2005,37(2) :151 ~ 158
Acta Psychologica Sinica

1 2 1
(! , 510631) (? , 510080)
.3
(inconsistent paradigm)
o - (probe — verification paradigm)
N N ) ’
B842
1 digm)
9
b
, Debra Cook
o (local co- ,
herence ) ,
b
Y b
(global coherence ) o
o ’
b b
[1]
o
9 b
b
b o]
b
[2,3]
e}
Cook ,
o] b
O’ Brien (inconsistent para-
:2003 -10 -25
* (30270477) , “« om (EBB010854)

, E-mail : xyhe@ scnu. edu. ¢n; :020 - 85216507

151

[4]

[5]



37

152
2 ’ )
2.1 o
2.1.1 2.1.4 20 , 10
o , 10 o
2.1.2 , . 2.3 ,
20 ° )
0.837,p <0.01, . 5-6 1~2
2.1.3 2( : , o
/) x2( , Y ) x2(
/ ) ,
113
) 54 o
b ’ ) ’



153

3 , 18

1670 +403 1746 +340

2096 515

1397 +406
1425 +£302

1595 328

2115 £426 1812 £435

1 2(
) x2( ) x2( )
JF1
B2 o
, JF1(1,34) =
8.714, p <0.01;F2(1,18) =7.655, p <0.05,
F1(1,34) =20.374, p <0.000; F2 (1,18) =
61.329, p<0.00,
JF1(1,34) =17.970, p <0.000; F2(1,18) =
185. 687, p <0.000,

JF1(1,34) =1.974, p >0.05; F2(1,18) =
14.296, p <0.001 ,
JF1(1,34) =0.381, p>0.05;F2(1,18) =
1.166, p >0.05,
, NANQH
34) =3.162,p =0.084; F2 (1,18) =6.326, p <

0.05. ,F1
(1,34) =6.810, p <0.05;F2(1,18) =8.327, p
<0.01,

,F1(1,70) =0.066,

»>0.05;F2(1,38) =1.625, p>0.05,
,F1(1.70) =10.977, p <0.01;F2(1,38) =
6.276, p <0.05.

’

JF1(1,70) =16.087, p <0.01;F2(1,38)
=11.290,p <0. 05

, NANQH
70) =1.701, p >0.05; F2 (1,38) =0.090, p >
0.05,

o

, , F2
(1,9) =0.921, p >0.05; ,

JF2(1,9) =14.201, p <
0.001,

’ ’

,F2(1,18) =0.06, p >
0.05;

9 9

,F2(1,18) =9.297, p <0.05,

Cook 1998 -



154 37
( probe — verification paradigm )
[4]
b b ( )
o ( )
’ o 54 ’
, , 3.1
7 “ 3.1.1 ,
“ b b ’ b
’ (o] ’ 22 o ’
o 0.846, p<0.01,
, 3.1.2 22 , 11
] s b ’ o 11
b
o “or , 3.1.3 2( ) x3
(43 ” o ( ) , s
Cook 1998 3 ,
3.1.4 )
o “ * ” ,
s “ ” “ ” o “ ”
) 5 “J” s “ ” “ FV’ o “ + ” ,
Cook  Debra , o
o 28 o
) 3.2
o , 3 , 21
o
’ o 9’ 20
’
2 (ms) (%)
1986 +433 3.4 3671 +897 3.5 2111 £653 3.5
2362 +468 3.9 3982 +1045 4.1 2148 +640 3.4

2( ) x3( ) MANOVA ,



2 155
, , F1
(1,40) =2.568,p >0.05;F2(1,20) =1.634, p > , N
0.05, ,F1(2,40) = , o ,
97.196, p <0.01;F2(1,20) =45.034,p <0.000, ,
F1

(2,40) =0.711,p >0.05; F2(2,20) =2.293, p >
0.05,

Ay

, p<0.01;
,p <0.01,
,p>0.05,

JF1(1,40) =4.409, p <0.05; F2(1,20) =
5.251, p <0.05,

o o

Debra

Cook ,

Debra L. Long Jennifer L. Chong

4.1
4.1.1 ,
30, 15 ,

0.839, p <0.01,
4.1.2 ,
4.1.3 2( ) x3
( ) x2( ) ,
4.1.4 ,

28 .
4.2

3

3 2(
) x3( ) x2( ) MANOVA

JF1(1,28) =33.155, p <0.000; F2(1,20) =
5.105, p <0.05; ,F1(2,28) =
9.538,p <0.000; F2(2,20) =32.876, p <0.001,

F1(1,28) =7.366, p <0.05;F2(1,20) =3.234, p
=0. 087,
,F1(2,28) =0.524, p >

’



156

37

0.05;F2(2,20) =4.947,p <0.05,
JF1(1,28) =39.908, p <

0.000; F2(1,20) =5.721, p <0.05;
JF1(2,28) =2.36, p >

’

0.05;F2(2,20) =0.545, p >0.05. .

,F1(2,28) =1.20, p<0.05; F2
(2,20) =3.566, p>0.05,

3 . (ms) (%)
1 2 2 1 2
2202 2.5 1959 2.4 2857 2.0 2464 2.6 2231 2.2 1938 2.3
2121 3.7 3356 4.0 2847 3.6 3264 3.9 2260 4.0 2938 3.8
b l’ 5
,F1(1,88) =0.021,p >0.05; F2(1,64)
=1.041, p>0.05; 2, ,
JF1(1,88) =55.074, p <0.000; F2(1,64) = ,
5.132, p<0.05; o ,
1 2 ool
JF1(1,88) =4.270,p <0.05; F2(1,64) =
5.687, p <0.05, 1 ,
2 ; o , Debra
, 1 2 JF1 B
(1,88) =32.40,p <0.000; F2(1,64) =4.130, p<
0.05, 2 1 ,
’ [10,11]
F2(2,20) =0.832,p >0.05; ,
,F2(2,20) He
=3.088, p <0.05;
( 1 2) ’ By
MANOVA
LF1(1,28) =59.408, p <0.000;F2(1,20) = ( ),

104. 151, p <0. 000,

o] b

[11]

[14,15]



157

Cain

(1)

(2)

Oakhill

Cook
Debra

[16]
’

( sentence-level ) ,

( discourse-level ) o

b

10

11

12

13

Graesser A, Singer M, Trabasso T. Constructing inferences during
narrative text comprehension. Psychological Review, 1994, 101
371 ~395
Albrecht J, Myers J. Role of context in accessing distant information
during reading. Journal of Experimental psychology: Learning,
Memory, and Cognition, 1995, 21 1459 ~ 1468
Albrecht J, Myers J. Accessing distant text information during read-
ing: Effects of contextual cues. Discourse Process, 1998, 26 87 ~
107
Cook A, Halleran J, OBrien E. What is readily available during
reading? A memory-based view of text processing. Discourse
Process, 1998, 26 109 ~ 129
Debra L, Jennifer L. Comprehension skill and global coherence: A
paradoxical picture of poor comprehenders” abilities. Journal of Ex-
perimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 2001,
27. 1424 ~ 1429
Graham A, Oakill J, Johnson-laird P. Referential continuity and the
coherence. Discourse Process, 1982, 26 109 ~ 129
Long D, Oppy B, Seely M. Individual differences in the time course
of inferential processing. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 1994, 20. 1456 ~ 1470
Long D, Oppy B, Seely M. Individual differences in readers sen-
tence-and text-level representations. Journal of Memory and Lan-
guage, 1997, 36 129 ~ 145
Greene S, Mckoon G, Ratchiff R. Pronoun resolution and discourse
models. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Leaning, Memory,
and Cognition, 199218 266 ~283
Mckoon G, Rateliff R. Memory-based language processing: Psycho-
linguistic research in the 1990s. Annual Review of Psychology,
1998, 49 25 ~42.
OBrien E J, Albrecht J E, Rizzella M L, Halleran ] G. Updating a
Situation Model; A Memory-Based Text Processing View. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition,
1998, 24 1200 ~ 1210.
Singer M, Graesser A C, Trabasso T. Minimal or global inference
during reading. Journal of Memory and Language, 1994, 33 421 ~
441.
Mckoon G, Ratcliff R. Inference during reading. Psychological Re-
view, 1992, 99 440 ~466.
Wang S, Mo L, Xiao X. The influence of features of antecedent in-
formation on its access during discourse comprehension. Acta Psy-
chologica Sinica, 2001, 33(6) : 509 ~517
( , ,

,2001,33(6) : 509 ~517)
Wang Suiping, Mo Lei. Accessing of background information in dis-

course comprehension. Acta Psychologica Sinica, 2001, 4. 312



158 37

~319 16  Cain K, Oakhill J. Comprehension skill and inference-making abili-
( s . . ) ty: Issues of causality. In: Hulme C, Joshi R M (eds). Reading
2001,33(4): 312 ~319) and spelling. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1998. 329 ~342

THE ACTIVATION AND INTEGRATION OF TEXT INFORMATION:
COMPARISON BETWEEN GOOD AND POOR READERS

He Xianyou' Lin Rituan’ Mo Lei '
(' Department of Psychology, South China Normal University, Guangzhou 510631, China)
(* Department of Education of Guangdong Province, Guangzhou 510080, China)

Abstract

The activation and integration models of text information in reading were explored for good and poor readers in the
study. Three experiments were conducted. Inconsistent paradigm was used in Experiment 1 to examine whether good and
poor readers could maintain global and local coherence. The results showed that poor readers couldnt maintain global co-
herence. Probe-verification paradigm was used in Experiment 2 to investigate the reason why poor readers could not main-
tain global coherence. The probe sentences were either located after the protagonists characteristics description, or after
filler passage, or after target action. By comparing the reaction time to probe sentences in the three locations, it could be
concluded that whether it was because of activation or integration. The results indicated that, just like good readers, poor
readers could activate the information in long-term memory. It implied that the reason why poor readers could not maintain
global coherence was not that they could not activate previous information, but might be that they had difficulty in integra-
ting the information. Experiment 3 further confirmed that the reason was that poor readers had difficulty in integrating the
activated information with new information.

Key words global coherence, local coherence, activation, integration, poor readers.



