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WEERAKHF=ENH
XBEEIE -EEENSERIER

oM/ xR B RREY

TR gt

(ERIME R OB AR PO, HHERNEERCEER, M ,510631)

8 E HRIK(Tip - of - the - Tongue phenomenon, TOT) RFHE =P MK LAR, EIMFRARHR, WEEMBEFY
HRUREFWK, WEHICGERRAL, XFEER, UBIE - ENS 08I, 8T 85BN R B e
ARRIES fran # TOT AR, REM: (1) BiF - HFENSEM TOT EFLAEAHBER W, 155 AA%5KEE
-HEENE EREEEGANEERE TOT ¥, (2)IEFHEESAY BE - L EENEENEEIERERIE S TOT =4
MXR, BEFRIEXMHT, BEERANSE - LEENFHOTOTRER, (3) BiF - FiBiEWNSHH TOT AN HAS

EAMIE BT
X WNEF EFRAK WOoMEHR.

1 =

B

i

BABHBARHEBCHERERN F A, H
TEBGA 2 A BB [BI4Z 5k 9 B4 ( Brown, 1991;
Schwartz, 1999a) , XFBR IR R H RIS (tip -
of —the - tongue, TOT) , HERBMRBEE SELUEH
KBz, TOT MEAENK TR THFEZHE,
WEHHRT 5 FEE (FHRAMBER, 2011), ITF=
RN FEE R BB TOT .

(1) EB 433 1% FRiE ( partial activation theory) , A
A TOT KRAERE T HNARAHEEEE, B
AT B FR ( Schriefersl & Jescheniak, 1999),
ZELARMER: BRI RER, —
M BRI R - R C 18 CRAE T LA E B 5t B %
BIRIE, EXHMEPYNEERRER —-MBRAZ
B PBrEE IR, FAILERRGER M H
B B XCBIRNCHBGE , A ELREHREE.
TOT AR HMNEILHEHMBERT S
(Brown, 1991 ; Koriat, 1993) .

(2) 1% i3 5 B P26 ( transmission deficit hypothe-
sis) o, TAN TOT 1% 3% B FE 5| & ( Burke, MacKay,
Worthley, &Wade, 1991) , —/BEW G 1E S RA4F
R EE M BERENRERG R L AKH, FER
AREEE LS, B3I KT TOT, HigEEHER
AREHEERFRNEE REMELREMBLE L

(3) 15 9 iR ( blocker hypothesis) , R fif

FH AN FE1E (inhibitory hypothesis) ( Smith, 1994 ), 1A
5 TOT R4 RH TiEFBIEXAHXAS HifiAE
4% T8 (Heine, Ober, & Shenaut, 1999) , Y%
A B AR 1815 & M X 30E X AH X A 18 (Choi &
Smith, 2005; Schwartz, 1999a) .

HEI, BiE S K TOT P54 R R 80E
BRI RIL, Askari(1999) %2 T B & -
FHEXEE M TOT, RIXLEH K TOT RE T H8IE
#F i IFGEE R TOT ZA M BRI, mixt
THEER TOT HEHABR. RITERR, EGE
LEIEAS, FEFENEHR. WEE—MEF
PR AE (R ZE B8 B R E P H R BLAR (Fergu-
son, ZILE A, 1996) ., HAT, BN LENS
ML B LSIESFH (Yiakoumetti & Androula,
2007; Yiakoumetti et al. , 2005) , [N % #4180 #
W E 8 F RN F & MBS R,
FXGELL, WEEMFMESHIELIEXHEER
K, RAR—#XFRGERERMER—FY, BXFE
—XF RGN TR ARIIES R4,

YGRS FHETES TIRAEIS AN, JUBEE
LN, [HIRAEEIE S AIaCRAE 2 (8] 1 3 5
(Wheeldon & Monsell, 1994), IR EFEZ S HH
EMMIES ZHE, EERS L RIEEmIE XY
WM, AT LAEE S AR RIE 5 2Z A 5 ik
BG, ARRMBHENR N, Filt, S6EE7ERL
MIFRATER . SHBHERTELESEALEN
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BES L, FERBRGEEX TOT M= EF MY
W7 WE AT TOT Byr= AL SR A7
RAEAwAES, LH 1 BdEEEEER
G ABIRYUE B 43 R A B A S a4
GOT 1 PTOT X R, MPHR T NEF &
PTOT /= A HlMl . LH 2 L | Bl b, FIEF
B RGBS PTOT A MEMBRAEEST
TEHCHU M MBURARIR S, IR T 58—
BEFERERZAA—MEFTTENEWE, Hik
KRB STEX, i#—F %5 PTOT 97 EHLH

2 XB1 EEFERGEBEEXNEE-LES8
WWEE TOT FEHNEE
2.1 FE:

211 gk THRREFZEREER A, B
H15 4, WE 17 &; TRIEASGHEE - LEIE
WEH(E -LTWEFH)20 %, TEEARENE
-EWEE 12 8. ARSI BEREHE, E
BRGEERLSE. TEERSNE - EXNEH
EHEEEFETEUBENSEEZRAE, T8
AR ABRRFAE, RERER; TREAAS
M8 -ENEEEEEEE P FEFEHEE, Td
EEFRERR K, W EENRAGEE, h=(H
FEAFHERES —FEMN M HETFERIN, Kf 1
B RIESCHW,
2.1.2 @it 2(FHEERGEE: DS/ AAKL)
X2 MAES - TEEMA/BEGL) MRS
i, HFERSGEERMANEE, TR IEEEH
AR

AR LS. BERRHE: (1) EFR
RI(GOT) : M 2ILUE, SKIEMRRERFTAA
42 s (2) F#% TOT ( Positive TOT) : & 4 TOT B,
LM AL, gRRS BEEMAEC OB
BB —FE” 5 (3) Itk TOT( Negative TOT) : &4 TOT
B, EMEANES, RS ZEEAAEBT
DBEFER” ;(4) ABIE (Don” t Know, DK) : i
WERDEE L ARBL; (5) FFAAE(Post
DK) . BidiR & “AHE”, ERMBANEL)E, 17
RMERHE,
2.1.3 #E ZBAEK. HEASMERNLRK 45
ZRERFEAEBHEANET, FXE L2 F R
SRR Eg B HERERMEHET T JEE, &
HERZFHESBEE 24 ZENE R, XS8EF
RE—BENES Uk, BREREELS UL,

ZBBIERAMEANZER, B PHEA—F%
B, —FEREWE; B, —Fah, &4
PRk 42 K A, 42 kB R A S4, A
B hrimaksBE Ha -8t B Rt
WEEEER,HTHA - 24, -. 51,. 60,
p>.05,

2.1.4 R TOT FEREX, M ALK, kHgk
SR FIE, LB RES, A —MES
2, RIEEW 500ms FRA, FRAHEKG, ER
HABEEH K2 AEF, BAREE20s, 7E20s
HIXABRFETRENESREE DB ANETFE,
FiXie BRI . IR BIRREBTE 20s NIEHH
4, WHIERN“GOT” ; nRA a4, G
—MESARNGRAEE=ET TOT(HiXHEA S
MBI, REEREXR, #AHO) ; MREET
TOT, M&EMBERZAWESE, FHEHRERZ
Wa, MREZECR”, IR N PTOT”; 1R EIE
“E”, idRANTOT” ; JREE“ AFE”, ILRA
“DK” ; iR EH A AN B FEPAERAFER,
g3 M “Post DK”

BALRAEFA block, RAHLT 7 4
¥, EEBHATE— block PRI BiEwH, EH—1T
block Hr P @ M 4% , 208 B iy 28 P #8 o
BRI TETR 42 KidK
2.1.5 {Y#851& %% E - Prime {4, 17 <} IBM i}
BAL, FERTHEED 1280 » 1024,

2.2 R

M +2.55D LISMYBEE AR T AL, 25 ES
W9, FE 4 GOT FF PTOT 2K (Askari, 1999;
Kornell & Metcalfe, 2006; Tamar, Gollan & Brown,
2006) , PTOT Wyit38 75 ¥k Fil Tamar 5§ A (2006)
REBMRIEAR:

PositiveTOTs

PTOT = 4 veTOTs + GOTs

LEERGMEBE ARG E - EXEEE
AREE &M T GOT & PTOT RILE 1 fE 2,

GOT [ pj . Jy 24t &M, B EEALARER
FHMEE, F(1,29) =5.28, p<.05, EEHIER
GRS EK GOT RBE R T LB IR A RLGRAIIN
FE MAETNERNIEE, F(1,29) =6.82, p
<.05, fBEMANE GOT RIEFHRE T HLE
WA GOT #, LA EAAREMG A BTN
HEAAEE, F(1,29) =3.03, p>.05,
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o —— WEERGTEE
—— EEREE
04 |
03 ¢t \.
0.2 r \-‘
01 |
0 1 s
BEMG WiHIENH
M1 WHEERREEHLMHEG GOT %
—a— WEE R RGNS E
0.8 e RGNS E
0.7 +
0.6 =
0.5 -
04 -
03 +
02 +
0.1 t+
0 Jum— |
BRE Y HEERE,

2 WEHFEFREEWEN PTOT £

PTOT i : A&, T EERGBREN
FHBE, F(1,29) =4.39, p<.05, BFHIES
BRI E B PTOT 3 8 E & TH#E SR KRN
BE MBESWERNEE, F(1,29) =13.68, p
<.01, EiEiEM a4 E L PTOT; L@ ER
GBRENGABENXEAMHESE, F(1,29) =
7.76, p<.0l, TN AR, HEEFBL
MW EEEGEARRIES FAR K PTOT £ B
% F(1,29)=16.29, p<. 001, ¥FiEama=4
TEZ PTOT, LEFERGHNSEARMEST @
ZiH PTOT ¥R ABFE, F(1,29) =.59, p>
.05,

2.3 it

T 1 FEH, B -ENFENEABRHEE
ZRLBEEEW, TEEWE KN PTOT RERF,
GOT EfE; FZENFEN B AFREREL W, ¥
BEARLRM NS A PTOT REEH, GOT EiX,
LB FEARGHNNE H L& A4 0 BUR TOT

RREETHEERGH, BERSRERWEE
P RS ERE . 1B E A, BIERRS, HIL
PR S, BRI ERK COT BB
PTOT 3, LR HAIEEE: XEHK PTOT 7=
H L R AR TS #E

3 XW2 BHUWEE TOT =EMRM

SR | BIR AT E & FARGE & MIERLE
E 4 EE GOT M PTOT RAFEBEER, BH
EENGREEREEELR. Ba, —MiER
P R B SRR R —MIEE AN RAER
SE S (B E) A & BT E PTOT AW F PTOT
=AU A& SR B B R TR 4R (BREE
BIBWRERL, & ANERTEH ¥ ER PRGN,
B B R BRI ABIERR. Bit, TEE
fa 4 IR A9 PTOT IR —E R TIEE AGRE
BERSE, A THERE R 5 EREMN S B B
i, WEF PTOT W= ML R TR E R WIE
BRAETEHE—FRIL,
3.1 F&E
3.1.1 B JMBERTPTERFE AN, B
H16 4, KH20 %, P58 -EUFE 194, F
PSAE -LNEE T4, REMER L
3.1.2 &it RAWREHTHRERFFEIEF.
RAR 2% EIERGR R  BER ARER) x2( W ATE
5 REERA/ BENE) x3(RHRE. BB
FRIGBEE TR/ EREH) RSB &
BIERGBERMABEE, R IEFAEHIRR
REANER, REXER%E L
3.1.3 B EARFRLR 1. £XEP, A
—HBANE RS EERSE, o5 —HE A 8E
. E—NERAN, BE3 NN, 251U
WG RERE A P2 AW E RS FEEENL
BXEENEDER. BT LEEHE6 4 block, 6
A block HIE K i fr & XE S AL B 4 — BB A
ERUHEREESR,
3.1.4 BF REHHEE, LEAHHLRE
%, BRAWR—FMEF WA, REEH 500ms FH
B, BERANERAAFMTRENER, BIER
F54E 100ms, P A He4E 20s, 76 20s WRIATE X H G
&, ARSFEPHAENETREMTEANLT,
FiRAFTIERBRRNL, B4 BOAH R 42 Wik
5,
3.2 ZREMoH
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M +2.58D LISMEIER T AS T, BERZERN
8.6% ., ZRINE3 A4,

swdpeer BB Z DT
—a— B EG2AT
06 ( s B TOT
——HEEHLOT
05 }
04 }
03 |
02 }
o1 b . ; i
0 n

YWEiEss SRRz KB
M3 WiEEFMENEH ML GOT,PTOT %

—a— WEEOT
6 - —— DT
b S AR TOT
05 B EH T Z T
04
03
02
01 ¢

YEHDs) BER3 R
M4 WEEMENE AR SR GOT.PTOT %

GOT R i : IRGRITH T EH IR, w&iE
EHEHNEE, F(1,31) =15.80, p<. 001, &
EMANK COT LR ER THEEMAN, B3
KB TR B E, F(2, 30) = 19.70, p<. 001,
TEER ) BERHM COT EEET TEXKA
g, p<.01, BiBFsMIEEES K GOT XEH
RE#E, p>.05, WAIEFMEEERASGEERLZ
HEARE, F(1,31) = 7.80, p<. 05, AL
S, AEEEmARN, TEERENNEE
B GOT REER THREEARENNEE, F(1,
31) =5.74, p<.05; FIEEMAN, HEERLEMN
WEHMEEFEABREHNFER GOT XERA
BE,p>.05, HANIFBMNMZXEERABIAE
Z,p>.05,

PTOT RN : IRIBIR GBI B aEs R, &

BEAGEENERNEE, F(1,31) =4.35,p
<.05, EBEAGHNNFEN PIOT XBER T
TEEAAGHNEE. WREFTH IR BE,
F(1,31)=10.83, p<.01, & @EiEH L PTOT X
BEETBENS. BIILRBNERNBE, F(2,
30) =10.82, p<.01, ZEWEE/~, TEEBS.
BiER 3N PTOT ¥ BE/RFEXE 3, p<. 01,
WAESMESRAUNKLEEHERE, F(1,31) =
5.82, p<.05, MMM ANMERER, LibRYE
HBERGHNEEEREEEFEASABGENNEE, &
E@ETE G shnt, TRIEWLN PTOT R BEST
BiEm4, p<. 0L, EBEE NN, RAFMIEST®
LW PTIOTHERABE, p>.05, HAMKELE
BYARE, p>.05,
3.3 g

RELE 2 4R, TR ELBERLEHINEE
RREEABEABGENNEE, ARBESwE N
GOT HHF, BiERH3 . FHEFBERIHBRHET FE
PE, RUAMEFHBIFETHHATEEN
GOT FFEAKA PTOT R, X FKIEL T E#E
BB, EREENE, TEIEE I, T8
WA W PIOT R E R FEiEmL, MAESES
i, RAFMES AR PTOT £HF LR EER,
TR2AERH, BIRETEHE _ESREEES
PTOT M X R . KR 3het, THEERENNSEN
PTOT L FHEIEARLE (LK 1) ;A )3 3IA,
L EFERGNE E W PTOT R M T & EE AR
0% N

4 Biig

SAELE 1 ML 2 WER, RITKR,NEH
ARFREE,ERCHLIPHRLETHE. L&
ERGEERWE - EWNSENFE L, M,
BRI MEEE D SR E - EXNEEN
BRI, BIERSMEEERE M GOT REHE
EER. XRY, WF#H PTOT #7= £ HLH R E85
WIEEIE . BIRERI, J5 3hAE 6 T E RS
BEES PTOT RZ KRR AELRRAET, TE
BRGNS H I PTOT R B &R TH @ SRS
MNEE;ERAFMGT, TEEALANNETEN
PTOT #FHBER TEBEAALGHNETE. AR
EERINARET NS EFA A RER: EiE
W e, H@ETEAS R PTOT RER; B/ 30
B, RAWMIES 4/ PTOT RRBEHFER, X
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PLESR, BT e
4.1 FEFHRAGEENE - ENFH PTOT
Jadlasy:0)- 2|

MIEERPRIET ZERNLR, BRI —BW
BER:DUEEWHMES ZRIMARME]LE, 7
TCRIEST B (3, KK, 2009; 55, &M,
EFH, 2005) , #ERRMELIMMR H IR RBE
MRXA, FIESREBREZWITERMEFR
(Kroll & Dijkstra, 2002; Kroll & Stewart, 1994), 3f
B T =FEER . 8T B AR (Word Associa-
tion Mode ) \ME.& #1415 KI ( Concept Mediation Mode)
FE IE 1 %5 % B &Y ( Revised Hierarchical Mode) ( 2
b, KK, 2009) , BEMFEERE-THE
B, AAFMHIESTRIEMXASHE L2 B4R
BRI, EREDUEE MBS RIEFEA
CERARE, AR ESHNALTFEUSE—ES
BIENC A R4 (SBBkAE, BhES, 2002, 2003) ; Bk
SUEEHE S RIUEFEME PR, TLUEEE
B IR E WIENC (52, KBUE, 2009; DeGroot
& Hoeks, 1995; #ff ik, 2011, Z=F], BF, F5
B, 2008) , WEHEMLERMENF RN, TH%
(2008) f5 i, RGN FHWE BT AR
BLS-ESAICHRIER PN, BENFE T
VEBGEAE IESHIENL, Xk, EiE5H
PGBRERE, BAALRIEBES . AHRNE
REWIEE TX—WR. 7ELE 1 LB 2, &
WIERGRERNE - XN HENSIET £, 8
ERGHE - ENEEEMH S EEFLHE COT
RER,PTOT EA, HHE IESNALGREER
RWIE & PTOT oA M EEAR,
4.2 FOBIESHEREHHEIL

ABFFRIESE T8 - FXUFH K PTOT B 441
A EE S IS F i, Buker (1991) A%, IF B
&1 B R BINBIE AR TS, 51& T PTOT HIf=4:,
&35 BB L LA 7 I8 4 r 25 M9 B8 ( Nodes
Structure Theory, NST) ,iEFICIZREHREE T KE
HA, REESSRERAR, BERASHIENERS,
FRRENINREHREZNBZROME, BTN
BURGE RS SR R, SERINS SRR
P52 R R M A S S OSSR EE TR
FATHY, KT R TS S AR T REBEOE .
2, WPt i PR e v BTE? NST 48 T 87
(domain) WS, EB-RAPHELELE T,
R— RN RS S E R —ME®R (KT EX)

H, Y EEEBBOELIE, BIE B {E i
A S EOE, SEE A BB R, X
MR B L ST HIE . PTOT W= g 2 H
B ENSEILNENETNERBEARER
B, XRET XA RBUR BRI G R,
NSTAR, HRABREERX —IRHEERE,
FERAMREE, SKARZENETMARME, ¥
ERERS . B RAGHBERWTE~EMETH
HEMEH, B FEASEEMEFSEN L2 BT
BHERZANBE RN EFHE B EREMEE
A,
4.3 EFIKEN X EE - FEE N E & TOT =
Eioh-Ac

RAEIE S KEI R (language dependent effect) ,
HIEBUES MRILIES — 30, CICER 5k,
Y IE Y E R (Marian & Neisser, 2000; 3¢1{&
Bk, K, 2007), EFRBWEEMYT AR,
PHE T ARIBIEIZER . Ll BEEEREE(ERE
B PRE, REBER, EENNENERR
EAERFHICZY, 3T G E T, X L1
BRAS. 2 FEREERNER (ERER) &K
BH, IBEMAOERNE BT EGRMCZH, W
TRERMR, X L2 WRBATRET ELL LL £+
I, BWEER THEMS T 557 E0dR, R
EZH PTOT B4,
4.4 EBFRIETBGRESNE TOT F2ARH
WER

KK 2 RY, EF RS UTIEERSGEE
5 PTOT ZEMIX R, X— 3T B R EH
SR F E AT Z 4 (2005 ) SR AU S S E
BRFHIMAE 55 3¢ [l F Fi TP R P d Bl . bR
FEFEAKRR, EEXFF RN, [T FHER/
TR SR B 56 FF )8 ghet, HE B
WP, EEFRBINRET, B mESiE"
AR E. SmBEEHXNESNEET GOT &,
FEAR T PTOT 3,
4.5 AFEFRIIXAREE G2 ITEFHRREY
|

HREA, EAFRESFHZET, AMES &
ZAESF ) PTOT X F A~ %iliE8E shet,
WilEiG a2 %57 E R PTOT E & ; BiE 3 3hit,
PMESMAESH PTOT REAEEER, BiE
ERENE, BERETE BT, LbHEWMES
BET, MEMBRELEEER., MA, EEER
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Zhnt, Bk RGERIRIBE SR HTHEE R K
&, N/ RRE S RBIEREE, SR/ TH
MBS A BT PTOT 22, X TARBFFR I
B CEMMHETNRALARSRENKRBER
o LI 5MS RGN RBOR, L2 AL FEHH
SRAMBRARF. N L2 B L1 #RCKRE LA
L1 2| 12 fiAliCER R E iR, #ATA N, @ EME
ERAENWMIE S EAEEE - T EENE X
B ET

AWRKHK, B ENRGRERWIGEE
WEESESE, B TEARRRRENESS S
IR R R iR - TS AR
SRPARE R

5 #Hig

(1) B - EXFHR PTOT 7= 4 23 i # gk
BENEH, TEEARASGHNE - ENSEERYE
Wi A B A E R PTOT &,

Q)EFRIEBEYE - ENFELEE
REBRESE PTOT AEZEBIKNXE, EEFE I
T, BEERANE - EXEE K PTOT REH,

(3) 8 - EXEFF K PTOT A YLHI#F &85
BIEEIBEHTE .
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The Product Mechanism of Diglossias TOT :
Evidence from Mandarin-Cantonese Diglossias

Chen Jun,Su Ling ,Zhang Jijia, Xing Shigi
(Psychology Applied Research Center, South China Normal University, GuangZhou ,510631)

Abstract The tip-of-the-tongue ( TOT) phenomenon is an intense feeling that the sought-after information is known and that the infor-
mation will pop into the mind at any moment. Until now, researchers have proposed five theories to explain the TOTS production. These
are partial activation theory, transmission deficit hypothesis, blocker hypothesis, metacognitive contrgl theory, and quantitative neural
network model. But most of the results from cross-linguistic area support the first two theories. Due to the complexity of Chinese lan-
guage combined with its difficult operation, there has been a lack of diglossia TOT studies in China. Based on the research of bilin-
guals, we want to explore how the familiarity of a dialect can influence the TOT and what the mechanism of this diglossias TOT is.

A total of 68 subjects participated in this research. All subjects were native Cantonese speakers, and were randomly chosen from a
junior high school in Guangzhou suburbs. Thirty-nine of them can speak fluent Mandarin, while 29 can speak Cantonese but not smooth-
ly. This research contained two experiments. In each session, the subject and the experimenter were gne-on-one and the experimenter
recorded participant$ response in the whole course. At last, we used mix design variance analysis to process the data of PTOT rates and
GOT rates.

In Experiment 1, we compared the GOT and TOT rates of two kinds of participants when using different languages. The results
showed a significantly higher TOT rates and lower GOT rates for these participants who are unfamiliar with Mandarin. This confirmed the
partial activation theory in a preliminary fashion. In Experiment 2, we added auditory priming information as an independent variable,
and explored the difference of GOTs and TOTs when naming in different languages and in different priming conditions. The results
showed that GOT rates were higher in the condition of Mandarin and Cantonese priming than in unrelated priming, and the TOT rates
were significantly higher when priming and naming were both in Mandarin; but in Cantonese priming, TOT rates generated by two — na-
ming were non-significant. Moreover, in contrast to Experiment. 1, Mandarin — -familiar speakers experienced more TOTs than these
who were unfamiliar with Mandarin.

To sum up, the more the language familiarity one has, the easier it is when it comes to naming. This effect can be explained by the
differences of lexical representation and language dependent effects. Besides, it states that the mechanism of diglossia is partjally ex-
plained by activation theory and can also be explained by nodes structure theory ( NST). In Experiment 2, the TOT rates were signifi-
cantly higher when priming and naming both in Mandarin. As explained by NST, it once again confirms the partially activation theory.
Key words diglossias, tip-of-the-tongue , partially activation theory
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