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Abstrac t 

We distinguis h tw o form s o f  categorization :  recognizin g 
object s an d choosin g a  nam e fo r  them .  Understandin g th e 
relatio n betwee n similarit y ~  whic h w e tak e t o underli e 
recognitio n - -  an d namin g i s  therefor e fundamental .  T w o 
source s o f  complexit y i n namin g ar e describe d tha t 
distinguis h recognitio n fro m naming .  W e distinguis h th e 
taslc s empiricall y b y comparin g linguisti c categor y 
boundarie s an d perceive d similarit y fo r  speaker s o f  Chines e 
and Englis h fo r  sixt y c o m m o n containers .  Althoug h th e 
tw o group s hav e differen t  linguisti c catgegor y boundaries , 
thei r  similarit y judgment s ar e largel y convergent . 

Introduction 

Conside r  th e objec t  i n Figur e 1 .  Althoug h yo u hav e no t 
encountere d tha t  particula r  objec t  before ,  i t  doe s no t  see m 
unfamiliar .  It s familiarit y i s a  resul t  o f  th e fac t  tha t  yo u ar e 
perceivin g i t  no t  a s a n isolate d instance ,  bu t  a s a  m e m b e r  o f 
a category ,  a  categor y tha t  i s  highl y familiar . 

Figur e 1 .  A  typica l  bottle . 

W h at  doe s i t  m e a n t o categorize ? I n th e rea l  world ,  a t  leas t 
tw o differen t  act s ar e appropriatel y calle d categorization . 
First ,  peopl e recogniz e object s a s m e m b e r s o f  familia r 
categorie s an d encod e th e object s i n a n interna l 
representatio n system .  Second ,  peopl e connec t  object s wit h 
words ,  bot h i n producin g a  n a m e fo r  a n objec t  an d i n 
understandin g a n objec t  n a m e use d b y someon e else .  T h e ac t 
of  namin g differ s fro m th e ac t  o f  recognitio n i n a t  leas t  tw o 
critica l  ways .  First ,  namin g i s  par t  o f  a  communicatio n 
process ,  wherea s recognitio n i s  not .  Second ,  th e ac t  o f 
namin g require s tha t  boundarie s betwee n categorie s b e 
observe d - -  i.e. ,  betwee n thos e instance s tha t  ar e 
appropriatel y referre d t o b y th e n a m e an d thos e tha t  ar e not , 
wherea s recognitio n doe s no t  requir e observin g boundaries . 

Therefore ,  althoug h w e believ e tha t  namin g an d 
recognitio n ar e closel y connected ,  w e posi t  tha t  name s use d 
fo r  object s reflec t  influence s tha t  ar e independen t  o f  th e 
proces s o f  interna l  representation .  T o tes t  thi s distinction , 
we investigat e whethe r  th e name s tha t  peopl e acquir e fo r 
object s influenc e thei r  menta l  representation s o f  thos e 
objects .  T o measur e h o w peopl e structur e th e 
representationa l  spac e tha t  support s recognition ,  w e collecte d 
judgment s o f  similarit y an d investigate d th e relatio n betwee n 
namin g an d similarit y judgments .  I f  th e Whorfia n 
hypothesi s (Whorf ,  1956 )  tha t  languag e influence s though t 
hold s true ,  the n group s o f  peopl e w h o us e differen t  n a m e 
boundarie s shoul d sho w difference s i n thei r  perceptio n o f 
similarit y a m o n g th e objects .  I n contrast ,  i f  w e ar e correc t 
tha t  namin g an d recognitio n ar e separable ,  the n group s wit h 
differen t  nam e boundarie s shoul d nevertheles s provid e highl y 
comparabl e similarit y judgments . 

Previou s wor k usin g relate d task s provide s conflictin g 
evidenc e regaidin g ou r  hypothesis .  Experiment s 
distinguishin g "categorization "  fro m "similarity "  sugges t 
that ,  a s w e propose ,  systemati c difference s d o obtai n 
betwee n namin g an d similarity .  Rip s (1989 ;  Rip s & 
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Collins ,  1993 )  use d simpl e verba l  description s (e.g. ,  a 
circula r  objec t  wit h a  diamete r  o f  3. 5 inches )  t o sho w tha t 
judgment s o f  categorizatio n (th e objec t  i s  judged ,  o n 
average ,  mor e likel y t o b e a  pizz a tha n a  quarter )  diverg e 
fro m judgment s o f  similarit y (th e objec t  i s  judged ,  o n 
average ,  mor e simila r  t o a  quarte r  tha n a  pizza) .  Rips' s 
experiment s sugges t  tha t  peopl e ar e mor e likel y t o us e a  rul e 
lik e "i f  a n objec t  i s  a  quarter ,  the n it s diamete r  i s no t  m u c h 
greate r  tha n a n inch "  i n th e proces s o f  categorizatio n tha n 
similarit y judgment .  However ,  hi s conclusio n ha s onl y 
limite d generality .  Smit h an d Sloma n (1994 )  hav e show n 
tha t  Rips' s result s depen d o n bot h askin g subject s t o thin k 
alou d whil e respondin g (an d therefor e presumabl y justifyin g 
thei r  responses )  an d o n usin g spars e description s o f  objects . 
W h en richer  description s o f  stimul i  wer e used .  Smit h an d 
Sloman' s subject s wer e willin g t o violat e Rips' s rules . 

Althoug h w e hav e sympath y wit h Rips' s effor t  t o 
distinguis h tw o aspect s o f  categorization ,  w e believ e tha t  th e 
distinctio n i s no t  betwee n categorizatio n pe r  s e an d 
similarity ,  bu t  rathe r  betwee n namin g an d similarity .  Rips' s 
categorizatio n tas k di d no t  clearl y distinguis h betwee n a 
judgmen t  o f  namin g an d o f  kind .  Th e questio n whethe r  a n 
objec t  i s  mor e likel y t o b e a n X  o r  a  Y  confound s th e choic e 
of  th e object' s n a m e wit h belief s abou t  rule s fo r  belongin g 
t o a  kind . 

I n contras t  wit h Rips' s demonstrations ,  othe r  wor k ha s 
demonstrate d convergenc e betwee n categorizatio n an d 
similarity .  W o r k o n categorica l  perceptio n (reviewe d b y 
Repp ,  1984 )  ha s show n tha t  th e abilit y  t o discriminat e 
perceptua l  stimul i  lik e phoneme s an d color s i s tightl y 
couple d t o h o w thos e stimul i  ar e categorize d linguistically . 
Discriminatio n i s bette r  acros s tha n withi n linguisti c 
boundaries .  Learnin g o f  artificia l  categorie s ca n als o affec t 
th e abilit y  t o discriminate .  Goldston e (1994 )  foun d greate r 
percepttia l  discriminabilit y  fo r  item s tha t  wer e learne d a s 
m e m b e rs o f  contrastin g categories .  Moreover ,  a  variet y o f 
wor k ha s show n tha t  similarit y judgment s ar e sensitiv e t o 
context ,  framing ,  an d leve l  o f  expertis e i n categorizatio n 
task s (e.g. ,  Medin ,  Goldstone ,  &  Centner ,  1993) .  I n thes e 
senses ,  similarit y judgment s indee d var y wit h categorica l 
knowledge .  Thi s conclusio n i s inconsisten t  wit h ou r 
hypothesis .  However ,  non e o f  thi s previou s wor k ha s looke d 
at  th e effect s o f  naturall y occurrin g linguisti c categorie s o n 
th e perceive d similarit y o f  familia r  objects .  Suc h a n 
investigatio n m a y produc e result s tha t  dissociat e linguisti c 
categorie s an d similarity ,  becaus e familia r  object s ma y 
acquir e name s tha t  ar e onl y loosel y relate d t o intrinsi c 
propertie s o f  object s suc h a s appearanc e an d function ,  a s w e 
discus s below . 

Theoretical framework 

Drawin g o n th e distinctio n betwee n linguisti c an d 
conceptua l  categorie s an d o n a  variet y o f  pas t  research ,  w e 
assum e a  simpl e workin g mode l  o f  objec t  recognitio n an d 
namin g tha t  describe s linguisti c categorie s a s associate d wit h 

•  egion s i n similarit y space .  W e the n describ e principle s tha t 
accoun t  fo r  furthe r  complexit y i n naming .  W e propos e tha t 

objects can be represented as points in a multi-
dimensiona l  featur e space ; 
representation s ten d t o for m cluster s i n thi s space ; 
recognitio n categorie s correspon d t o cluster s o f  points . 
No fixed  boundarie s separat e thes e clusters ,  s o 
recognitio n categorie s ar e onl y implicitl y  defined ; 
names ar e associate d wit h objec t  representation s wit h 
varyin g degree s o f  strength ; 
th e strengt h o f  th e nam e generall y varie s i n proportio n 
t o th e similarit y o f  a n objec t  t o othe r  object s i n a 
cluster ; 
activatin g a n objec t  representatio n als o activate s 
associate d names ; 
namin g a n objec t  consist s o f  selectin g amon g 
competin g names .  Becaus e name s ar e explicitl y 
represented ,  th e linguisti c categorie s ar e explicit , 
althoug h thei r  boundarie s wil l  b e fuzzy . 

Categorie s an d classificatio n exis t  a t  tw o differen t  level s o n 
thi s view :  T w o object s ar e member s o f  th e sam e recognitio n 
categor y i f  the y ar e represente d withi n th e sam e objec t 
cluster ;  an d the y ar e member s o f  th e sam e linguisti c 
categor y i f  the y ar e give n th e sam e nam e o n a  particula r 
occasion . 

The relation of recognition to naming 

What  doe s thi s vie w sa y abou t  wha t  linguisti c categorie s 
wil l  b e like ,  an d wha t  thei r  relatio n i s t o recognitio n 
categories ? Th e framewor k implie s that ,  i n general ,  th e 
probabilit y  tha t  a n objec t  i s  calle d b y a  give n nam e wil l 
reflec t  th e centralit y o f  th e objec t  i n a  cluste r  o f  object s 
associate d wit h th e name ;  tha t  is ,  th e centralit y wit h respec t 
t o a  recognitio n category .  However ,  complexit y i n h o w 
names ar e chose n fo r  object s ca n aris e i n severa l  ways . 
S o me source s o f  complexit y fal l  directl y ou t  o f  th e 
similarit y relation s amongs t  th e objects ,  a s a  resul t  o f  th e 
exemplar-base d mode l  o f  namin g (Medi n &  Schaffer ,  1978) . 
Othe r  sources ,  i n contrast ,  aris e a s a  resul t  o f  experienc e 
wit h name s fo r  a n objec t  an d pressure s fro m communicatin g 
abou t  object s (e.g. ,  Clar k &  Marshall ,  1981) .  W e illustrat e 
one fro m eac h source . 

Chaining 

First ,  becaus e similarit y i s exemplar-based ,  chain s o f 
object s sharin g a  nam e m a y c o m e int o existenc e (Lakoff , 
1987) ,  wher e th e las t  exempla r  i n th e chai n i s a t  a  larg e 
distanc e fro m othe r  object s i n a  cluster .  Fo r  example ,  i n 
Figur e 2 ,  th e objec t  T  m a y shar e th e nam e o f  th e cluste r  o f 
object s wit h prototyp e P I  becaus e o f  a  chai n o f  intermediat e 
objects ,  despit e bein g close r  t o th e cluste r  wit h prototyp e 
P2.  I f  th e featur e spac e fo r  object s tha t  ge t  calle d "bottle " 
encompasse s object s lik e rectangula r  shampo o bottle s an d 
Micke y Mouse-shape d wate r  bottles ,  w h y ar e th e object s i n 
Figur e 3  calle d "plasti c juic e box "  instea d o f  "bottle" ? Th e 
answe r  m a y b e tha t  the y develope d from ,  an d ar e linke d to , 
th e mor e familia r  cardboar d juic e bo x show n i n Figur e 4 , 
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whic h itsel f  wa s calle d a  bo x b y virtu e o f  sharin g th e 
feature s o f  shap e an d cardboar d materia l  wit h othe r  object s i n 
th e cluste r  o f  boxes .  Presumabl y th e plasti c smur f  i n Fipun -
3 i s a  calle d a  juic e bo x becaus e o f  a n additiona l  lin k i n (h e 
chain .  I t  develope d fro m th e plasti c juic e bo x tha t  develope d 
fro m th e cardboar d juic e box . 

Figur e 2 .  T  migh t  b e give n th e sam e nam e a s th e cluste r 
surroundin g Prototyp e 1  (PI )  despit e bein g close r  t o th e 
cluste r  aroun d Prototyp e 2  (P2 )  becaus e o f  th e chai n o f 

exemplar s linkin g T  t o th e first  cluster . 

Figur e 3 .  Juic e boxes . 

Figur e 4 .  Prototypica l  juic e box . 

Conventio n 

Anothe r  sourc e o f  complexit y i n namin g i s ordinar y 
experience .  Bein g tol d tha t  a n objec t  ha s a  particula r 
name ca n alte r  th e strengt h o f  associatio n o f  th e nam e t o 
th e object ,  independen t  o f  th e similarit y o f  th e objec t  t o 
othe r  object s associate d wit h th e name .  I f  th e od d plasti c 
object s i n Figur e 3  ca n b e boxes ,  wh y i s th e rectangula r 
cardboar d objec t  wit h a  li d i n Figur e 5 ,  whic h share s a  lo t  o f 
feature s wit h othe r  object s tha t  w e woul d cal l  "boxes" ,  rarel y 
calle d a n ic e crea m "box" ,  bu t  instea d a n ic e crea m "carton " 
or  "container" ? Similarly ,  th e othe r  objec t  i n Figur e 5  i s 

rarel y a  Chines e foo d "box "  bu t  als o a  "carton "  c 
"container. "  Thes e name s ma y wel l  hav e n o psychoiogic a 
explanatio n othe r  tha n convention .  Peopl e recogniz e th i 
plac e o f  thes e object s i n featur e spac e amon g object s tha t  g e 
calle d boxes ,  bu t  gre w u p hearin g the m calle d carton s an d s ( 
cal l  the m cartons . 

Figur e 5 .  Carto n an d container ,  no t  boxes . 

Motivation for these objects' names may have existed at 
one time .  Perhap s ic e crea m "cartons "  wer e no t  calle d 
"boxes "  i n orde r  t o distinguis h the m from  othe r  ic e crea m 
container s whic h wer e alread y know n a s "boxes. "  Bu t  an y 
motivatio n tha t  existe d fo r  th e exclusio n o f  thes e object s a s 
boxes ,  o r  th e inclusio n o f  the m a s cartons ,  ha s bee n los t 
ove r  time ,  an d onl y th e conventio n remains . 

Experiment 

Withi n thi s framework ,  th e Whorfia n questio n i s whethe r 
a name ,  onc e i t  i s  acquire d fo r  a n object ,  feed s bac k dow n t o 
influenc e th e perceptio n o f  th e similarit y o f  tha t  objec t  t o 
othe r  object s i n similarit y space .  So ,  fo r  instance ,  onc e 
peopl e lear n t o cal l  th e object s i n Figur e 3  "juic e boxes" , 
does tha t  mov e the m close r  t o othe r  boxe s i n similarit y 
space ? O r  doe s i t  jus t  strengthe n th e name-objec t  associatio n 
whil e leavin g th e perceptio n o f  similarit y unchanged ? Ou r 
assumptio n tha t  linguisti c an d recognitio n categorie s ar e 
fundamentall y differen t  -  i f  relate d -  lead s u s t o hypothesiz e 
th e secon d o f  thes e possibilities . 

To approac h thi s issue ,  w e examine d th e linguisti c 
categor y membership s assigne d t o th e sam e se t  o f  object s b y 
tw o languages .  Variou s example s indicat e tha t  th e 
boundarie s fo r  linguisti c categorie s ma y diffe r  fro m languag e 
t o language .  Fo r  instance ,  i n English ,  a  larg e stuffe d sea t  fo r 
one perso n i s give n th e sam e nam e a s a  woode n chair ,  bu t  i n 
Chinese ,  i t  i s  give n th e sam e nam e a s larg e stuffe d seat s fo r 
multipl e peopl e (thing s tha t  i n Englis h woul d b e calle d 
sofas ;  Gao ,  persona l  communication) .  S o th e boundar y 
betwee n "chair "  an d "sofa "  a s linguisti c categorie s i s no t  th e 
same i n Chines e a s i n English .  Similarly ,  i n English ,  pape r 
and plasti c drinkin g vessel s ar e calle d b y th e sam e nam e a s 
coffe e cup s (pape r  "cups "  an d plasti c  "cups") ,  bu t  i n Hebrew , 
the y ar e calle d b y th e sam e nam e a s thing s tha t  Englis h 
speaker s woul d cal l  "glasses "  (Kronenfeld ,  Armstrong ,  & 
Wilmoth ,  1985) .  S o th e boundar y betwee n th e linguisti c 
categorie s "cup "  an d "glass "  i s  no t  th e sam e i n Hebre w a s i n 
English . 

The questio n i s whethe r  peopl e wh o hav e learne d differen t 
linguisti c categor y boundarie s fo r  a  se t  o f  object s perceiv e 
th e similarit y amon g th e object s differently .  W e collecte d 
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names an d similarit y judgment s fo r  a  larg e se t  o f  objects ,  fo r 
speaker s o f  Chines e an d o f  English .  W e recogniz e tha t 
similarit y judgment s d o no t  measur e a  stable ,  absolut e 
relatio n betwee n objec t  representation s tha t  hold s i n al l 
context s (Medi n e t  al. ,  1993) .  Nevertheless ,  the y provid e a 
fairl y  reliabl e indicatio n o f  h o w peopl e conceiv e o f  th e 
relation s betwee n object s i n a  contex t  almos t  identica l  t o 
tha t  i n whic h th e namin g judgment s wer e collected . 

We ca n as k thre e specifi c  questions : 

• Does the division of objects into linguistic categories 
diffe r  betwee n th e tw o language s fo r  thi s se t  o f  objects ? 

•  Doe s th e perceptio n o f  similarit y a m o n g th e object s 
diffe r  betwee n speaker s o f  th e tw o languages ? 

•  I f  a t  leas t  s o m e difference s i n linguisti c categorizatio n 
and i n perceive d similarit y ar e found ,  the n wher e 
categor y membershi p differ s betwee n th e tw o languages , 
ar e thos e difference s parallele d b y difference s i n th e 
perceive d similarit y a m o n g th e objects ? 

Method 

Materials 

Th e stimul i  wer e a  se t  o f  6 0 c o m m o n container s tha t  wer e 
a mixtur e o f  object s likel y t o b e calle d "bottle "  o r  "jar "  i n 
English ,  alon g wit h s o m e additiona l  one s no t  likel y t o b e 
calle d eithe r  bottl e o r  ja r  bu t  sharin g on e o r  mor e salien t 
propertie s wit h bottle s an d jars .  Figur e 6  display s black-and -

xtcn * 

Figur e 6 .  Black-and-whit e image s o f  th e colo r  photograph s 
use d i n th e experiment . 

whit e image s o f  som e o f  th e objects .  Thes e image s wer e 
take n fro m th e colo r  photograph s use d i n th e experiment . 

Subjects 

Seventy-fiv e English-speakin g Lehig h Universit y student s 
and 5 0 Chinese-speakin g students ,  1 0 fro m Lehig h an d 4 0 
fro m Shangha i  University ,  carrie d ou t  th e task s describe d 
her e alon g wit h severa l  relate d one s tha t  wil l  no t  b e 
described . 

Procedure 

Forty-nin e o f  th e English-speakin g grou p an d 3 3 o f  th e 

Chinese-speakin g grou p mad e similarit y judgment s b y 
sortin g th e object s int o piles .  The y wer e tol d " I  woul d lik e 
yo u t o pu t  int o pile s al l  th e container s tha t  yo u thin k ar e 
ver y simila r  t o eac h othe r  overall. "  The y wer e aske d t o focu s 
on al l  th e aspect s o f  th e container s themselves ,  no t  o n th e 
substance s the y contained .  Th e remainin g subject s gav e 
othe r  type s o f  judgment s tha t  wil l  no t  b e discusse d here .  I n a 
subsequen t  phase ,  2 8 o f  th e English-speakin g student s an d 
al l  5 0 o f  th e Chines e student s wer e show n th e picture s i n a 
differen t  rando m orde r  an d gav e a  nam e fo r  eac h object . 

Th e name s wer e tallie d fo r  eac h objec t  (separatel y fo r 
Englis h an d Chinese) ,  an d th e mos t  common l y give n nam e 
was take n t o indicat e th e object' s linguisti c categor y 
membership .  Th e sortin g dat a wer e use d t o deriv e a  measur e 
of  th e similarit y betwee n eac h pai r  o f  objects .  Pairwis e 
similarit y wa s determine d b y countin g th e numbe r  o f  time s 
tha t  a  pai r  o f  object s wa s place d i n th e sam e pil e acros s 
subject s (again ,  separatel y fo r  America n an d Chines e 
subjects) .  Object s tha t  wer e pu t  int o th e sam e pil e b y a  larg e 
number  o f  subject s wil l  b e considere d highl y similar ,  an d 
object s tha t  wer e rarel y o r  neve r  pu t  int o th e sam e pil e wil l 
be considere d lo w i n similarity .  Thi s metho d fo r  obtainin g 
similarit y judgment s fo r  larg e object s set s ha s bee n widel y 
use d (Rosenber g &  K im ,  1975) . 

Results and Discussion 

N o w w e ca n evaluat e th e answer s t o th e thre e question s 
state d above .  First ,  d o speaker s o f  Englis h an d speaker s o f 
Chines e divid e th e object s int o linguisti c categorie s 
differently ? Th e answe r  i s tha t  the y do ,  a s show n i n Tabl e 1 . 
For  America n students ,  th e object s fel l  int o thre e mai n 
categories :  "jar" ,  "bottle" ,  an d "container" ,  tha t  wer e roughl y 
equa l  i n size ,  wit h a  fe w object s bein g give n othe r  names . 
For  Chines e students ,  mos t  o f  th e object s fel l  int o on e larg e 
categor y tha t  encompasse d al l  th e Englis h jars ,  mos t  o f  th e 
Englis h bottles ,  an d som e o f  th e Englis h containers .  Th e 
remainde r  wer e distribute d acros s fou r  othe r  categories . 
Clearly ,  th e divisio n o f  object s int o linguisti c categorie s 
differ s betwee n th e tw o languages . 

Next ,  w e as k t o wha t  exten t  th e perceptio n o f  similarit y 
a m o ng th e object s i s th e sam e o r  different .  A  Chi-squar e tes t 
comparin g th e America n an d Chines e similarit y matrice s di d 
not  sho w a  significan t  differenc e overall ,  x^(1769 )  =  48.67 , 
n.s. ,  an d th e correlatio n o f  th e similarit y value s i n th e tw o 
matrice s wa s .90 ,  whic h i s highl y significan t  ( p <  .0001) . 
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Thus ,  a  stron g correspondenc e wa s observe d i n th e perceive d 
pairwis e similarit y o f  th e object s b y speaker s o f  Chines e an d 
of  Englis h despit e th e substantia l  differenc e i n hnguisti c 
categorization .  Thi s correspondenc e suggest s tha i  diflerciKc s 
betwee n Chines e an d Englis h objec t  name s d o no t  hav e a 
substantia l  effec t  o n perceive d similarit y fo r  thes e objects . 

Table 1: English linguistic categories: Category name and 
number  o f  object s give n tha t  name .  Chines e linguisti c 
categories :  Descriptio n o f  categor y i n term s o f  Englis h 
names an d numbe r  o f  object s give n th e correspondin g 

Chines e name . 

Englis h Linguisti c Chines e Linguisti c 
Categorie s N Categorie s ^ 
A.  Ja r 
B.  Bottl e 
C.  Containe r 
D.  Ca n 
E.Ju g 
F.  Tub e 
G.  Bo x 

19 
16 
15 
5 
3 
1 
1 

A.  1 3 bottles ,  8 
containers ,  1 9 jar s 

B.  3  containers ,  2 
bottles ,  5  can s 

C.  3  jug ,  1  bottle ,  1 
containe r 

D.  3  containers ,  1  bo x 
E.  1  tub e 

40 

10 

5 
4 
1 

However ,  th e correspondenc e i s no t  perfect ,  s o w e ca n 
loo k a t  th e exten t  t o whic h difference s i n categorizatio n o f 
particula r  object s ar e parallele d b y difference s i n perceive d 
similarity .  W e looke d a t  eac h o f  th e 177 0 possibl e pair s o f 
object s an d determine d whethe r  th e tw o object s wer e pu t  int o 
th e sam e linguisti c categor y o r  i n differen t  one s b y eac h 
language .  Thi s yield s a  2  x  2  classificatio n o f  th e pairs .  Fo r 
some pairs ,  th e tw o object s ar e i n th e sam e categor y i n bot h 
Englis h an d Chinese ;  fo r  some ,  th e tw o ar e i n differen t 
categorie s i n bot h Englis h an d Chinese .  Fo r  th e remainin g 
pairs ,  th e tw o object s fal l  int o th e sam e categor y i n Chines e 
but  int o differen t  categorie s i n English ,  o r  vic e versa . 

The tw o same/differen t  cell s ar e th e mos t  critica l  fo r  ou r 
analysis .  I f  namin g influence s perceive d similarity ,  the n i n 
thos e cell s wher e th e tw o language s disagre e abou t  whethe r 
th e object s belon g i n th e sam e linguisti c category ,  ther e 
shoul d b e a  discrepanc y i n similarit y betwee n speaker s o f  th e 
tw o language s (illustrate d i n Tabl e 2) :  Speaker s o f  th e 
languag e tha t  pu t  the m int o th e sam e categor y shoul d se e 
the m a s mor e simila r  tha n speaker s o f  th e languag e tha t  pu t 
the m int o differen t  categories .  T h e Englis h speaker s shoul d 
see the m a s mor e simila r  tha n th e Chines e speaker s d o whe n 
Englis h put s the m i n th e sam e categor y an d Chines e int o 
differen t  categories ,  an d th e opposit e predictio n hold s whe n 
Chines e consider s the m th e sam e bu t  Englis h doe s not .  I n 
othe r  words ,  i f  similarit y judgment s ar e closel y tie d t o 
linguisti c categories ,  w e shoul d find a  3-wa y interactio n i n 
th e similarit y judgment s betwee n Chines e classification , 
Englis h classification ,  an d th e grou p makin g th e similarit y 
judgmen t  (Chines e vs .  America n students) .  W e tes t  thi s 
interactio n usin g a n analysi s o f  varianc e wit h on e between -
subject s variabl e (Group :  Chines e versu s American )  an d tw o 
within-subject s variable s (sam e versu s differen t  nam e i n 
Chines e an d sam e veru s differen t  nam e i n English) . 

Tabl e 2 :  Prediction s fo r  relativ e similarit y judgment s i f 
perceive d similarit y depend s o n linguisti c categor y 

membership . 

Englis h 

Same Category 

Different  Category 

Chines e 
S a me Differen t 

Categor y Categor y 
American :  hig h American ;  hig h 
Chinese :  hig h Chinese :  lo w 

American :  lo w 
Chinese :  hig h 

American :  lo w 
Chinese :  lo w 

Tabl e 3  present s th e mea n similarit y judgment s fo r 
object s o f  eac h o f  th e fou r  types .  Th e Chines e same/Englis h 
same cel l  i s  represente d b y 29 7 pair s o f  objects ,  th e Englis h 
same/Chines e differen t  cel l  b y 112 ,  th e Chines e 
same/Englis h differen t  b y 544 ,  an d th e remainin g Chines e 
different/Englis h differen t  cel l  b y 817 .  Clearly ,  similarit y 
and namin g hav e a  genera l  correspondence :  Objec t  pair s tha t 
belon g t o th e sam e categor y i n bot h language s ar e perceive d 
as highl y simila r  b y speaker s o f  bot h languages ,  an d pair s 
wher e th e tw o object s belon g t o differen t  categorie s i n bot h 
language s ar e perceive d a s no t  ver y simila r  b y speaker s o f 
bot h languages .  Thi s resul t  i s  supporte d b y a  stron g 
interactio n betwee n Englis h an d Chines e nam e 
classification ,  F (  1,240 )  =  123.7 ;  p  <  .0001 .  ( M S e fo r  thi s 
and al l  subsequen t  analyse s tha t  includ e a  within-subject s 
variabl e wa s .0090. )  I n othe r  words ,  pair s name d i n th e sam e 
linguisti c categor y b y bot h group s wer e see n a s highl y 
simila r  b y bot h groups .  Bu t  thi s observatio n doe s no t 
indicat e tha t  us e o f  a  n a m e determine s similarit y judgment s 
becaus e similarit y i s clearl y highe r  whe n bot h language s 
giv e th e pair s a  c o m m o n n a m e tha n whe n onl y on e languag e 
does .  A  plausibl e interpretatio n o f  th e dat a i n Tabl e 3  i s jus t 
th e opposite :  Object s i n th e same-sam e conditio n m a y b e 
put  int o th e sam e categor y b y everybod y becaus e o f  hig h a 
prior i  perceive d similarity . 

Table 3: Mean similarity judgments as a function of 
languag e o f  subjec t  an d samenes s o f  linguisti c categor y 

membership . 

Englis h 

Same Category 

Different  Category 

Chines e 
S a me Differen t 

Categor y Categor y 
American :  .4 6 American :  .1 7 
Chinese :  .4 9 Chinese ;  .1 5 

American :  .1 3 
Chinese :  .2 0 

American ;  .0 8 
Chinese ;  .0 9 

Althoug h th e mean s sho w a  tendenc y i n th e directio n o f 
th e reversa l  betwee n th e tw o cell s tha t  woul d indicat e a 
paralle l  betwee n similarit y an d naming ,  th e critica l  tes t  i s 
th e three-wa y interactio n tha t  let s u s evaluat e directl y 
whethe r  perceptio n o f  similarit y follow s namin g whe n th e 
tw o language s disagree .  I t  i s  fa r  fro m significant ,  F  <  1 , 
despit e th e grea t  powe r  i n thi s experimen t  arisin g fro m th e 
177 0 pair s o f  item s tha t  wen t  int o it .  S o w e conclud e tha t 
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nanun g ma y hav e som e effect ,  bu t  no t  a  larg e one ,  o n th e 
perceptio n o f  similarity ,  an d tha t  th e tw o ar e a t  leas t  t o 
some exten t  independent . 

The remainin g result s fro m th e anaylysi s o f  varianc e 
showe d tha t  th e effec t  o f  grou p wa s no t  significant ,  F (  1,80 ) 
= 1.12 ;  M S e =  .044 ;  n.s. ,  althoug h th e effect s o f  samenes s 
of  categor y wer e highl y significan t  fo r  bot h Chinese , 
F(  1,240 )  =  336.0 ,  an d English ,  F (  1,240 )  =  355.5 ;  bot h p' s 
< .0001 .  Grou p interacte d t o som e exten t  wit h samenes s o f 
categor y wit h respec t  bot h t o Chinese ,  F (  1,240 )  =  7.20 ;  p  < 
.01 ,  an d English ,  F(l,240 )  =  2.87 ;  p  <  .10 .  Thes e 
interaction s indicat e tha t  classificatio n accordin g t o eac h 
languag e wa s a  slightl y bette r  predicto r  o f  difference s fo r  th e 
grou p whos e nativ e tongu e wa s tha t  languag e tha n fo r  th e 
othe r  group .  I n general ,  thes e result s provid e littl e suppor t 
fo r  th e clai m tha t  namin g an d similarit y closel y correspond . 

Conclusion 

Our  dat a com e fro m onl y a  singl e domai n (containers )  an d 
tw o language s (Englis h an d Chinese) .  Hence ,  ou r 
conclusion s ar e necessaril y  tentative .  Wha t  the y sugges t  i s 
tha t  name s learne d fo r  object s d o no t  exer t  a  stron g influenc e 
on th e shap e o f  conceptua l  similarit y spac e o r  o n objec t 
location s i n tha t  space .  Learnin g t o cal l  th e blu e smur f  a 
"juic e box "  m a y mak e tha t  objec t  a  member  o f  th e linguisti c 
categor y "box "  withou t  makin g i t  see m mor e simila r  t o 
rectangula r  thing s mad e o f  cardboard .  I n tha t  sense ,  i t  ma y 
not  b e though t  o f  a s a  bo x eve n thoug h i t  i s  calle d a  "box. " 

We d o no t  mea n t o sugges t  tha t  name s neve r  influenc e 
h o w peopl e thin k abou t  objects .  Stav y an d W a x (1989 ) 
foun d tha t  Israel i  childre n a s ol d a s 12-1 5 year s ofte n fai l  t o 
repor t  tha t  plant s ar e livin g things ,  a n erro r  rarel y mad e b y 
America n childre n o f  th e sam e age.  Stav y an d W a x attribut e 
th e differenc e i n erro r  rat e t o linguisti c differences :  i n 
Hebre w th e wor d fo r  "animal "  i s  ver y clos e t o th e wor d fo r 
"life "  bu t  th e wor d fo r  "plant "  i s  not ,  wherea s i n Englis h 
the y ar e equall y unrelated .  I n case s suc h a s this ,  a  semanti c 
cu e i n th e categor y nam e m a y provid e (possibl y misleading ) 
informatio n abou t  th e natur e o f  th e categor y members . 

I n an y event ,  th e result s reporte d her e suppor t  ou r 
contentio n tha t  recognitio n categorie s an d linguisti c 
categorie s ar e separat e entities .  The y ar e clearl y linke d -
linguisti c categorie s ten d t o mirro r  recognitio n categorie s -
yet  linguisti c categorie s ar e nevertheles s subjec t  t o certai n 
influence s tha t  recognitio n categorie s ar e not .  Thus ,  objec t 
recognitio n an d namin g ar e related ,  ye t  distinct .  Recognizin g 
th e distinctio n make s thinkin g abou t  categorizatio n mor e 
complicated ,  bu t  ultimatel y w e hop e i t  wil l  brin g som e 
orde r  t o th e wid e variet y o f  conflictin g evidenc e tha t  exist s 
abou t  th e natur e o f  categorization . 
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