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Infants’ Mapping of a Novel Word Presented in Synchrony With
Object’s Motion: When it is Presented With Syntactic Cues
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Abstract

When mothers teach their infants a novel word, they are likely to pronounce it in synchrony
with the motion of the referent object, which helps infants attend to the naming events. However,
it is still unclear for infants whether the word refers to the object, the motion, or the compound of
object and motion: when there is no syntactic cue, 16-month-olds tend to map the word to the
motion, or the compound of object and motion. The purpose of the present study is to investigate
to which aspect of the object-motion event infants would map such a word when it is presented
with syntactic frames, using a switch habituation procedure. This article reports the result of the
experiment carried out until now, and the plan for the further study.
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