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Effect of Relation Priming in Noun-Noun Combinations Process

Ding Xiaobin Ding Ling
(School of Psychology Northwest Normal University ~Lanzhou 730070)

Abstract

In order to explore the dispute between the Competition Among Relations In Nominals (CARIN) model and

the schema theory we used the expression-picture matching paradigm to examine whether the relation of conceptual

combination could be primed. The main results summarized as follows: In experiment 1

the subjects tend to re—

peatedly interpret combinations in the same way. Relation priming occurred both when the modifier was repeated

and the head was repeated . Experiment 2 demonstrated that relation priming effects occurred in the absence of a

lexical repetition between prime and target. In Experiment 3

there exist a significant relation priming when the

prime picture contained both relations which is against the visual priming account. The above mentioned results in—

dicated our conclusion support schema-based models such as that of Estes and Jones (2006)

in which relations are

represented independently of the head and modifier concepts.

Key words

conceptual combination noun-noun combined conception relation priming.



