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Effect of Chinese Pronouns on the Gender Attribution to a Target Individual
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Abstract: A cognitive information bias exists that overwhelmingly attributes masculine gender to the term people. Masculine generic lan—

guage descriptors contribute to the development of PMB. There are two types of third — person singular pronouns in Chines¢ “ 7 can

only refer to a female person grammatically

” is not only represent a masculine person specifically but also refer to a gender — un—

specified individual. This study was aimd to explore the effect of different pronouns on the gender attribution to a gender — neutral indi—

”

vidual and to test the effect of “

’

truly triggered more masculine images. (9

on the gender attribution to three gender types of individuals. The results indicated that: ( 1)

" would lead to the misjudgment on the gender of females.

« ”»

¢ 7 gave birth to more femi—

nine associations. ( 3) The neutral sentences were less male — biased. (4) There were no sex — related differences in the degree of PMB.
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