2001, 33(3) :198 —203

Acta Psychologica Sinica

( 100101)
]
( )
, , (
(1)
(2
HE) ; (4)
B842.1
[1-3]
1
, (anaphoric expres
son) ,
, (enhancement)

“ (antecedent)” “ (refer- ,

ent) ” , “ , ,
? ) “ ? : (anaphor) ",
“ (angphoric resolu-
tion)” , (68
) 250ms
: 2001- 02- 18
* ( :39970255)

198

[4]

(suppression)

[1.5]



3 199
, (NPL NP2 A B ,
[9,10]
, , , NP1 NP2
« , : NP2 NP1
(nonreferent) “ ?
42 ,
A B 8 .C 26
2 “ ” [ ”
2.1
2.1.1 30 , 6 78 ,
15 36 42 ABC
2.1.2 36 , 12 6 .
ABC A B
.C
AB C :
( NP1 NP2)
34 0—
10 11 8.0
, 2.0 2x3
, , (NPL  NP2) x (
, )
, 2.1.3 586
NPL NP2 C , o7
' , [ +” , 600 ,
AB C , : -
1 ( ) .
300ms , ;
1
( )
1 ( ) 1
. 350ms,
A ) ( )
B. ( Y () Yo N
3 L]
c () ) , ,
(




200 .

“ B ) 600ms, ,Fies9 =3.61,p=0.033;
) " ,  800ms, |
' NPL NP2
o ? NPL
, NF2 , F v Fiaee =
’ ’ 16.79,p<0.001, Fia 29 =14.50, p =0.001
2.2
2 ! l
2 (m9g) (%)
350ms ,
NP1 NP2 :
856 100 873 93.9
877 98.9 915 93.3
848 98.3 878 97.2 :
’ 3
(MANOVA) ,
, Fia29 =3.68,p =0.065,
; y F2(1,70) ,
=14.40,p<0.001,
(NP1) (860ms) 3.1
(NP2) (889ms) 3.1.1 30 ,
, Fieseg =2.45,p=0.095, 16 , 14
y F22.1a0 =2.43,p =0.093 3.1.2
3.1.3
( )
(896ms) (863ms) - 550ms ,
' , Fiu29 =3.36,p = ,
0.077, ;
, F2u70 =4.86,p=0.031 3 (m9 (%)
(864ms)
(896ms) NPL o
yFiazg =4.52,p=0.042;
805 96.7 863 9.8
894 98.3 937 91.1
856 98.3 909 96.7
2
' 3
, Fia29 =20.16, p <0.001; ,
, Foa9 =6.72, p = ,Fiu29 =6.61,p=0.016;
0.012 NP1 NP2 , P29 =14.49, p <0.001
NP1 (852ms) NP2

(903ms)



201

yFiese =7.84,p=0.001;

(834ms)
(916ms) |,

Fia29 =13.2,p=0.001

(883ms) ,

yFia29 =5.07, p =0.032

Fia29 =3.41,p=0.075

4.1
4.1.1

4.1.2

4.1.3

4.2

3

, Fia,29 =16.30, p <0.001;

, Foa70 =6.35,p =0.014

350ms

, Fiaan =6.77,p=0.019,

4 (m9 (%)
NPL NP2
700 100 732 100
833 98.2 906 98.3
828 97.2 864 97.5

, F2a70 =7.64, p =0.007
(NP1) (787ms)
(834ms)
 Fiz a9
=24.50, p < 0.001, Fapam = 20.75, p < 0.001

yFiain =32.13,p<0.001, Foq 70
=39.51,p <0.001
(716ms) (870ms)

, Fraan =

26.56 ,p<0.001, F;1,79 =33.34,p<0.001

(846ms9)

y Fioas = 3.55, p=
0.040 , Fa2 140 =3.16,p=0. 045

Fiain = 4.86, p =0.042, Foug = 412, p =

0. 046 (100 %)
(98. 25 %)

, Fia1n =8.50,
p=0.01, ,Faam =
6.36,p = 0.014
(100 %) (97. 35 %)

5

(structure buil d-



202 33

ing framework , BF) , ,
1]
, (350ms
) ,
, te] (550ms ) ,
, (NP1 ,NP2) ,
(A ,B,C ) ,
. NPL McDonald o
NP2 (A ), NP1 250ms , (
(805ms9) NP2 (937ms) , )
NP1 NP2 (B ) : :
NP1 (894ms) NP2 )
(863ms) , ,
) ) 500ms
, NP1 ,NP2
(A ), NP1 (700ms) McDonal d
NP2 (906ms) ; NP1 NP2
(B ), NP1 (833ms) ? ,
NP2 (732ms) , ,
A , )
, NP1 (856ms) NP2 (915ms) , ,
NP1 (100 %) NP2 (93. 3 %) ,
NP1 NP2 (B ), :

NP1(98. 9 %) NP2(93.9 %) , ,
NP1(877ms) NP2(873ms)

(2) :



3 : 203

2 Mcbondd M C, MacWhinney B. The time course of anaphor reso-
lution: Hfects of implicit verb causdity and gender. Journd of
Memory and Language, 1995, 34(4) :543 —566

! 3 Matthews A, Chodorow M S. Pronoun resolution in two-clause
sentences. Journd of Memory and L anguage , 1988 , 27 :245 —260
(3) , 4 Garnham A. Understanding angphora. In: A W Hlised. Progress

in the psychology of language. Hillsdde, N J:Erlbaum, 1987
5 McDondd M C, MacWhinney B. Measuring inhibition and facilita-
tion from pronouns. Journd of Memory and Language, 1990, 29:

! ! 469 —492
' 6 Gersbacher M A. Language compreheson as structure building.
s , Hillsdde, N J: Erlbaum, 1990

7 , .
(4) , 1994 26(2) :113 —120
8 .
’ 1995 ,18(1) :1—5
) 9 . |
1996 ,28(4) :352 —358
10
1 Gernsbacher M A. Mechanisms that improve referentia access. ,1995,18(4) :197 —200

Cognition, 1989, 32:99 —156

THE EFFECTS OF ANAPHORS ON ACCESSIBIL ITY OF ANTECEDANTS IN CHINESE
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Abgract

Three experi ments were conducted to examine the efectsof angohorson accesshility of their antecedents (referents)
and the relation between the effects and advantage for first-mentioned participantsin procesdng of Chinese sentences con-
taining angphoric expresson. The experimentd results showed: (1) First- mentioned participants were easer to be access
ed than second mentioned participants. This advantage of accesshility for first-mentioned participantsis a common cogni-
tive phenomenon; (2) Angphors not only facilitated the activation leve of ther referents but a = inhibited nonreferentsin
ome degree, thus enhanced accesshility of their referents; (3) In processing sentences containing angphoric expresson
the relation between the advantage of first- mentioned participants and the accesshility of the referents was dynamic. If
the firg- mentioned participant was a referent and the second- mentioned participant was a nonreferent in an angphoric ex-
presson, the advantage of bility of first- mentioned participant was strengthened , otherwise, the advantage of firgt-
mentioned was nullified; (4) The experiments showed that at 550 ms delay ater the pronoun, the fadlitation effect of
angphorson their referents gppeared, but the efect was not founded at 350 ms dday. So there was a time-course of go-
pearing fadilitation effect. (5) Thefadilitation effectsfor the activation level of referents changed depending on properties
of angphoric expresson. When the angphor was a repeated name the fadlitation efect was stronger and gopeared earlier.
Key words language comprehendgon, angphor , angphoric expresson, referent , nonreferent.



