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INTERPRETATIONS OF CHINESE NOVH. COM BINED

CONCEPTS AND RELATED FACTORS

Liu Ye, Fu Xiaolan, Sun Yuhao

(Institute of Psychology, Chinee Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China)

Abstract

The study addressed how people understand Chinese nourt noun combined concepts and the related factors on inter-
pretation strategy. In the experiment 600 Chinese undergraduates interpreted 160 combined concepts made of 32 corr
cepts. The results showed that : () Property inter pretation and relation interpretation were two primary strategies; (b)
subjects preferred property interpretation to relation interpretation when the first sub-concept had a sdient feature; (c)
the dmilarity between two sub-concepts had no effect on property interpretation, but had effect on rdation interpretation ;
and (d) combination of living things got more property interpretation, but combination of artifacts got more relation in-
terpretation. Some new findings were incons sent with either Competition Among Reationsin Nominas Theory or Dua-

Process Theory , which indicated new issuesin the fidd of conceptud combination.

Key words combined conoept , conoeptud combination , sub-concept , property interpretation, rdation interpretation.



