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t ( 2) o
p=0.045 <0.05.

1
N
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o 240
25% 60 60 50 o
50 o 39
( 3o t o
5~7
(t(120) =29.75 p=.000<.01) , o 7
(4
(p=.002<0.05) .
3
N
60 52.700 0 2.125 71 .274 43
60 31.300 0 5.149 63 .664 81
4
Levine t
Sig. 95%
F Sig. { df
« )
1.099 .297 3.227 118 .002 1.4833 .459 17 L5729 2.393 6
0.05)( 6) t
( 5) o Means
o Linearity Deviation

(P=.003 < from Linearity



51

(0.039 <0.05) (0. 008 <
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The Semantic Information Processing and Cognitive and Psychological
Research of Formulaic Language Acquisition

GUO Gao-pan
( College of Foreign Languages East China Institute of Technology Nanchang 330013  China)

Abstract: Based on the process of literature review this article outlines the latest research on the semantic infor—
mation processing characteristics of formulaic language and find out the main factors that affect semantic process—
ing as a breakthrough. We conclude the most important four factors: frequency effects phonological short — term
memory capacity the amount of vocabulary knowledge and working memory span. Since the last two factors lac—
king of adequate research data this article uses empirical research method. Throng productive vocabulary knowl-
edge testing and operational span tasks the high and low groups are grouped. Based on the productive discourse
chunks test t test and variance correlation analysis the results show that: both of the two factors have an impact
on the semantic processing process but the influence of the vocabulary knowledge is weak; there is a non — linear
relationship between factors and the explanatory power of the correlation effects on the acquisition of chunks is
small.
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