1)'2?5 not
and it’s not triangular; it’s elliptical’-in learning a new shape name.
othe-r hand, they did benefit from linguistic contrast such as ‘it’s no
and it’s not cloth; it’s rattan’ in learning a new material name. These
were revealed by the following analyses. l o
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to assess the children’s interpretation of their
score of five {one point per test),

Condition received a mean score of
50 % of their responses suggested a
the Label Only Condition recei
ranige = o to 5}, That is, 279,

interpretation. This difference

across subjects (#(34) = 2'17,
H8) =26y, p<o
with material n
hypothesis.

B i Lo reted the novel term as a shape name; one Chl_ld
Dew word. g ind & y interp material name. By contrast, in the Mater:al
children in the Mateaiis e’tet% itasa hildren consistently interpreted their novel
2'5 (median = 2; range ._nditlon, five Zhild consistently interpreted it as a shape
material name interpre ‘pame; one

. : 05, b
Lol een the two conditions was reliable (P < 0035, by
ved a mean score - rence betw
of their responses suggested

between the two conditian
b <oo3) and across- 5

'05). In short, children took advantage‘of'h

ames even though it did not confirny:

' eemed to favour shape in their initial hypotheses
hlldren_S f a new word, they did not benefit much fro-m
o dmnahm 1:) supported this preferred hypothesis. And whl'le
ednp ge articularly favoured as an initial_ hypot.hesxs,
o .seem . £ iiformation in the input supporting this 1‘1y-—
. d‘igntage . then, that children are always better at using
fos !'12:1 Sct:;;;,stent v,vith +their favoured initial hypotheses than
o ;rjzz?m inconsistent with them.

A final analysis examined how many of these children 4

interpretation to their new word throughour the entire teg seg
one-third of the children in each condi

for their new word. While this is a relati
it is nonetheless impressive that some 3- and 4-year-olds wer
new word consistently across all five tests — especially afte
exposure to the new word. Table 3 presents the number of K
condition giving a consistent interpretation for their novel Wb

tion gave a consistent iy
vely small proportiog

STUDY =

¥
i i n's
: 1. .amine the argument that children 1n Au and‘y%arkma )
ll'te:l: to benefit from pertinent information such as ‘st’s notre ;
L
= 'en- it's mauve’ to learn a new colour word such as ma;u ‘
. olou
glffiar ,colour name, such as grey or purple, pre-empted a c
i
j i 1 ward. -
tation for the nove e
rﬁto the Principle of Contrast (Clark, ig83, 1987), chil
]

a W (S .0 i a ne
¢ h Ofd haS a unique d notaton. If the denotatlﬂn Of W
eac

TABLE 3. Number of children out of 18 giving a consistent nt

Condition

Label Material name

: : amiliar word, such
i mauve overlaps condel‘abIY with that ofaf liar 3 the
only contrast & hs'l d r;.ay have difficulty learning the new word becagse _ 3
children in denotation. One way
Shape name interpretation 5 H dily sort out how the two words contrast In
Material name interpretation I 3 ¢

i two
contrast the denotation of the two worn’is ;‘hto i(;tnu(}i)edde
lusi ies: le’ and ‘mauve’. ey
lusive categories: purp . Tt
Eml:e mauve colour looks somewhat like purple, it is too grey to :da
purplé This means that the denotation of purple w:ill be I?arm;:rmh
; , lour. As discussed earlier,
srder to exclude the mauve co ‘ fier, such
- ion is often observed in young
‘down of a word denotation is © ‘
: ing. For instance, young children sometimes apply th;v zordﬂc:’zi
le ed- animals such as cats and sheep as well as 1dﬁgs. w hee;; ey
agtg théy tend to stop overextending dog to cats, althoug they mas
ref("tend it to other four-legged animals (L;;opolci., ng:i;tegoriesi
t up two mutually exclusr :
In other words, they seem to se : . , e
dendted by cat and ‘ four-legged animal thatisnot a cat denoti:id 1:13:: g fs
i make room for a new word s
ossible, then, that children can for e e
| thei i i the Principle of Co )
. their lexicon, and still honou_r >
¢ down the den’otation of a familiar word such as purple. However,

The pattern of responses revealed here directly parallels. l
analyses just reported. First, children showed a strong preferénce
In the Label Only Conditions, six out of 18 children gave:-q
interpretation to their new word, Five thought it was a shape name
thought it was 2 material name. Secondly, children did not bene
cantly from information in the input that confirmed their ‘prefe
pothesis. Children who heard a novel term contrasted with -familia
names were only slightly more likely to give a consistent: sha
interpretation than those who merely heard the word applied to':
Seven of the 18 children in the Shape Name Contrast Conditiorx"_dld
so did five of the 18 in the Label Only Condition (p > -3, by Fisher’
Test). Thirdly, children reliably benefited from information that di
confirm their preferred hypothesis. Again, in the Label Only Conditi
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the distinction between colour categories such
rather subtle, compared to that between ‘dog’
result, .setting up mutuaily exclusive categfri
denotation with a familiar one is by no means
problem of pre-emption.

Another way children can set up a contrast bet 5
mauve and purple is to think that mauve js a kind ‘; - CO!_ouggfg
set up a class-inclusion relation between ‘mauy. ; PUI;pIe i
children begin to acquire words that pick out ;‘ e P el
categories. For instance, they can acquire obje IEl'al‘ChIcal_ly S
dalmatian-dog, dog, and anmimal, which pick o.]u:tqcategof.y n
levels of a hierarchy (Clark, Gelman & Lane I ;ﬂf.egorl '
1986; Mervis, 1087; Taylor & Gelman, 1088 o Vo
children generally find the class-inclusi;n rel:;tiog 9)-‘N0n'gt
(e.g. Inhe}der & Piaget, 1964; Markman, 1984) ‘.?%;1?1'1qulte dl‘
young children can acquire object names that .denolre}tll"lere .
?bject caitegories, relatively little is known about th : b
in domains such as colour terms and attribute ter :

Gathercoie (1987) pointed out that basic colour tm
typically are learned hand-in-hand with their sxe
more inclusive term colour. But the acquisition o1
qu1.te late in semantic development. As Miller & Johnson-Laird
while today an average 4-vear-old can name four pri - ﬂil‘d_glg’/ﬁ
green, blue, yvellow)} and know the term colour onlp aglary o
yt‘zar—olds tested in 1911 could do so. Miller & )}ohnionoIljt 'hal'fp
d:ﬁerenc:e to the introduction of wax cravons at school ; c:li s
:chat a child sees a set of crayons that are quite similar i .
in 'r:olou-r. So if someone refers to the crayons with diﬂ'en oy 2
child will probably think thar the terms denote the colrent HUWI_ ;
Iz;deed, non-linguistic contrast that singles out the corrgcl;r:egf t'h(?
;)e f novel term seems to help preschoolers learn new coIouran:}li

xture terms (Carey, 1978; Carey & Bartlett, 1978 ; Heibeck éc M,
1987). However, when the non-linguistic context éoes not sing
correct‘ hypothesis, children often fail to take advanta ‘ fsi?g'i"
formation in the input to learn a novel colour term (I:i:c; l;ngm [
1985; Dackrell & Campbell, 1986; Au & Markman, 198 ;e ’:.{981
pre.schoolers can acquire basic colour names such as ;edgajci' . 3}_10_1'
theu: supeFordinate term colour, they probably need a g”e"’;?ton
peit,lmem linguistic and non-linguistic information in the in;‘izr:t;ngg
o oreav};:r,deven aflter children have worked out the c]ass—inclusi'o.n_-re t]

ween the denotation of colour and those of its hyponyms such as th ;

col i
our names brown and purple, sorting out how the familiar basié
names are refated to the more specific non- .

ill:be difficult. If children fail to set up a contrast n
‘as mutual'exciusivity ot class-inciusion relation — between
2d 2 novel one, they may opt for an easier way out. That is,
jgnore any information in the input suggesting that the new
name. The pre-emption by familiar basic
why children begin to acquire non-hasic
r the preschool years (Andrick & Tager-

3s “purple?
and ‘cagrig;
€5 10 cong;
an tasy Way:
: aiwe, is a colour
ay be one reason
ther late; usually afte
6). ' .
tistudy examines whether such pre-emption does occur not
Jomain of colout, but also in the domains of material and shape.
hape terms. If children resist learning a new word (e.g. crescent)
iy dénotation with a familiar word (e.g. moon), the familiar word
the way when children try to learn the new word. Children may
‘o benefit from contrastive linguistic information such as ‘it’s
[it’s not square; it's crescent’ to map a new word such as
At appropriate semantic domain and to sort out its denotation.
séed 3- and 4-year-olds’ ability to come up with a name for the
Aaterial of the stimulus swatches used in Study 1 to estimate to
‘children in that age range feel that they already have names for
4 materials. These naming responses could then be used for
hat extent the children in Study 1 - who heard a novel word
ne of these swatches — believed they knew the names for the shape
nialiof their swatch.
tradly, it would have been better if the naming data and the word
= datd had been collected from the same children because the
cthests of interest was whether a familiar term in a child’s vocabulary
i hiirt the child’s ability to learn a new term that overlaps considerably
ion with the familiar term. Unfortunately, Study 2 was conducted
fer Study 1. Because the children in Study 1 had already been exposed to
ape or material term for their stimulus swatch by that time, it was
 access whether the children had a ready label for that shape or
prior to their exposure to their novel term. Study 2z settled on a
less ideal alternative: Naming data were collected from another
7. and 4-year-olds who had not participated in Study 1. The naming
re used to assess whether children in this age range generally have
¢ labels for the shapes and materials used for introducing novel words in

ir a‘bili‘,:y“t(:,I b
S in genera
rms such agys
perordinate;_: n

f these terms copiq

eéni children from one of the preschools that participated in Study 1
.45 subjects in this study. There were six girls and eight boys, ranging
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an appropriate intefpretation for each novel word, with
ch item adjusted to the same standard. Figure 1
Study 1, plotted against the percentages of
these materials and shapes in Study 2.

mn age from 3; 2 to 4; 11 (mean = 4. 7). . This o

comparable in age 2nd sex composition to ﬂ"lét s groy;
In Study: he data for ea

'si;t_lts from

Stimulus matertals and procedure Id:not name

Material naming. Children were asked individuall e
paper, acrylic, plush, and ratran. They first saw aYSto 'naﬂ‘}e_
heard, as a warm-up question “What is this stuffn?l?u e
answered ‘Paper’. Then this was repeated with the o-th.::u
acrylic trapezoid
Siz.ap_e naming. Children were asked to name four h iy ' |
elhptlc_al, and trapezoid. The first saw the round . apeg_ e
shape. i1s this?' "The children said either ‘Round&‘;‘mm1‘]l ‘ nd
question was repeated with the other shapes. or.Cird
The .order of the Material Naming and Shape N i
Fandom{zed and counterbalanced across children pTh e i - | :
items within each task was also randomized acros|s chi;:diiiér ‘

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Availability of a familiar word. The 3- and 4-year-olds j \ thi

to ha\{e difficulty coming up with names for the rattZrlln ﬂlu's.s
materials. For the shapes, they seemed to find the trapezi o ;:S'
ffol'lowed by the ellipse. They named the crescent shap :llf:;l o
it ‘moon’ —extremely readily. The percentages of cijldrerfy?-x"
n;thln; thes;: materials and shapes are as follows: 5% % for ac:;li?:

s ; i
Eresce,nig Yo for rattan; 71% for trapezoid, 36% for elliptica

®
ellipfical

0 2 30 ) 50 60 70 80
- % ‘Don't know’ in naming :

it of pertinent Jinguistic contrast and children’s beliefs and about the adequacy
bulary. The benefit of pertinent linguistic contrast for each item was measured
i of the increase in percentage of correct responses when comparing the six
Heard o novel term applied to the item with the six children who got additional
rdstive [inguistic information in Study 1. Children’s beliefs about the adequacy
it voaabulary for each item was measured by the percentage of children in Study 2 whe
& up with a name for that material or shape. The graphed line is the regression

“the Y-axis variable on the X-axis variable; 7 {4} = 086, p < 05, a-tailed.

Beliefs about the adequacy of their vocabulary and use E:If ; f :
analys?s were performed to see to what extent children in gitl.‘:;ma
from linguistic contrast in the input to learn a novel material Yh
The anal.yses first computed the benefit of pertinent contra(s):'s :?
}nformat%on, based on children’s responses in Study 1. For 1::
iterns, this meant the difference between the Tabel Onl a..nd Mat
fContrast C‘onditions in percentage of responses suggesiin | rﬁa f ;
Interpretation. For the shape items, this meant the diﬁergc;nce Elb:tw
L.abel iny and Shape Name Contrast Conditions in percentage of
sugge._-s.tmg a shape name interpretation. There were six childrgn it
condition. The variance in the data differed considerably from if o
by mmore than a factor of % to 1. These analysés therefore used t}::',t['t1
o.f thc? increase In percentage of correct responses to estimate the he
linguistic contrast. Each t-statistic showed how much pertinent lin
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‘shows that the more 3- and 4-year-olds failed to name a shape or
[, the more pertinent linguistic contrast seemed to help 3- and 4-
learn a novel name for that shape or material. Indeed, the benefit
ent linguistic contrast, as estimated by the f-statistics, was reliably
‘how often another group of children failed to name the items
n¥(4) = 086, p < o-os). These findings suggests that young children
at using pertinent information to learn a new label for something

411




CHILD LANGUAGE USE OF INFORMATION

if they do not already have a ready label for it than if..t
‘ case, a familiar word may stand in the way when ch
word because children tend to resist synonyms.

e :ovei material names for acrylic, plush, and rattan, and
e _n. for trapezium. Fhey did not reliably benefit from
m:bntrast in learning novel names fcu‘* some’ shapfas such as
esults may be accounted for by (.:hlldren 5 resistance to
{it Synonyms. For instance, 1.;vhen children hear a novel term
pIiéd to an object, if they think they know the name fm: the
o moor), and if they believe each word has a unique
: ‘nl-,-ggy conclude that the new word cannot denote the shape‘ of
Y‘n"'they hear ‘It's not square, and it’s not triangullar; it’s
may think ‘I know it’s not square .an_d not triangular
. -shaped!’ The relevance of the linguistic contr'a?.t to the
snt may be simply lost on them. The_refore, a familiar word
o way when children have the opportunity 1:-0 learn a new “.rord
denotation considerably with the famxha_r one: That ;s.., a
“ibmetimes hurts children’s ability to use pertinent information
word learning.’ , .
leds, when the context strongly favours the correct 1nterpretat19n
+d, «children are able to learn the new worfl even though its
i averlaps considerably with a familiar one. For instance, when the
For instance, many studies have shown that when childre +nd non-linguistic information converges to fav.our the correct
applied to an unfamiliar object, they tend to interpret it as 2 catefy A sing children are able to learn novel non-basic r:olour' names
a shape term {Dockrell, 1981; Macnamars, 1982 ; Markman &:Ht'it'ch‘ Leive and turguoise (Carey, 1978; Carey & Bartlett, 1978; Heibeck &
1984; Au, 1985; Soja et al., 1985; Dockrell & Camphell, 1986 ; Marking 1987). It is important, however, to note that ‘When the context ;
Wachtel, 1988; Taylor & Gelman, 1988 Baldwin, 198g). T}:. § v.'éfwhelmingly favour the correct hypothesis, children often fail to ‘
erence was found in Study 1. That is, children favoured shape dve mﬁt £ pertinent linguistic information in the input to learn a novel 1‘

ildren‘_'t

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This work examines some beliefs children seem to have 356
and how such beliefs may affect the way they use iﬂfOrmatil:)
word learning. It focuses on two general beliefs that childr,
about word meanings. First, some hypotheses about the dehin 7
word look more plausible than others. Secondly, differe; .
different denotations. o
When children hear a novel word, it seems that they oft'er;
sense and denotation by starting with a favourite hypothesis
an initial hypothesis can be affected by non-linguistic conte
(Olson, 1970: Clark, Schreuder & Buttrick, 1g83) Pl'e"emptior:
word (Hutchinson, 19863 Merriman, 1686 ; Markman & Wachte
many other factors. Nonetheless, children do seem to have’:

reliable preferences in hypotheses across different word-learnig

n hedr

in their initial hypotheses. As discussed earlier, this preference ay, £ d (Dockrell, 1981; Au, 1985; Dockrell & Campbell, 1986; Au &
do with the non-linguistic conceptual salience of objects. Shapeis 1687). . . ,
ic ngly, the present findings also parallel the size of children’s

perhaps because it is highly correlated with, and hence diagnostic: i
category membership, : terial, and shape vocabularies. T'wo vocabulary studies revealed

While children’s preferences help them pick an initial hypot &5 as many material names as either colour names or shape names
preferences do not always systematically affect how children use pertinehtii : 6-year-olds’ vocabularies (Rinsland, 1945; Wepman & Hass, 1969).
linguistic information they receive in the input. Study 1 shows that' & at least two possible explanations for this finding. First, thert? are
are not always particularly good at using information consistent - cre materiat names in the input, Indeed, there are about four times
favoured initial hypothesis, while they can be quite good at maki ‘naterial names as colour names and about twice as many material
information inconsistent with that hypothesis. While children’ fa¥ 45-'shape names in the 6,000 most frequently used words by adults, as
shape over material in their initial hypothesis, linguistic contrast sﬁpp’ frH by Francis & Kulera’s (1982) word counts. On the other hand, it
the favoured hypothesis, namely shape, did not help children reliably: pos.sible that pre-emption by familiar terms to some extent hurts
learning a novel shape term. On the other hand, while material Wi f1’s ability to learn new colour names and new shape names. Because
favoured, hearing their novel term contrasted with familiar material nam i& colour terms can be readily stretched to cover the entire colour
did actually help children reliably in learning a novel material term tutn, children may have difficulty setting up new contrasts between the

This work also looked at how children’s beliefs that every two: {ons of familiar basic colour terms, such as blue and purple, and new
contrast in denotation may affect their use of information in the input in sic colour terms, such as turquoise and mauve. Similarly, famnilkiar
learning. In Study 1, 3- and 4-year-olds benefited from pertinent lit names, such as moon and egg, may pre-empt & shape name

412

413




CHILD LANGUAGE
USE OF INFORMATION

Interpretation for novel shape names, such a
o i , ;
p;:n Iquestfon to what extent these two aceo
t 15 guite clear, however
3

g, M. (1987} Acquirin‘g word meanings via linguistic contrast.
- E-

¢z 217736 . . . .
; resenting the existence and the location of hidden objects: abject

nth-old infants. Cognition 23, 21—41.

crescent 5I!d
tnts ATE (s

COr
that the shape Uvéf-maf

preferences in init]
e Ch‘ides m mitial hypotheses about word denotag .. e
Yb Ii ren have more material names than co] atlons, ¢ =g, & Wasserman, S. (1085). Object permanence in five-month-old
vocabularies, Perhaps olour or gh .
: , 8 . sh —208.
non-linguistic conctI: t L1wh preferences — which Probablap = i?rliaricies in children’s expectations about object label reference:
ptual and perceptual salience - ¥ Chiid']_')eggfapment, 60, 1291-1300.
nt and overextension in child language. Hournal of

;rsc;z:})ie ;E;I;agypzthese.s. Bu_t due to the tentativf :f"ld ! Ly .
i o chid :y € quite _Wﬂling to abandon tbemgmr
their remation e child receives in the input. In faet I:.?he th
eir Tepr 101-{5 .of the senses and denatar] oo
; ularies, and this is a rather fundamenta} e o

erhaps because children will readily abandZZpic i

o319 s . .
'ga,,gg:;ge and context: the acquisition of pragmatics. New York: Academie

L. & Volterra, V. (1@75). The acquisition of performatives prior to
;lmer Quarterly 2T. 205—26.
S itay. P (1969)- Basic color terms :
qiifornia Press.

Their untversality and evolution. Berkeley:

othese he
f;or ds ifl, :uc-h preferences have little impact an hﬁlr il-:’ refe : 17); Meaning and form. London: Longman.
arlous semantic domains, B W iast ch g77). The acguisition of word meaning: an investigation of same current
words have different denotations mal by contrast, the belie : N Johnson-Laird & P. C. Wason {eds), Thinking : readings in cognitine
will grnore informanOn in the j y be 2 Airm en0ugh bEhef am dge: C.U.P. < of ) L of Child L -
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