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The Semantics of Grammatical Gender: A

Cross-Cultural Study

Toshi Konishi!

Although most present-day scholars claim that grammatical gender has no meaning
correlates, anecdotal evidence dating back to the Greeks suggests that grammatical
gender carries connotative meanings of femininity and masculinity. In the present study
native German speakers (tested in Germany) and native Spanish speakers (tested in
Mexico) judged 54 high-frequency translation equivalents on semantic differential scales
chosen to reflect dimensions of evaluation, potency, and activity. Half the words were
of feminine gender in German but of masculine gender in Spanish (Type I words), and
half were of masculine gender in German and of feminine gender in Spanish (Type II
words). As predicted, German speakers judged Type II words higher in potency than
Type I words, whereas Spanish speakers judged Type I words higher in potency than
Type II words. The conclusion was that grammatical gender does affect meaning.

A curious dichotomy becomes apparent in reading discussions on gender.
On the one hand scholars from various disciplines including linguists,
anthropologists, and psychologists, (e.g., Bock, 1982; Fodor, 1959; Hoi-
jer, 1954; Ibrahim, 1973) deny that grammatical gender carries meaning.
On the other hand, the anecdotal and historical literature is replete with

The research reported is based on a dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the
Ph.D. in psychology at UCLA. I am grateful to Ingrid Hudabiunigg for collecting the
German data and to Olga Bustos-Romero for collecting the Spanish data. My sincere
thanks to my dissertation committee, Donald MacKay, Nancy Henley, Roger Andersen,
Raimo Anttila, Patricia Greenfield, and William McCarthy for their advice and assist-
ance. Donald MacKay and Nancy Henley also provided helpful comments on the present
manuscript.

! Address all correspondence to Toshi Konishi, Department of Psychology, University

of California, Los Angeles, California 90024-1563.

519

0090-6905/93/0900-0519%07.00/0 © 1993 Plenum Publishing Corporation



520 Konishi

evidence that gender has meaning correlates (see Clark, 1985; Dixon,
1982; Hoffstitter, 1963; Jespersen, 1924/1965; Malkiel, 1954, 1957,
1958; Mills, 1986; Vygotsky, 1962).

Although opinions vary on whether gender carries meaning, in gen-
eral, scholars define gender as a property of nouns that requires agree-
ment or concord on the part of other words. For example, the nouns of
Greek and Latin were classified into three genders, masculine, feminine,
and neuter in order to account for pronominal reference and article and
adjective concord (Lyons, 1968).

Accounts in standard grammar texts (e.g., Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech,
& Svartvik, 1972) posit two kinds of gender: grammatical gender, which
is formal, and natural gender, which is semantic. In languages with
grammatical gender, as in many Indo-European languages, all nouns are
marked for gender and it is said that the gender assignment to masculine,
feminine, or neuter classes cannot be determined on the basis of semantic
features of being animate or inanimate, male or female. In contrast, in
languages with natural gender, gender is assigned according to semantic
features. Nouns referring to male beings are of masculine gender, nouns
referring to female beings are of feminine gender, and nouns referring
to inanimate referents are of neuter gender.

However, contrary to this traditional framework, no strict division
exists between languages said to have grammatical gender and those said
to have natural gender. Languages said to have natural gender often
exhibit aspects of grammatical gender. For example, in English, a lan-
guage said to have natural gender, he is often used for generic or sex-
unspecified referents. The use of se and she for inanimate objects in the
case of personification and it for humans in the case of depersonification
complicates matters even further (see Erades, 1956; MacKay & Konishi,
1980). Similarly, languages with grammatical gender exhibit certain as-
pects of natural gender in that, with few exceptions, nouns referring to
females are of feminine gender and those referring to males are of mas-
culine gender.

Although ke and man are said to be generics, numerous studies
(e.g., Hamilton, 1985; MacKay, 1980; MacKay & Fulkerson, 1979;
Martyna, 1978, 1980; for a review, see Henley, 1989) show that these
words cause people to think specifically of males. Similarly, since gender
is partially correlated with biological sex in languages with grammatical
gender, it is an open question whether connotative meanings of feminin-
ity and masculinity will generalize to inanimate referents in these lan-
guages. Perhaps gender is not a semantically empty category after all.



Semantics of Grammatical Gender 521

The present study asks the following question: In languages with
grammatical gender, does the gender assigned to a noun carry connotative
meanings of femininity and masculinity? The following sections examine
the empirical evidence.

Grammatical Gender and Personification

One hypothesis about grammatical gender is that it is a form of
personification (MacKay, 1986; MacKay & Konishi, 1980). Support for
this view comes from a study of children’s literature in English (MacKay
& Konishi, 1980) which revealed gender stercotypes. For example, the
sun, characterized by stereotypically masculine traits such as power and
courage, was pronominalized with he, whereas the moon, characterized
by stereotypically feminine traits such as passivity and weakness, was
pronominalized with she. Since this pattern is consistent with grammat-
ical gender in languages such as Latin, French, and Spanish where the
sun is of masculine gender and the moon is of feminine gender, gram-
matical gender may be a form of ““personification in disguise’”> (MacKay,
1986). In fact, different genders for the same object may not be arbitrary
but rather reflect the fact that different languages highlight different at-
tributes of an object. Perhaps in contrast to the French and Spanish sun,
the German sun which is of feminine gender is perceived as warm and
nurturant, as Hofstitter (1963) suggests (see below).

An early study on personification in grammatical gender carried out
in Russia in 1915 (reported by Jakobson, 1966) demonstrated that gender
may shape people’s attitudes toward things on an unconscious level.
Subjects personified the days of the week according to their gender and
were unaware of why they personified Monday, Tuesday, and Thursday
(masculine gender) as males and Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday (fem-
inine gender) as females.

In a series of studies on grammatical gender in German, Mills (1986)
showed that the masculine and feminine genders are associated with male
and female referents and the neuter gender with inanimate referents. In
one study on metaphors in German, Mills found a correlation between
the sex of the referent and the grammatical gender of the metaphorical
term. Men were generally described by masculine gender nouns such as
alter Kleiderschrank (old cupboard) and women by feminine gender
nouns such as alta Schachtel (old box or old bag). Mills found this
connection between grammatical gender and natural gender in naturally
occurring children’s utterances and in experimental studies as well.
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Semantic Differential Studies

A number of studies designed to elicit the semantic content of gram-
matical gender have used semantic differential methodology, a technique
which is designed to measure connotative or affective meaning, as op-
posed to denotative meaning (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957/1975).
In developing the technique, Osgood et al. had subjects rate words on
numerous 7-point bipolar adjective scales. Factor analysis revealed three
factors of affective meaning: Evaluation (e.g., ‘‘good-bad’’), Potency
(e.g., ““weak-strong”’), and Activity (e.g., ‘“slow—fast’”). These three
factors appeared consistently over many different languages (Osgood,
May, & Miron, 1975).

Ervin (1962) used semantic differential methodology in a study of
nonsense words with Italian speakers. Ervin presented nonsense words
with the masculine gender ending -o or the feminine ending -a. Subjects
rated gli uomini (men) and le donne (or le femine) (women) in addition
to the nonsense words on four adjective scales. In English they were
““pretty—ugly,”” “‘good—bad,”” ‘“weak—strong,”” and “‘little-big.”> Sub-
jects” judgments were related to their ratings of men and women in that
they attributed masculine connotations to words ending in -0 and femi-
nine connotations to words ending in -a.

Konishi (1991, in press) also used nonsense words and semantic
differential methodology in a study of gender connotations in German
and Spanish. Instead of gender-specific noun endings, gender-specific
definite articles were used. German speakers rated nonsense words with
the masculine article der higher in potency than nonsense words with the
feminine article die. Spanish speakers, however, perhaps because of dif-
ferences in the gender systems of the two languages, did not judge non-
sense words with the masculine article e/ and the feminine article /a
differently.

Other relevant studies have examined the attribution of gender con-
notations to actual words (Clarke, Losoff, McCracken, & Still, 1981;
Gill & Hogan, 1970; Guiora & Sagi, 1978; Ludwig & Moore, 1968).
However, mixed results were obtained with these studies and the studies
that did obtain significant results suffered from methodological problems,
including demand characteristics. Furthermore all the studies used a sin-
gle ‘“masculine—feminine’” scale. It would be more methodologically
sound to use a number of scales that test for connotations of gender
indirectly as in the studies discussed below.

Of particular relevance to the present study is Hofstétter’s (1963)
study with German and Italian speakers. Hofstitter noted that, unlike
many other languages, German has a feminine gender sun and a mas-
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culine gender moon. He conjectured that northern Europeans perceive
the sun as a ‘““‘comfortably warm, mother-like womanly sun,”” whereas
southern Europeans perceive the sun as “‘powerful, but also threaten-
ing.”” Thus he hypothesized that the Italian il sole (masculine gender)
and la luna (feminine gender) would evoke different ideas than the Ger-
man Sonne and Mond. To test this idea Hofstitter used a semantic dif-
ferential test consisting of 24 bipolar adjectives. Correlation measures
showed that Sonne and sole (and Mond and luna) were judged to be
highly similar. However, Sonne and Mond (and sole and luna) were not
judged to be similar. Hofstétter found the results surprising because nei-
ther the grammatical gender nor the geographical differences (northern
Germany vs. Palermo, Italy) had an effect.

In a similar study, Mills (1986) used a subset of 15 scales derived
from Hofstitter’s (1963) study. She tested English and German speakers
on six nouns with animate referents, and four with inanimate referents.
The results showed that the ratings of each noun correlated with ratings
of its translation equivalent. Only one word, clock, was expected to show
a difference, since it has feminine gender in German but is personified
with the pronoun ke by English speakers. Because the ratings for English
clock and German Uhr correlated positively, Mills concluded that gender
does not have an effect.

In a series of studies, Kdpcke and Zubin (1984) and Zubin and
Kopcke (1981, 1984, 1986) showed that gender in German is not arbi-
trary, but is partially based on phonetic, morphological, and semantic
rules. German has many nouns which can be separated into two or more
parts on the basis of form and meaning. In most cases, the final member
of the word determines the gender of the word. Zubin and Kopcke (1984)
examined a set of compounds ending with -mut, a class of exceptions to
the principle that words have the gender of their final unit. Using the
same semantic differential scales as Mills, Zubin and Kopcke found that
feminine gender -mut compounds scored high in what they termed in-
troversion, ‘“conduct or attitude which place the self under outside con-
trol or view it as controllable, or which open the self to outside influence.””
In contrast, masculine gender -mut compounds scored high in what they
termed extroversion, “‘conduct or attitude which are directed toward con-
trolling the outside world or view it as controllable, or which protect the
self from outside control’” (p. 51). These terms are similar to what Bakan
(1966) calls communion (associated with feminine traits) and agency
(associated with masculine traits).

The present study was designed to overcome many of the method-
ological problems of previous studies. First, the study controlled for the
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denotation of words by using words which had the same referent but
were of opposite gender in the two languages. Because German and
Spanish have many words of opposite gender, a large sample of high-
frequency stimulus words was possible. Second, the study used language
specific semantic differential scales; that is, although some of the adjec-
tive scales for German and Spanish had different names, they were func-
tionally equivalent. In addition, in order to avoid judgments based on
the overt gender of the word, masculinity and femininity were inferred
by the ratings on scales other than the ‘“masculine—feminine’” scale.
Finally, instead of correlational analysis, differences of means were ana-
lyzed by analysis of variance.

The study used 54 high-frequency translation equivalents; half were
of feminine gender in German and masculine gender in Spanish (Type I
words) and half were of masculine gender in German and feminine gen-
der in Spanish (Type II words). Eight of the 54 words formed natural
pairs of opposite gender. Additional words were near synonyms in Ger-
man and Spanish. The hypotheses were as follows:

1. The potency dimension is expected to show the greatest difference
since the majority of studies using semantic differential methodology
have shown that judgments on words referring to females and males
differ chiefly on this dimension (Heise, 1971; Osgood et al., 1957/
1975).

2. An interaction is predicted for German and Spanish Type I and Type
I words. Specifically, German speakers will judge Type II words
higher in potency than Type I words, whereas Spanish speakers will
judge Type I words higher in potency than Type IT words.

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects were 40 native German speakers (half females, mean
age 25.3, and half males, mean age 23.3), and 40 native Spanish speakers
(half females, mean age 20.8, and half males, mean age 22.2). The
German-speaking subjects were of various majors from the University
of Bielefeld, Germany, and were paid for their participation in accord-
ance with German university custom. The Spanish-speaking subjects were
psychology majors from the Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México,
Mexico City. All participated voluntarily.
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Semantic Differential Scales

The present study used the Short Form Pancultural Semantic Dif-
ferential Scales which consist of 12 scales which are specific for each
language: four for each factor of evaluation, potency, and activity (Os-
good et al., 1975). Appendix A shows the German pancultural scales?
and Appendix B shows the Spanish pancultural scales.?

Since the hypothesis was that connotations of masculinity and fem-
ininity are transfered from nouns with animate referents to inanimate
referents, it was necessary to first determine if subjects had different
judgments for man and woman which are related to sex role stereotypes.

Ratings came from subjects’ judgments of man and woman on 7-
point scales. A 2 X 2 (Sex of Subject X Word) mixed analysis of
variance with repeated measures on word was done for each dimension
of evaluation, potency, and activity.

The dependent measures were the composite factor scores (the means
of the four scales for evaluation, the four scales for potency, and the
four scales for activity for each subject). The results showed no relevant
differences due to sex of the subject. Combined over sex of the subject,
subjects judged man significantly higher in negative evaluation than woman
in German, p < .0001, and in Spanish p < .05. German speakers judged
Mann (man) significantly higher in potency than Frau (woman) p <
.0001. Although Spanish speakers’ judgments of hombre (man) and mu-
jer (woman) were in the predicted direction, the difference fell short of
significance, p < .07. Ratings for activity were nonsignificant for both
German and Spanish speakers.

Materials and Procedure

Materials consisted of two forms (Form A and Form B), each with
32 high-frequency words for each language. Twenty-nine of the words
were different for the two forms. Words common to both forms were
the German and Spanish translation equivalents of man, woman, and
thing. On each form, 27 of the words were translation equivalents which
were of opposite gender in German and Spanish. These translation equiv-
alents came from Bergman’s (1968) The Concise Dictionary of 26 Lan-
guages. The criterion for selection was that the word be of high frequency
and of opposite genders in German and Spanish. Bergman’s dictionary
contains 1000 words. Of these 726 were nouns and 174 or 24% were of

2 S. Ertel, personal communication, July 1986.
* R. Diaz-Guerrero, personal communication, February 1987.
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opposite genders in German and Spanish. (German words of neuter gen-
der were not used.) Many of the 174 words were unsuitable because of
ambiguity, duplication in similar words, duplication in a given semantic
field, etc. Also a number of Spanish words differed from the words in
current usage in Mexico. Fifty-four of the more concrete as opposed to
abstract words were selected; 27 were of feminine gender in German and
masculine gender in Spanish, and 27 were of masculine gender in Ger-
man and feminine gender in Spanish. Native speakers checked the trans-
lation equivalents to see that they were denotatively equivalent and were
words used in the language. Table I shows the Type I words, feminine
gender in German and masculine gender in Spanish (German Luft, Span-
ish aire, etc.). Table II shows the Type II words, masculine gender in

Table L. Translation Equivalents of Type I Words (Feminine German/Masculine

Spanish)
English German Spanish
Air Luft Aire
Apartment Wohnung Departmento
Army Armee Ejército
Bowl Schiissel Traste
Bridge Briicke Puente
Brush Biirste Cepillo
Cigarette Zigaretie Cigarro
Clock Uhr Reloj
Corner Ecke Rincén
Desert Wiiste Desierto
Fork Gabel Tenedor
Garage Garage Garaje
Love Liebe Amor
Necklace Halskette Collar
Newspaper Zeitung Periédico
Number Zahl Nimero
Pan Pfanne Sartén
Pocket Tasche Bolsillo
Record Schallplatte Disco
Shoulder Schulter Hombro
Stamp Briefmarke Timbre
Sun Sonne Sol
Tablecloth Tischdecke Mantel
Ticket Fahrkarte Boleto
Trip Reise Viaje
Violin Violine Violin

World Welt Mundo
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Table II. Translation Equivalents of Type I Words (Masculine German/Feminine

Spanish)
English German Spanish
Apple Apfel Manzana
Ball Ball Pelota
Beach Strand Playa
Beard Bart Barba
Broom Besen Escoba
Butterfly Schmetterling Mariposa
Chair Stuhl Silla
Curtain Vorhang Cortina
Head Kopf Cabeza
Key Schiiissel Llave
Letter Brief Carta
Moon Mond Luna
Mountain Berg Montafa
Mouth Mund Boca
Pot Topf Olla
Rain Regen Lluvia
Rock Stein Piedra
Rug Teppich Alfombra
Skirt Rock Falda
Spoon Loffel Cuchara
Star Stern Estrelia
Store Laden Tienda
Table Tisch Mesa
Tire Reifen Llanta
Trash Abfall Basura
Thirst Durst Sed
War Krieg Guerra

German and feminine gender in Spanish (German Apfel, Spanish man-
zana, etc.).

Certain words of opposite gender in German and Spanish formed
natural pairs: sun/moon, forki/spoon, brushfbroom, panfpot. The first word
of each pair is of feminine gender in German and masculine gender in
Spanish (Type I word) and the second of each pair is of masculine gender
in German and feminine gender in Spanish (Type II word). Each subject
received one word from each pair.

In addition, Form A had two words which were near synonyms with
two words on Form B, but were of opposite gender. In German the
words were Robbe (fem.) (seal) and Standard (masc.) (standard or norm)
on Form A, and Seehund (masc.) (seal or sea lion) and Norm (fem.)
(norm) on Form B. Spanish words were cuarto (masc.) (room) and nave
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(fem.) (ship) on Form A and habitacion (fem.) (room) and barco (masc.)
(boat) on Form B. (The search for synonyms in German and Spanish
suggested that few words are true synonyms in a language. The pairs
were nearly but not completely synonymous.)

The stimulus words were typed eight to a page with the semantic
differential scales below each word. Half the scales were reversed in
polarity. German and Spanish sets of materials were constructed by trans-
lation and back-translation by native speakers. Any discrepancies were
corrected for the final versions.

All instructions were written. Subjects read the following instruc-
tions in German or in Spanish:

““In this study we are interested in how you feel about certain concepts.
You will be presented 32 concepts. Underneath each concept is the fol-
lowing group of scales: [The scales and as an example, the instructions
for using the ‘“good—bad’” scale were presented:] Circle 1 if you feel the
concept is extremely good, circle 2 if you feel the concept is very good,
circle 3 if you feel the concept is slightly good, circle 4 if you feel that
both sides of the scale are equally associated with the concept or if the
scale is totally irrelevant, circle 5 if you feel the concept is slightly bad,
circle 6 if you feel the concept is very bad, circle 7 if you feel the concept
is extremely bad.

RESULTS

Comparison of Type I vs. Type Il Words

A 2 x 2 x 2 (Language X Sex of Subject X Type of Word)
mixed analysis of variance with repeated measures on type of word (I
vs. II) was done for each dimension of evaluation, potency and activity.
The analysis of interest was the Language X Type of Word interaction.
The dependent measures were the composite factor scores (the means of
the four evaluation, four potency, and four activity scores) for each
subject for Type I words and for Type II words.

As predicted, the analysis of variance showed a significant Lan-
guage X Type of Word interaction for potency F(1, 76) = 8.51, p <
.01. German speakers judged Type 1l words (M = 4.32 higher in potency
than Type I words (M = 4.22), whereas Spanish speakers judged Type
I words (M = 4.21) higher in potency than Type II words (M = 4.11).
Figure 1 shows this interaction. The Language X Type of Word inter-
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Fig. 1. Mean potency rating of German and Spanish Type I and Type II
words. Note: Type I words: feminine gender in German and masculine gender
in Spanish (e.g., sun, fork, pan, brush); Type Il words: masculine genaer in
German and feminine gender in Spanish (e.g., moon, spoon, pot, broom).

action for evaluation and activity did not reach significance. Female and
male subjects did not differ on any of the dimensions.

The analysis of the simple main effects of the type of word at each
level of language showed that the results of German speakers’ judgments
did not quite reach significance, although the ratings were in the predicted
direction, F(1, 38) = 3.13, p < .10. Spanish speakers judged Type I
words higher in potency than Type II words F(1, 38) = 6.37, p < .05.

An alternative analysis compared all German and Spanish feminine
gender words vs. all German and Spanish masculine gender words. The
analysis was a 2 X 2 X 2 (Language X Sex of Subject X Gender of
Word) mixed analysis of variance with repeated measures on gender of
word. Masculine gender words (M = 4.26) were judged higher in po-
tency than feminine gender words (M = 4.16, F(1, 78) = 8.49, p <
.01).

Comparison of Word Pairs and Near Synonyms

The ratings of the three factors for the word pairs and near synonyms
were analyzed by analysis of variance. Only the ratings of the German
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near synonym pair Seehund and Robbe showed a significant difference.
Seehund (masculine gender) (M = 4.62) was judged higher in potency
than Robbe (feminine gender) (M = 3.78), F(1, 38) = 6.20, p < .05.

Comparison of Individual Words

Standardized scores were used to compare German and Spanish
speakers’ judgments for individual words. For Type I words (feminine
gender in German/masculine gender in Spanish), Spanish love, stamp,
and sun were judged higher in negative evaluation than their German
equivalents; Spanish clock, necklace, stamp, and violin were judged higher
in potency than their German equivalents; and Spanish stamp was judged
higher in activity than its German equivalent.

For Type II words (masculine gender in German/feminine gender
in Spanish), German rain and war were judged higher in negative eval-
uation than their Spanish equivalents; German beard, chair, curtain,
mountain, pot, rock, and war were judged higher in potency than their
Spanish equivalents, and German ball, skirt, and war were judged higher
in activity than their Spanish equivalents.

DISCUSSION

As predicted, in the main analysis of interest, the interaction of
German and Spanish Type I and Type 1I words reached significance on
the potency dimension. German speakers judged Type II words (mas-
culine gender in German/feminine in Spanish) higher in potency than
Type I words (feminine gender in German/masculine in Spanish), whereas
Spanish speakers judged Type I words higher in potency than Type II
words. An alternative analysis revealed that, combined over languages,
masculine gender words were judged significantly higher in potency than
feminine gender words.

Although significant results were obtained with masculine gender
vs. feminine gender words collectively, few results reached statistical
significance with the secondary analyses: the word pairs, the near syn-
onyms, and the words analyzed individually. However, two specific re-
sults that are pertinent to Hoffstétter’s (1963) and Mill’s (1986) studies
(see the introduction) were of interest. Spanish so/ (masc.) (sun) was
judged higher in negative evaluation than German Sonne (fem.), a result
that Hoffstitter had predicted for Italian (in which sole is masculine as
in Spanish) in comparison with German speakers. In addition, Spanish
reloj (masc.) (clock) was judged higher in potency than German Uhr
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(fem.), a result predicted by Mills for English (recall that clock is pron-
ominalized with ke) in comparison with German speakers.

The results of the present study confirm previous studies demon-
strating that grammatical categories do in fact carry meaning. For ex-
ample, pronouns are often considered noun substitutes, chosen simply to
agree in person, number, and gender with their antecedents. However,
a study of the use of human pronouns for nonhuman antecedents in
children’s literature revealed that underlying attitudes toward the referent
as well as its attributes affect the choice of pronoun. Authors were more
likely to use he or she rather than it for personified referents, for unique
or named characters, and for characters central rather than peripheral to
the story. Gender stereotypes played a role in the choice of he vs. she
since antecedents of he tended to be strong, active, brave, wise, and
clever, whereas antecendents of she tended to be weak, passive, and
foolish. Pronoun switches, a phenomenon in which different pronouns
were used for one and the same referent depending on attitudes toward
the referent, were also noted (MacKay & Konishi 1980). An experimen-
tal study involving a sentence completion task supported the argument
for a semantic basis of pronoun use (MacKay & Konishi, in press a, in
press b).

One might ask whether the gender of a word influences the percep-
tion of femininity or masculinity of a referent, or whether historically a
particular word was assigned a gender because of its attributes, or whether
cultural influences have in the past or present had an influence. Although
the present study does not separate historical and cultural influences from
the possible influence of language on perception and perhaps it is im-
possible to do so, it did show that in two languages with grammatical
gender, German and Spanish, high-frequency words carry connotations
of femininity and masculinity.

APPENDIX A: German Pancultural Semantic Differential Scales

Evaluation

angenchm—unangenchm (pleasant—unpleasant)
gut—schlecht (good-bad)
freundlich—unfreundlich  (friendly—unfriendly)
schon-hdsslich (beautiful-ugly)

Potency

klein—gross (small-big)

leicht-schwer (light-heavy)
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zart—kraftvoll (tender—vigorous)
schwach-stark (weak—strong)
Activity

ruhig-bewegt (calm-—agitated)
gemessen—lebhaft (sedate—lively)
still-gerduschvoll (quiet—noisy)
langsam—schnell (slow—fast)

APPENDIX B: Spanish Pancultural Semantic Differential Scales

Evaluation

admirable—despreciable (admirable—despicable)
simpdtico—antipdtico (friendly—repelling)
agradable—desagradable (agreeable—disagreeable)
bueno-malo (good-bad)

Potency

débil-fuerte (weak—strong)

chico-grande (small-big)

enano—gigante (dwarf—giant)

menor-mayor (minor—major)

Activity

pasivo—activo (passive—active)

lento-rapido (slow-fast)

viejo—joven (old—young)

blando—duro (soft-hard)
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