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ABSTRACT 

Confrontation naming has frequently been administered to 

Alzheimer's disease (AD) patients as a measure of the 

integrity of semantic memory. Recent evidence, however, 

suggests that naming may be possible without access to 

semantic information. A defining task, which requires access 

to and integrity of semantic knowledge was paired with 

confrontation naming in a study of AD patients and normal 

elderly controls. Ninety-nine mild and moderately demented 

AD patients and 51 elderly controls were asked to both name 

and define the same stimulus items. Many instances of 

preservation of the ability to name and not define, or define 

and not name, were observed. These findings suggest that 

confrontation naming alone is an inaccurate measure of 

semantic memory. Further, these results suggest that naming 

is possible in the absence of the ability to demonstrate 

semantic knowledge as measured by the defining task. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Visual confrontation naming is a task designed to 

assess a subject's ability to produce the word label that 

corresponds to a picture or object stimulus. Naming has 

often been used as a measure of the integrity of semantic 

memory (Chertkow, Bub, and Caplan, 1988). However, the 

accuracy of information, about the integrity of semantic 

memory, obtained as a result of performance on confrontation 

naming tasks is questionable. Recently there has been 

disagreement in the literature about whether or not access 

to the semantic representation of an item is necessary for 

the item to be named (Riddoch and Humphreys, 1987). 

Alzheimer's disease (AD) patients are believed to have 

impairment of semantic memory as the result of the dementing 

disease process (Huff, Corkin and Growdon, 1986; Schwartz, 

Marin, and Saffran, 1979). The performance of Alzheimer's 

disease (AD) patients on confrontation naming tasks has been 

studied extensively (Appell, Kertesz, and Fishman, 1982; 

Bayles and Tomoeda, 1983; Flicker, Ferris, Crook, Bartus, 

and Reisberg, 1986; Kirshner, Webb, and Kelly, 1984; Murdoch 

and Chenery, 1987; Skelton-Robinson and Jones, 1984;). 

Investigators agree that confrontation naming ability is 

often impaired in mild and moderate AD patients. However, 

the manner in which a naming impairment of a particular item 

is related to a possibly compromised semantic representation 

of that item continues to be a question under investigation 
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(Chertkow, Bub, and Caplan 1988). There have been several 

studies that investigate the relationship between naming 

ability and attributive and categorical knowledge in AD 

patients (Martin and Fedio, 1983; Warrington, 1975); but to 

date, there has not been a study that specifically 

investigated whether meaningful definitional information can 

be provided for items that are misnamed but are presumed to 

have been known premorbidly. Not only is this relationship 

between naming and defining not well described for AD 

patients, but neither is it well described for normal 

elderly individuals. Information about the relationship 

between naming and defining ability is interesting because 

the relationship between naming and semantic knowledge is 

currently an important theoretical issue. 

There is dispute among investigators about whether or 

not it is possible to name an item without accessing the 

corresponding semantic representation. Ratcliff and Newcombe 

(1982) have suggested that optic aphasia, a disorder of 

naming with apparent access to an intact semantic 

representation, may arise from a disruption in a nonsemantic 

route for naming objects, which they describe as a direct 

route from a structural representation to phonological 

representation. Bayles and Kaszniak (1987) have suggested 

that processes involved in reading word forms by sight may 

contribute to naming an object. They have said "because 

dementia patients can read by sight, it seems reasonable to 
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suggest that they might also match the visual features of an 

object with its associated word form without activating the 

associated concept" (p. 75). 

Riddoch and Humphreys (1987) have studied JB, an 

individual with optic aphasia, in great detail. JB is 

believed to have optic aphasia because he has demonstrated 

naming impairment with preserved gestural ability. This 

performance pattern fits the conventional description of 

optic aphasia. In the sixth of a series of experiments by 

Riddoch and Humphreys, JB demonstrated performance that 

suggests that "there is an impairment in addressing the 

semantic system visually following intact access to stored 

descriptions" (p. 147). This finding was based on a 

picture-word matching task. JB was asked to point to a 

picture that was named by the experimenter. The correct 

picture was among 3 distractor pictures. There were three 

conditions where the nature of the relation between the 

target and the distractor pictures was varied (visually and 

semantically dissimilar, visually dissimilar and. 

semantically similar, and visually and semantically 

similar). JB's performance in the visually and semantically 

similar condition was significantly worse than his 

performance in the other two conditions. Results from this 

experiment suggest that semantic representation derived from 

the picture is incomplete and that the impairment is due to 

a failure in gaining complete access to semantic knowledge, 
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yet partial information about the object is accessible. 

In experiment 11, JB showed a reliable association 

between coordinate matching (matching 2 of 3 items that are 

used together or are associated) and naming. But, JB failed 

to show a reliable association between matching and naming 

in the superordinate matching condition (identifying 2 of 3 

items that are in the same general class) which suggests 

that JB has access to some general information about the 

object even though he does not have access to name 

information. Results from this series of experiments 

support a dual-route naming model: an item can be named with 

or without semantic mediation. Riddoch and Humphreys argue 

that JB1s naming responses in some cases were not 

semantically mediated. Thus, a direct (nonsemantic) route 

could account for some of JB's responses. 

Results from some recent priming studies have 

demonstrated word processing at a pre-semantic access level. 

In a series of priming studies, Lupker (1984) used primes 

that were semantically but not associatively related to 

target words that were to be named. Under these 

circumstances he found that the presence of a semantic 

relationship between the prime and the target words had 

little if any effect on the speed with which the target word 

was produced. Therefore, these findings support the idea 

that semantic access is not necessarily required to produce 

the name of a stimulus item. Lupker suggests a two process 
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model which he believes follows from these results. The 

first process is a "preaccess process that can be 

facilitated by activation spreading along the links of a 

network of direct associations," while the second process 

is a "postaccess process which can be influenced by more 

general semantic contexts" (p. 727) . The second process 

would be more likely to involve access to semantic memory. 

Lupker asserts that this model is similar to one proposed by 

Forster (1981). Forster suggests a nonsemantic primeable 

preaccess process which accounts for facilitation in naming 

tasks. This process is followed by integration between the 

word and the context in which it is presented. Presumably, 

the integration is related to semantic information. 

There are investigators who suggest that semantic 

mediation is required for naming. Potter (1979) supports a 

conceptual coding theory of mental representation. In the 

conceptual coding model she suggests that the presentation 

of a written word activates the lexical entry of that word. 

Following access to the lexical entry, the conceptual 

representation may be activated but is not necessary to lead 

to the eventual naming of the item. However, the 

presentation of the picture of an item must necessarily 

activate the concept of the .item before access to the 

lexical entry and consequent spoken production of the word 

can be accomplished. This model therefore suggests that it 

is not possible to produce the name of an item without 
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access to semantic information about the item. 

Recently, Chertkow, Bub, and Caplan (1988) have 

presented an intermediate view about whether access to 

semantic memory is necessary for object naming. They say 

that the ability to name an object does not require a 

complete semantic representation, (what they refer to as the 

"core concept"), but rather, naming might occur at the level 

of semantic identification. The identification procedure is 

a "rough and ready list of perceptual and functional 

attributes shared by instances of a concept to varying 

degrees" (p. 9). 

There have been investigations of performance on naming 

tasks and defining tasks. However, these studies have not 

considered the relationship between the tasks while 

controlling for stimulus items. Martin and Fedio (1983) 

correlated performance on naming items from the Boston 

Naming Test (Kaplan, Goodglass, and Weintraub, 1976) and 

defining items from the Vocabulary subtest of the WAIS 

(Wechsler, 1955). They did not find a significant 

correlation between performance on these two tasks. Also, 

Hier, Hagenlocker, and Schindler (1985) administered the 

WAIS Vocabulary test and a 20 item confrontation naming task 

to AD subjects. These investigators found impairment in 

performance on each task, and they suggest "an outright 

dissolution of the mental lexicon" (p. 121). 

Only Flicker, Ferris, Crook, and Bartus (1987) have 
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reported that they asked their subjects to name and define 

the same objects. However, they do not report specific 

information about the nature of the relationship between 

naming and defining for particular items. In their 

experiment, normal and AD subjects were asked to name 20 

pictures from the Boston Naming Test. After subjects had 

been asked the name of an object they were asked what the 

object was used for, to describe what the object did, or 

where it was found (depending on which question was 

appropriate). This task is similar to a defining task. 

Finally, subjects were asked to select the name of the 

object from a list of four words, a recognition task. These 

experimenters report that, as expected, as dementia severity 

increases performance declines on both the naming and 

defining tasks. Also, they report that the "mild-

moderately" demented subjects made an average of 10.4 errors 

on the object naming task. Of these misnamed items, on 

average, only 4.4 are recognized. They conclude that if 

subjects "could not spontaneously produce the name of an 

object, ...[they] were also usually unable to recognize its 

name or describe its function" (p. 193). Unfortunately, the 

experimenters do not report data on the number of times the 

definition or function of an object was correctly or 

incorrectly given in relation to whether the item was 

correctly or incorrectly named. 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the 
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relationship between confrontation naming and defining in AD 

patients and normal elderly subjects. This study addresses 

the question of whether an intact conceptual representation, 

as demonstrated by the ability to define, is necessary for 

naming. A unique paradigm was used to assess a subject's 

ability to name and define objects. Subjects were asked to 

name a stimulus item and later were asked to provide the 

definition of the same stimulus item. To date, no 

investigator has reported results of subject performance 

when asked to provide both the name and the definition of 

the same object. Data used in this study was collected as 

part of a larger study investigating longitudinal changes in 

language and cognitive performance in AD patients and normal 

elderly controls (National Institute of Mental Health; Grant 

#5 R01 MH40827; Kathryn A. Bayles, Principal Investigator). 

It is hypothesized that if the ability to name an item 

depends on access to intact conceptual representation of the 

item, as some previous research suggests, then subjects who 

fail to name an item will also fail to define the item. 

Further, subjects who correctly name an item are expected to 

correctly define the item. On the other hand, if the 

ability to name an item does not depend on an intact 

conceptual representation of the item, then it is expected 

that mismatches in the ability to name and define items will 

occur. That is, there will be instances in which the 

subject can name an item but not define it or instances in 



which the subject can define the item but not name 
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METHOD 

Subjects 

Subjects were participants in a longitudinal study of 

the effect of AD on communication. Data from 150 subjects 

were analyzed for purposes of this investigation: fifty 

three mild, 46 moderate probable AD patients and 51 normal 

elderly controls. All subjects included in this study had 

no history of drug or alcohol abuse (as reported by a 

reliable informant, usually a family member) and had no 

prior history of neurological or psychological disorder. 

Further, all subjects were native speakers of English, had 

visual acuity sufficient to read a typed sentence, and had 

hearing acuity sufficient to perform a speech discrimination 

task with 80 percent accuracy or better. The speech 

discrimination task consisted of the examiner saying word 

pairs. In half of ten word pairs the examiner said the same 

word twice, the other word pairs differed only in the 

initial phoneme (e.g. new - sue). The subject was 

instructed to indicate whether the two words were the "same" 

or "different". 

Information about age, years of education, estimated 

premorbid I.Q. and gender of each subject group is presented 

in Table 1. Premorbid I.Q. was estimated from weighted 

demographic information using the regression equation 

derived by Wilson, Rosenbaum, and Brown (1979). Ninety-

eight females and 52 males participated. Results from 
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analysis of variance procedures indicate that there is not a 

significant difference between groups on the estimated 

premorbid I.Q. variable (F = 1.58, = .21). There are, 

however, significant differences between groups on both the 

age and years of education variables (F = 11.19 and 3.31 

respectively, p < .05). 

All probable AD patients met the criteria for 

Alzheimer's disease established by the NINCDS-ADRDA Work 

Group (McKhann, Drachman, Folstein, Katzman, Price, and 

Stadlan, 1984). Dementia severity was determined according 

to criteria specified by the Global Deterioration Scale 

(GDS) (Reisberg, Ferris, and Crook, 1982). The GDS is based 

on behavioral observation and is therefore relatively 

independent of language-based assessment. Subjects rated as 

three or four on the GDS were classified as mildly demented, 

subjects rated as 5 were classified as moderately demented. 

All normal control subjects were rated as one on the GDS. 
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Table 1 

Subject Characteristics 

Normals Mild AD Mod. AD 

(N = 51) (N = 53) (N = 46) 

Sex M=15 M=19 M=18 

F=36 F=34 F=28 

X Age* 71.7 75.8 79.1 

X Educ.* 14.5 13.9 12.8 

X I.Q. 113.3 112.1 110.4 

Note. 

Educ. = Years of formal education. A minimum of eight 

years of education was required for inclusion in 

this study. 

I.Q. = Estimated premorbid I.Q. 

* = significant difference between groups; p < .05 



18 

Procedure 

All subjects were asked to name, and later define, 13 

stimulus items. Line drawings and actual objects were used 

as stimuli for the naming task and written words were used 

for the defining task. Line drawings or actual objects were 

not used in the defining task because in pilot testing it 

was found that AD subjects had difficulty providing a 

definition to these forms of stimuli. Instead, they were 

likely to provide only concrete descriptive information 

related to visual attributes of the object. The items 

included in the larger study were: pencil, comb, hanger, 

mask, racquet, dart, harmonica, domino, knocker, 

stethoscope, tongs, compass, and abacus. Of these 13 items, 

performance data on 11 were used for this study of naming 

and defining; data on compass and abacus were excluded. 

Data from the compass item were not used because in the 

defining task it was ambiguous whether the definition should 

pertain to the directional indicator or the drawing 

instrument. The drawing previously seen by the subjects was 

that of the drawing instrument but both definitions were 

accepted as correct. For purposes of this study it would be 

inappropriate to compare performance elicited by the drawing 

of one form of compass to a definition that may or may not 

be of the corresponding item. Data from the abacus item 

were not used because 16 of the 51 normal subjects in this 

study made errors on naming or defining the item. For the 



19 

remaining 11 items, normal subjects succeeded in correctly 

naming and defining 95 percent of the instances. 

For the confrontation naming task, line drawings of the 

items were presented to subjects one at a time. Stimulus 

items were illustrated on 8 1/2 X 11 inch sheets of paper. 

If the correct name of a stimulus item drawing was not given 

within 15 seconds of presentation, an actual object 

representing the stimulus item was presented for naming. 

Stimulus objects were not presented when the corresponding 

line drawing was correctly named. When subjects responded 

with the name of an object, or when subjects failed to 

respond to the object stimulus after one minute, the 

examiner proceeded to the next stimulus drawing. 

For the defining task, the 11 stimulus item words were 

typed, with large, computer generated print (letters were 

1/2.inch square) on separate 8 1/2 X 11 inch sheets of 

paper. Subjects were instructed to read aloud and define 

the words. If they misread or were unable to read a word, it 

was read by the examiner. The defining task was tape 

recorded and later transcribed for scoring. 

Scoring 

Responses for the naming task were scored as 1 or 0. 

The subject received one point if a correct name was given 

to either the stimulus drawing or object; failure to name 

the stimulus drawing or object was scored as 0. The maximum 

score possible on the confrontation naming task was 11. 
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Verbatim transcriptions of the audiotaped defining task 

were scored as 0, 1, or 2, based on the WAIS Vocabulary 

subtest criteria (Wechsler, 1955) (see Appendix A). 

Specifically, definitions were scored as 0 if there was no 

response, if the subject stated that "they did not know the 

definition", or if the response was incorrect. Definitions 

were scored as 1 if the definition was correct but showed 

poverty of content. The following definition of "hanger" is 

an example of a definition awarded one point; "used with 

clothes" this definition is vague because it does not 

explain the nature of the relationship between the hanger 

and clothes. Definitions receiving a score of 2 were 

complete, and showed clear understanding of the concept. 

For example, "doctors use a stethoscope to listen to a 

patients heart beat" is a definition of "stethoscope" worth 

2 points on the defining task. The maximum possible score 

on the defining task was 22. To facilitate analyses and 

interpretation, a variable was created that represented one 

half the value of the defining score. Thus, both the total 

naming and defining scores were on a scale of 0 to 11. 

To evaluate subjects' patterns of performance for each 

stimulus item on the two tasks each set of responses was 

categorized as follows: 
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Category Naming score Defining score 

for each item for each item 

-/- 0 0 

-/+ 0 1 or 2 

+/- 1 0 

+/+ 1 1 or 2 

For example, if a subject was able to name the stimulus 

item "pencil", and gave either a 1 or a 2 point definition 

for the word "pencil", then that response pattern was 

categorized as "+/+". Alternatively, if the subject did not 

name "pencil", and gave a 1 or 2 point definition for the 

word "pencil", then that response pattern was categorized as 

In this manner, each subject received 11 pattern 

category scores, one for each stimulus item. 
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RESULTS 

Although the major focus of this paper is the nature of 

the relationship between performance on the naming and 

defining tasks, separate analyses of variance were computed 

for each task to provide descriptive information about group 

performance. Also, correlations between naming and defining 

were computed for each group. Three 2X2 contingency 

tables were'constructed to facilitate interpretation of the 

data. Finally, the data were submitted to a hierarchical 

log-linear analysis to test, among other possible 

interactions, whether the relative frequencies of pattern 

types changed as a function of group. 

To determine whether or not a significant difference 

existed between groups on the confrontation naming task or 

the defining task, scores were subjected to a oneway 

analysis of variance procedure (Tables 2 and 3 

respectively). A significant main effect for subject group 

was obtained on both tasks. As previously noted, ANOVA 

procedures indicated a significant difference between 

subject groups for the age and years of education variable 

but not for estimated premorbid I.Q. Therefore, both 

analyses were computed with the age and education variables 

entered as covariates. However, the inclusion of these 

covariates did not significantly affect the results of the 

analyses. Scheffe'post-hoc comparisons revealed significant 

differences between all groups on both tasks. 
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Table 2 

Descriptive statistics and results of ANOVA procedure for 

naming scores 

Group Mean number correct Standard deviation 

Normals (N=5I) 10.62 .80 

Mild AD (N=53) 7.64 2.73 

Mod. AD (N=46) 5.68 3.25 

Note. Age and Years of Education variables have been 

entered as covariates. 

F (2,136) = 26.85, £> < .0001 
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Table 3 

Descriptive statistics and results of ANOVA procedure for 

defining scores; original scores divided bv two 

Group Mean number correct Standard deviation 

Normals (N=5l) 

Mild AD (N=53) 

Mod. AD (N=46) 

Note. Age and Years of Education variables have been 

entered as covariates. 

F (2,136) = 38.11, E < -001 

8.73 

6 . 8 8  

4.33 

1.44 

2.34 

2.21 
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Kendall's Tau, a nonparametric correlation coefficient, 

was calculated for each group to determine the degree of 

correlation between naming and defining. The resultant 

coefficients for normals, mild AD, and moderate AD subjects 

are 0.44, 0.44, and 0.37 respectively. All coefficients are 

significant at e < .001 indicating that the two tasks 

display some correlation for all subject groups. 

Three 2X2 tables were constructed based on the 

frequencies of the four patterns of performance for each 

group. The frequencies were summed over all eleven stimulus 

items to simplify examination of the essential features of 

the data (Table 4). The number of instances of each pattern 

of response for each stimulus item can be found in Appendix 

B. 

The data were submitted to a hierarchical log-linear 

analysis (Table 5). The log-linear procedure uses 

individual cell frequencies to find the simplest model that 

best fits the data. The model is then tested against 

competing models using the likelihood ratio chi-square 

statistic (see Bishop, Fienberg, and Holland, 1975 for a 

more detailed explanation of log-linear analyses). While 

the third order interaction (Group x Naming x Defining) did 

not obtain significance in the hierarchical log-linear 

analysis, all second order interactions were significant. 

To test whether there were item-specific effects that 

may have influenced the relative frequency of particular 
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response patterns, a hierarchical log-linear analysis was 

completed that included a variable representing Item (Table 

6). Resultant fourth (Group x Item x Naming x Defining) and 

third order interactions were not significant; this suggests 

that the effects of Item were randomly distributed 

throughout the model at these levels. Thus, the hypothesis 

that Item had no effect on the interaction between naming 

and defining cannot be rejected. 
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Table 4 

Crosstabulations: number of instances of pattern occurrence, 

naming bv defining bv group 

NAMING 

E 
F 
I 

- 3 9 - 59 41 — 134 77 
N 
I 
N 

N 
I 
N 

+ 18 531 + 118 365 + 98 197 
G 

NORMALS MILDS MODERATES 
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Table 5 

Results of hierarchical log-linear analysis; Group x Naming 

x Defining 

Tests that K-way and higher order effects are zero 

K L.R. ryi% Prob. 

3 2.13 .3442 

2 690.87 .0000 

1 1746.31 .0000 

Test of Partial Association 

Effect 

Group x Naming 

Group x Defining 

Naming x Defining 

Group 

Name 

Define 

df 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

X 
170.61 

164.26 

94.42 

5.78 

394.21 

655.65 

Prob. 

.  0000 

. 0 0 0 0  

.  0000 

.0556 

. 0 0 0 0  

. 0 0 0 0  
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Table 6 

Results of hierarchical log-linear analysis; Item x Group x 

Naming x Defining 

Tests that K-way and higher order effects are zero 

K L.R. Prob. 

4 20.42 .4318 

3 65.30 .6986 

2 1043.50 .0000 

1 2099.14 .0000 

Test of Partial Association 

Effect df Prob. 

Item x Group x Name 20 
Item x Group x Define 20 
Item x Name x Define 10 
Group x Name x Define 2 
Item x Group 20 
Item x Name 10 
Group x Name 2 
Item x Define 10 
Group x Define 2 
Name x Define 1 
Item 10 
Group 2 
Name 1 
Define 1 

18.99 
15.31 
8.85 
1.56 
46.27 
216.43 
203.82 
46.74 

171.54 
67.93 

. 0 0  
5.77 
394.21 
655.65 

.5225 

.7587 

.5460 

.4590 

. 0007 
. 0 0 0 0  
. 0 0 0 0  
. 0 0 0 0  
. 0 0 0 0  
.  0000 

1.0000 
.0557 
. 0000  
.  0000 
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DISCUSSION 

The major finding of this study is that although there 

is a correlation between the ability to name and the ability 

to define an item, many instances of mismatch do occur. The 

proportions of mismatch responses are five percent for 

normal, 27 percent for mild AD, and 35 percent for moderate 

AD subjects. Moreover, the correlation coefficients 

reported above demonstrate that a large degree of 

variability remains uncorrelated between naming and 

defining. Because the frequencies of mismatch are 

substantial, particularly in AD patients, confrontation 

naming cannot be regarded as a reliable indicator of the 

integrity of semantic knowledge. This finding is 

particularly relevant in the clinical setting given the 

widespread use of confrontation naming as a measure of 

semantic knowledge. The present results suggest that 

performance on confrontation naming tasks be interpreted 

with caution, and preferably in conjunction with other 

measures, when examining the integrity of semantic 

knowledge. 

It is interesting to note that the relative proportion 

of pattern occurrences remained relatively stable as 

dementia severity increased. In each group, the pattern of 

successful naming and defining (+/+) was more frequent than 

failure on both tasks (-/"*) and» the mismatch pattern -/+ 

(naming failure and defining success) which is similar to 
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performance observed in anomic aphasia patients, is more 

frequent than +/- (naming success and defining failure). 

It appears that normal control subjects have some difficulty 

with these tasks and as dementia severity increases, these 

impairments are more pronounced, but not necessarily 

different in nature. 

Of particular theoretical interest is the observation 

of the pattern +/- (naming success and defining failure). 

As previously discussed, there is debate in the literature 

as to whether access to semantic information about an item 

is necessary for naming. Assuming that inability to define 

an item indicates impaired semantic knowledge, results from 

this study support the view that successful naming of an 

item may be possible without access to intact semantic 

information about the item. And do not support the view 

suggested by Potter (1979) that naming necessarily requires 

access to the conceptual representation of the item. The 

+/- pattern accounted for two percent of responses for 

normal, seven percent for mild AD, and 15 percent for 

moderate AD subjects. However, results from this study 

cannot answer conclusively whether naming requires access to 

intact semantic representations. Even though a subject 

names an item and does not provide a correct definition, it 

may be possible that the subject could demonstrate some 

degree of semantic understanding given a semantic task other 

than defining. 
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An issue of concern for all studies involving AD 

patients is subject performance reliability. A recent study 

(Knotek, Bayles, and Kaszniak, in press) has demonstrated 

inconsistency in the response patterns of AD subjects when 

tested on a receptive vocabulary test with a one week 

intertest interval. Results of the present study may be 

sensitive to issues of unreliability because they are based 

on performance that relies on conscious, effortful retrieval 

processes. It is not possible to distinguish errors due to 

retrieval process failures and errors due to degraded 

representations. Further, if an error is due to an 

impairment in retrieval processes, it is not possible to 

determine whether the failure would be consistent over many 

test instances. In this study, normal elderly control 

subjects sometimes failed to name and define items they were 

presumed to know. This suggests that retrieval processes 

may be fragile even in non-demented individuals. Perhaps 

evaluating performance on implicit tasks of semantic memory, 

those which do not require conscious retrieval of 

information, would help differentiate errors due to 

retrieval process impairment and errors- due to degraded 

representations. Also, comparison of performance on tasks 

requiring less effortful retrieval, such as forced choice 

tasks, and more effortful retrieval, such as defining may 

yield a more accurate measure of the integrity of semantic 

knowledge. 
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Further limitations regarding interpretation of these 

data exist. For the performance pattern +/+ it is not 

possible to establish whether the subject is naming via a 

semantic or nonsemantic route. In the case of it is 

possible that the subject never had semantic or name 

information about the item; though items were chosen that 

were believed to be known premorbidly by all subjects. This 

pattern may also represent perceptual impairment of the 

stimulus items. However, perceptual impairment is unlikely 

to account for many errors because subjects included in this 

study passed a screening test designed to exclude 

individuals with perceptual impairment or visual acuity 

limitations. Lastly, the pattern -/+ (naming failure and 

defining success) is difficult to interpret conclusively. 

Because the subject successfully defined the item it is 

assumed that the semantic representation of the item is 

intact, however, failure to name suggests that both the 

semantic and nonsemantic route to naming are at least 

partially impaired. 
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APPENDIX A: SCORING CRITERIA OF THE WAIS VOCABULARY SUBTEST 
(Wechsler, 1955 p. 63) 

In general, any recognized meaning of the word is 
acceptable, disregarding elegance of expression. 
However, poverty of content is penalized to some 
extent? indication of only a vague knowledge of what 
the word means does not earn full credit. The 
following are general principles for scoring responses 
to the Vocabulary items. 

2 points 

1. A good synonym. 
2. A major use. 
3. One or more definitive or primary features. 
4. General classification to which word belongs. 
5. Several correct descriptive features which are not 

precisely definitive but which cumulatively 
indicate understanding of the word. 

6. For verbs, definitive example of action or causal 
relation. 

1 point 

1. A response that is not incorrect but which shows 
poverty of content. 

2. A vague or inexact synonym. 
3. A minor use, not elaborated. 
4. Attributes which are correct but not definitive or 

not distinguishing features. 
5. Examples using the word itself, not elaborated. 
6. Correct definition of a related form of the word, 

e.g., "haste" instead of "hasten," "obstruction" 
instead of "obstruct". 

0 points 

1. Obviously wrong answers. 
2. Verbalisms, e.g., "Repair a car," when no real 

understanding is shown after inquiry. 
3. Responses which show great poverty of content or 

are very vague even after questioning. 
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APPENDIX B: FREQUENCY OF CATEGORY OCCURRENCE BY STIMULUS 
ITEM BY SUBJECT GROUP 

NORMAL CONTROL SUBJECTS 

CONCEPT =/± ±Zr ±Z± 

PENCIL 
COMB 
HANGER 
MASK 
RACQUET 
DART 
HARMONICA 
DOMINO 
KNOCKER 
STETHOSCOPE 
TONGS 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
2 
1 
4 
0 
4 
5 

1 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
1 
1 
2 
0 

50 
51 
51 
49 
48 
47 
49 
46 
49 
45 
46 

MILD AD SUBJECTS 

CONCEPT 

PENCIL 0 
COMB 1 
HANGER 3 
MASK 3 
RACQUET 6 
DART 6 
HARMONICA 0 
DOMINO 6 
KNOCKER 5 
STETHOSCOPE 19 
TONGS 10 

=U± ±Zr ±Z± 

17 45 
2 3 47 
2 8 40 
11 2 37 
8 5 34 
21 2 24 
11 2 40 
14 3 30 
12 6 30 
16 3 15 
20 0 23 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 

MODERATE AD SUBJECTS 

CONCEPT -/- -/+ +/- +/+ 

PENCIL 3 2 14 27 
COMB 3 5 6 32 
HANGER 6 4 9 27 
MASK 8 17 5 16 
RACQUET 12 6 11 17 
DART 20 8 4 14 
HARMONICA 10 9 4 23 
DOMINO 9 8 12 17 
KNOCKER 15 13 6 12 
STETHOSCOPE 29 6 5 6 
TONGS 19 20 1 6 
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