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The Role of Feature Types in Category Effect of Canbined Concepts

Liu Ye"?, Fu Xiaolan'
(*State Key Laboratory of Brain and Cognitive Sciencg, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Acadany of Sciences Beijing, China 100101)
(* Graduate School of the Chinese Acadamy of Sciences Beijing, China 100049)

Abstract

Category effect of combined concept is defined that the interpretations of interpret combined concepts from different
category are different The present study justified the role of feature types of sub-concepts in category effect of caombined
concept by using feature listing experiment and path model The reaults of feature listing experiment showed that living
things had more entity features, whereas artifacts had more situation features The reaults of path analysis showed that:
(a) Entity features of modifiers influenced property interpretation rates significantly, (b) but stuation features of head
nouns had no significant influence on relation intempretation rates, and (c) category still significantly influenced interpre-
tation rates after feature types entered the path model The difference betveen feature types of living things and artifacts
might not be the only factor that causes category effect on interpretation of conceptual canbination, and more factors should
be investigated in future
Key words caombined concept, interpretation strategy, category effect, feature type, path model



