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1 518 (Pickering & Ferreira, 2008)

2 AERHMRERBE TR

Bock (1986) 20
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(Bock, 1986, 1989; Bock & Loebell,
1990; Branigan, Pickering, & Cleland, 2000)
, DO PO

DO PO

(Arai, van Gompel, & Scheepers,
2007; Carminati, van Gompel, Scheepers, & Arai,
2008; Thothathiri & Snedeker, 2008)
22 EHMEEA
Bock (1986)

( The referee was punched by one
of the fans),

Scheepers
(Scheepers & Crocker, 2004)
23 FEEHESHZIRAEESN
Cleland
(Cleland & Pickering, 2003) 1 R

(the red square),
(the square that’s green
the diamond that’s red),

(the square that’s red) 2 ,
(the sheep that’s red

3 >
ship)

the goat that’s red)
(sheep

5

Melinger  Cleland (2011)

2.4 HMEMAIRERE AT
Ferreira (2003)

“thataa

mentioned (that) the antique car could use a tune up)

(The mechanic

, “that”
“that” ,
(the company insured that farm for...)
(the theory that...)
“that” ,

25 Eh). TEMEBRHERNG

Traxler

(Traxler & Tooley, 2008) s
(The lawyer
sent by the government arrived late last week  The

lawyer sent the files to the governor late last week)

s

(Pickering & Traxler, 2004; Ledoux, Traxler, &
Swaab, 2007)

3 AEREHAIRESER

(sentence-completion paradigm)
(sentence-recall paradigm)
(visual-world eye-movement paradigm)
3.1 AFER-ER#HBER
(Bock,
1986) )

DO PO ), ,
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Branigan

K 2

Bock (1986) , Branigan
s (confederate-scripting technique)
2 2 2 2
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(2000) , Bock

> s
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“The boat carried five people”
P A 38 The boat carried five people”

LR S 80CH By

iR e,

“The alarm clock awakened the boy™

1 - ( Bock, Loebell, & Morey, 1992)
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4x6 , DO ;

Pickering  (1998)

(Corley & Scheepers, 2002) Branigan

(Branigan, Pickering, & Cleland, 1999)

> s

s 5 EERLFEN]: The boy grumbled...
5 thEHIFE ) L very loudly.
( , ,
2009) N - RH Ehb): The racing driver gave the tom averalls. ..
s FAlah i) . to the team manager.
32 AFiEERX B H R ]: The patient showed. ..
Pickering R £ ARG .. his spots to the doctor

(Pickering & Branigan, 1998)
> 3
4 ( Pickering & Branigan, 1998)

3.3 AFEIZER

, s Bock ,

( )

, Pickering  (1998) (Bock, 1986, 1989; Bock & Loebell, 1990;

s Branigan, Pickering, Liversedge, Stewart, & Urbach,

s 1995) Potter s
PO DO (Potter & Lombardi, 1990)
PO DO >

9 3 9

PO s PO (Potter & Lombardi, 1998) )

DO s (rapid serial
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visual presentation, RSVP),
R 167ms,

Hanke
(Hanke, Pappert, & Pechmann, 2007) s

500 ms

Rhinoceros

34 MRIBERINER

s

(Kamide, Scheepers, & Altmann, 2003; Altmann
& Kamide, 2007) Cooper (1974)

, Tanenhaus

) Science s

PO

DO ,

Repeat

Hanke et al., 2007)

Scheepers
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SVO

S5a
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Arai

(Tanenhaus, Spivey-
Knowlton, Eberhard, & Sedivy, 1995)

(2004)

OVS§,

(2007)

>

Thothathiri  (2008)
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DO

(a)

4 ESEMPAZEBHMRMAEE

s

(procedural priming model)
(structural priming model)
(Branigan, Pickering, Stewart, & McLean, 2000;
Cleland & Pickering, 2006; Melinger & Dobel,
2005)

(Pickering & van
Gompel, 2006) @))]

; (2)

2004 ,
(Pickering &
Ferreira, 2008; Pickering & van Gompel, 2006)
(1
, , ; (2)

C )
—

(b)

Arai et al., 2007; Thothathiri & Snedeker, 2008)

41 AITFEMBPRBINN: KEE3. EXR

AL B
s (Arai et al.,
2007; Traxler & Pickering, 2005; Traxler & Tooley,
2007) s la-1c
la lc 1b
“examine”
SVO , “by” ,
“examined” R
(la lc),
(b 1¢),

la. The engineer examined by the committee.
1b. The engineer visited by the committee.
lc. The defendant examined by the lawyer.
(Boland & Blodgett,
2006; Jackendoff, 2007),
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“examined” SVO, S
“engineer” > 3

6‘by’5 s
1 >
s “examined” s ; 2 3 N
“examined”
, 2 ,
42 AFEBHAEE: RICERsIFELT
, bl
, , (autonomous syntax)
(Kim & Mauner, (lexicalist) ,
2006) ,
(Chomsky, 1965)
Scheepers
(2004) >
SVO OVS ,
s (Boland & Boehm-Jernigan,
> 1998)
SVO )

s (Arai et al., 2007; Traxler &

Pickering, 2005; Traxler & Tooley, 2007) s

Traxler  (2008) (2a
2b), 2a
2¢ R 2¢
1 9 b (2a)
; 2

2¢c
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2b R

2a. The engineer examined by the board passed
with flying colors.

2b. The engineer approached by the board
passed with flying colors.

2c¢. The defendant examined by the lawyer was
not guilty.
ERP

Ledoux  (2007)

b}

2d
2d. The defendant examined the evidence and

was not guilty.

(2a—2c¢), (examine) P600
P600
(2d—2c¢)
P600 ; N400,
B IZ,D.W
"
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P600 effect

Traxler (2008)

P600

P600
G(by)7 (
ERP
(Tooley, Traxler, & Swaab, 2009)

ERP
, (“by” )
P600 (6 )
P600
ERP
Potential
Electrode PZ 2.00
1.79 -
1.57
1.36
1.15

0.94
0‘72 ]
0.51

0.30

d

0.08
=0.13 ~
-0.34
—=0.55 -
=0.77
~0.98 -

puVolts

( Tooley et al., 2009)
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s DO PO (e.g.,
DO: Send the frog the gift; PO: Send the gift to the
frog) (e.g., DO: Show the
horse the book; PO: Show the horn to the dog)
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5 REWRRE
*;E ﬂ: j'LEEE ’ ’ ERP
ERP )
20 , , ERP
s (Rayner
S & Clifton, 2009) ERP , RSVP (Rapid
Serial Visual Presentation, RSVP)
( R , 2007; , 2009) , ,
( 2 b
2009; , 2011), , >
( ) ) , , ERP ,
2009) , )
( , 2011) :

ERP
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Syntactic Priming: Paradigm and Controversy in Language Comprehension

CHEN Qing-Rong
(School of Psychology, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210097, China)

Abstract: Repetition is a central phenomenon of behavior. In the language sciences, a ubiquitous form of
such repetition is syntactic priming, and researchers have made extensive use of it to better understand how
language is represented and processed. This paper provides an overview of the sentence types and
paradigms employed to investigate the nature of syntactic priming: sentence-retelling picture-describing
paradigm, sentence-completion paradigm, sentence-recall paradigm and visual-world eye-movement
paradigm. In addition to examining the strength and weakness of these paradigms, the paper also points out
two current controversies regarding syntactic priming in language comprehension: 1) whether priming in
sentence comprehension is strategic, semantic or syntactic; 2) whether syntactic priming in comprehension
is lexically driven or lexically independent. Finally, the paper suggests possible avenues for future research

in this field.
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