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The basic idea - You should be getting this document in a package along with a blank Excel “workbook” NovelObs_PartIdent_coding and a sample with coded Yucatec data. In designing the spreadsheet, I experimented with three different approaches:
· code primarily only the descriptions of the plastilina “landing sites”

· code both the landing site identifiers and the part descriptors of the Chunches
· code only the part descriptors

I eventually settled for the third approach because the placement instructions are just too rich and complex - it would take you forever to code them and it would be impossible for us Buffalonians to process all this information. So the idea is to sift through the entire discourse produced by the speakers during the sessions - including descriptions of the Chunches as a whole, instructions of how to orient them, and the placement instructions for the plastilina bits - and filter out all those expressions that refer to parts of the Chunches. However, the coding sheet also includes slots for you to enter descriptions of the Chunches (i.e., “interpretations”) and information about their orientation during the session, and in case the speakers negotiated the orientation, you are encouraged to provide verbatim quotes (see examples in the Yucatec sample). 
What part descriptors to code? - I need to break down this question into three parts so I can address each in turn:

· What counts as a part?

· What kinds of expressions can be part descriptors?

· What kinds of expressions can we ignore (whether or not they are part descriptors)?
What counts as a part? - The coding sheet comes with a list of parts for each object defined in terms of shape, sorted into volumes vs. surfaces. But not all the terms the Chunches elicited during the Yucatec sessions fit into these categories. For those that do not, I used the “Other” slots on the coding sheets. For example, for the convex surface of the first object, Yucatec speakers used in addition to the meronym ‘back/outside’ a term that describes the property of being curved and for the “ridges” of the fourth object a texture term that describes the property of being rough. They also used the Spanish shape terms arco and triangulo. As lexical items, these are not meronyms out of context (remember the example of the brick - a brick maybe a part of a building or some other structure, but the noun brick describes it as an object in its own right, not as a part); but they do (probably) function as descriptors of parts in the context of the Chunches task. We want to include such expressions in the coding because we need to assess the sum total of all the linguistic resources used to solve the task. The bottom line: any expression that denotes a kind of object that can be identified with a part of one of the Chunches, whether the partitioning is in terms of shape/geometry, texture, size, (imagined/postulated) function, or what have you, potentially counts as a part descriptor for our purposes.
What kinds of expressions can be part descriptors? - The expressions referring to curvature and roughness I mentioned above are possessed nominalizations, so they serve as meronyms syntactically even though they aren’t lexical items. Other nominalizations I coded refer to size (‘the big one’, ‘the smaller one’), disposition/orientation (‘the one that stands up’, ‘the one that goes high’), and dimension (‘the fat one’, ‘the thin one’). I included these even when they are not possessed because they clearly denote kinds of objects which in the context of the Chunches have to be understood as parts. Again, I would code brick as a part descriptor if it were to be used that way in the data even though it is not a meronym. A more dubious case are place-denoting clauses (e.g., ‘where it is smooth/flat’, ‘where its edges end’). These are probably not part-denoting because they are not object-denoting. I included them because they played only a marginal role during the only session I have (partially) coded so far. But if pressed to make up my mind, I would probably exclude them. 
What kinds of expressions can we ignore? - What about nominalizations that define parts in terms of locative relations or place functions? I consider these “legitimate” part descriptors if they refer to the canonical orientation of the object. Of course, the Chunches don’t have a canonical orientation; but if the speakers establish an orientation in the course of the task, that’s good enough for me. But I would draw the line at expressions that identify a part with reference to another part and/or use an extrinsic frame of reference other than the gravitational vertical. So as far as I’m concerned, ‘the one at the top’ is in, but ‘the one opposite it’ and ‘the one on the left/in the east’ are out.  My rationale is that the canonical orientation may be part of the conceptualization of the object as a type. I do realize that this point needs a lot more discussion than I’m able and willing to provide here. Let’s try to go with this move and see where that gets us.
Three Golden Rules - Like the Pirate Code, the above guidelines are just that. You’re going to have to make your own decisions when you get into the groove of coding. But: 
· Please try to make your decisions with the goal of comparability in mind. The value of your coding sheets for the project depends on the extent to which we can compare it to those produced by your fellow researchers.
· To the extent this is possible and sensible please document your decisions so that we can understand them.
· All part descriptors that you code should be listed in the inventory on the General Information sheet along with elementary syntactic and semantic information - see the Yucatec sample for illustration.
