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Abstract

Contrastive focus is an important branch in the study of focus problems. The focus marker is the
main way to cause contrastive focus. This paper focuses on the impact of the contrastive focus
marker “only” in reading in recent years, including its role in language comprehension and its ef-
fect on alternatives. Research has shown that the presence of markers can facilitate language
comprehension and create processing difficulties when contextual conflict is induced. Moreover,
markers lead to greater competition effects and memory representations for alternatives.
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1. 5|8

EEEHFERAEEE. EHFEEE D, FEEW AR T WiGE G S AR e s
BRAR o O T AEIRATAR B 38 15 B R AR AL A, A4 T R A B A sk ) ) E bR S B AT R
£5 i (focus) it 2 FATE F M — MG 5 T B Ly BT 2,  “SRIA/AZER TR, A5
UM ORUOE NESRIARE R, RRAITGENES, BREZIMNEEMET RELR. —HeRY, £
RS B IE BT EAR RO N A, FTLARIHE B, A RIS T A B ? I SE 7 hiF. M1k
FEE R, BN E) T ), AT LU E S B (Guenther, Maienborn, & Schopp, 1999), tbin, “4KH
A/NHTERL TN XA T, SR K T EE /N RIEE B LA R 2, IR 1A SR T <
B o ISR R RIEXT S B, B4 SO RIS R — AR 1), A9 BT A 45 B80T LABCN £E s
WIE N AT LAY N RS KGR TR, IR “SR” ERNTHES, K “SR” FHAR

BN IEFE S, a2 T be i) B AERT 5 S rh B al e sm i, BERAT S, “H
B M WL AR SAR IR, FERE AR ONHE B ERAE I R AR R, W ] CRAE T W
ArE . HIS Aok — B O LA i, IR R 7GR, b e e, e P,
o T SR 238 B3 55 20(visual world eye-tracking)%s. A A FE I FAEIA, HRZ), ERP &. AN
HBAEXS PR mbRidin] “ R (BUR SRR AR ie 1) 7R 1 4 SR AN [F] i 50 A oGHE & B IAE A B

2. MHEERREXES

Kb b AR p A AN BRI T b, B AT HEA M (exclusive) AT 55 /L 1 (exhaustiveness) (van der Wal, 2011).
Hef v B HERR 7 AR RV LR, 55 /R R BRI Rl 58 7, AN A AT R ARG B e
RAARP A, OFERMHSERERG, vz T E)LERRE? ), Eabodid, Jf, &2,
#, M, R, AL HEE), BB, SURTE, TRILSE. EXE RRId I, AR T H AR AR
W, “HET BT R R (Hsu, 2019).

#HIEX G5 B G E— S F R, (HEDA —MRHEA —#F(Rooth, 1992). Wnfi ) “ Uit b4k
TARAG T, NHEXRKRAAERT B, CREG7 X FRT #17 Chsid, PR Z2HRNR,
T REIEXRNR. HEEERY, HERFRRTRZE, TR TR JEH, mEEAR, SRR
T/NHEXG T, “RATRA” ie2/MEREx g 1, MHRT.

3. HRCIAERESERPHNER
3.1. #riciafRit TS IR

PRIC DK B bRt kTR, ShRER, M oie B 2 B B I (Birch & Rayner, 2010; Chen, Li, &
Yang, 2012; Chen & Yang, 2015; Wang, Hagoort, & Yang, 2009). X —4H§ s 158F 57 3 &k I HAE i A g
#1ER . Chen, Tang, Lv, Paterson, and Chen (2021)%f#t4% B ¥ (social identities)i 1732 H R A 78 £ A
FRME Z B BAR A . g i S B “NK7 , (BAEFERFYL R ZRhES < EE
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ACRREE Y, SERRACE UL AN CONEET ), SRATARICE R SR AR, R AR E
LICFE W, FJa RAEMEES LTI (B - AR, “HMENVNL—BERRIL, fja RAHRES

. SRR M TARERURE, BRI T B bRiA R AT AR, AR
TR AR XK, ERKET, AT AR R, X R AR TEE, £

% T “only” BN T K H 5 1ESEIAH BAEH o 7E %132 5) F “ the curator embarrassed the gallery owner in public,
not the artist” I, & EEILEE L “only” , [T LLAETE “not the artist” ELi% A “only” B . “only”
AL B A BN SCER e M B 1 X, Ain A A 2 AR X TR A AR .

A BB FE I 5 F AR e 17 R 7RI BB, MR A6 B2 RN (Liversedge, Paterson, & Clayes, 2002;
Ni, 1996). AW ERE only FlIEE MBS OC R M A)E T 520, & B only + which E only + who
R RZMNAEF, INTER S 8 only FI5E MG ST O AR /1, 232 8 O R AN T
(Filik, Paterson, & Liversedge, 2005),

3.2. #RICIAIE R 1RSSRt A i T

K. Paterson %5 A\(2007)% H R 30 [ 35 BRARAT 5 W 7S R B, A S B 51 X bL 5B B R B 980, i “ At
dinner, Jane passed only the salt to her mother but not her father” 7, [EA¥f “the salt” F1 “her father” %} Lt
TEESE G 2, A5 5T EL( “her mother” 1 “her father” ), X 5]~ [ 2F — 3 [5&] 152 B[] 1 5]
LI TR, I S A . FR i i A B S e 7R 4 B FEAR R I £E SR . Paterson TA X AR T
only 7 & 1) — 14 2B (congruency effects), EI*4 only FHAR IR G2 ()45 G A & — B0 R, L
WNAE. HS3—. —F only B, #IRIMIZRL, SE86 =" only, ARAIIZBN . Kt 2 H only 5]k
BIZRAN. . WSS SRR, LA T TIEFEH, “only” HIAFAEA 338 By = o e B AR AR Al o L
U BT LG 5 B O, 2= AR IR A .

A BT R A B AT RE VAT AR B LU AR SRR IC R N, SIS — S KL, A “only” B,
XTANTT e A E bR DX BRI TR R B 2 INF ), A FS DX [ 420 8 A B TR R B s b 1) BB G . SEER
TIHERR T VLR B R RE AR 51 R A 48 5 22 R (Filik, Paterson, & Liversedge, 2009). b Ui, AT L
MEFE R HIR) T, Anicia RAETE A4S R e B 584 . [AIAEAY, Chen, Paterson, Li, Li, and Yang (2019)
K B S BT, IR R BB R “ P DL RiARiciE] R RaE SRk, g AN NI RE R
€7 —Ril, BrPAS R RGN i SR (A2 - SR, SR, 12w Ry iE, &t
N5 T P 51 8 3 1 P s 973 v o T = 9= 3 G VI Rl M S5 B |2 S S S S R b SR PS B S 31 )

A CPTLL” e REEXS A RN, B SRR AR, A “BTRLY JRRA REE R XEWR
0 T R B SR ) 3 [ LR B B SR 2 R ) TS, TN, X AT RE B AE S A T L
BEIESGIRE . XMIERT, SAGEHHES. XMAES, FEZRZM TIBE X EWMEHEXR, X
EEE A BT IR, AH BRSO IR A R AR X MR A B, R TR RS . H
TEERIRZ, X RIEAR S KA, & BT CRAE 7 EbRidE MR R EE T FRER, X
PP RAFAAAAE 1o L, 7ES250 =, WG “Prbl” g “PRm” , MfE2EG8, HI T
BTN, BT A R B D SR [ AN AN LR T /D IR H, XA EEYTER AR FIER
KNI FE M “however” FIbRICIA “it-clefts” F& [R5 H A Z fIsema, R IUEEPTIE R 244 T It
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BA RN HARIAICAZ IR RE, (AR RUR A N AR IC 12 AR R /E F (Norberg & Fraundorf, 2021). [H 1,
TN B 222 5 T e 2 ) A8 U N ) 7 A ], A AR AN [ SIEBRBIF A A B S R 280

IFH, BEER AT A DL R AR A B AR RN, B R AN Y, A ] R 1 £ AT RE SR
P600, BFIAIT 14 350~1300 ms, 545 mi 2540 T4 5%(Stolterfoht, Friederici, Alter, & Steube, 2007), &4
5T N AT [E] & FTE 600~800 ms, 5 75 R R)E T A )(Drenhaus, Zimmermann, & Vasishth, 2011).P600
T HBUTEAVEIE T B SOET I 2 vk, SRR AR B2 T bt m] B0 S 2115 358 h € 5| JE2 1 on T R 3 o

A, BEONE SO T A SR L K, (H A A] e 2 B 5t B AR{E B IICIZRAE, KL
AT AT T 2 A B YR 2500 T (Price & Sanford, 2012). HAERT AL R, TATTLAKEGAN, £
XPTE AT IR N, A @ B0 A I, AR R I e I T T, gl 0 B R IR AR R 2
R BT EATHE 2 0B GRS THE S, SRS TR R % .

33. FEFUMELIERARNER

I ESCRATRTELUR I, ARad e AN A BB 78 on] BRAR AN R BOVE L (EARIC 1 AN R AE T A B AT
A2 N L . Kim, Gunlogson, Tanenhaus, and Runner (2015)>% F W 3 tH 7 IR 2l 18 &7 ¥ 20 (visual world
eye-tracking), KILEMF5¢ “Neil has some pears and some oranges. Jane only has some*+*++* 7 Ja, AEN
KRB R (— KR, “apple” , —3k K ZAHMBL “axes” , BHIKAOER)H, X “apple” &FH HE L HIE
Mo R, Bl T2 M 5 RCR BN RERA L HED . only HIFFIES 5 IFRA REIELES R,

A0 SRAR VLR ) B AR A i W (1 S, ol I AR LA ) 5 2l e 4w AR R, B4
XAFOL T R 2RI A R AR

4. FRICIFXS E DRI RN
4.1. FRIIAEFEN R E EARRNTE RN FH MIBHICIZRIE

FrRicial B 7 2% BARAT Rr= AR R, W&k R LR . Gotzner, Wartenburger, and Spalek
(2016 KR HFMNES, LWHRNT5E— B &, 40 “In the fruit bowl, there are peaches, cherries, and bananas. 1
bet Carsten ate cherries and bananas. No, he only ate peaches” , Il — MR & 75 76X 15 A H Bk o %300
1 REREM: RPN SR IGT RN LR (AN cherries), AR it B RS %t B iR] (U0 melons) FiE X6
AR (W clubs), 5 RIS T A4 S IR ST ELn], £ “only” FRICHIZRAE T, Bial i IE 645 4o by
T R S bRic IS E e JF H, a0 AR B8 et i 35 %of B 1] (14 TE A 36 48 B () 2K T A AH 5% 1]
TR BB S LLar iy, WF 9038 1 F 12 5 B ki (peaches) J& T [8) — 18 SCRBIIAE « AEE R IE 5258 2
HERR 1 B AL RS B BT B F AR SR X — R Re k. T Ui B AR 2 1 T B ke B 1] 3 R
F2& T 17 R 015 SCM 28 WOE 38 X T T2 SR U0, B ISR R AR R 1 S R B B AT T

ZMT, SXEIENRE TG, LN TICZRIE. FFEETRENAE SN RGNS R T
7% 5 #ic4E(Sturt, Sanford, Stewart, & Dawydiak, 2004). #TH-3K, Gotzner and Spalek (2019)1# FAH 7] #5K

4.2. FRICIAFEIE—RKXREE R
FTUVE Y, Sl SRR R EAT € BREG, EAEAR T R-1E S, BEAERMIEST
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H—E R W4, FRiciaxit &kt REsme 52 i T8 a8 ? Gotzner and Spalek (2016)Hf 51k
B, A ARG TR S I AR R B B SRR R, (B — OGRS R, HERR VB USR5
b E 7 PR R 2R &Ik R (S5 B AR A8 T F 38 SRR AR A ik R BRE (S5 B AR AR T AE
HARENR B, HAVETR—1E ). BAREER, B4 5 T A ER00 A PR A . S5 50k
B, Tobmicialiy, A WTRERR AR AR I ), (BRI, XA R T I TR BE G . B S A

BRI AR UL, BRI X 6 0 R A AR T SR )
4.3. FRCARNERR S E R RHIXTELER

FRICIR AL BAN R, SR A GAREAN R, B AR R AR OANE] . 40 Liu (2016)IN K, HSCH)
“EL” HHOCHE “only” AERARL, 0 “IRZER 4 UEIE” A “Only John can speak French” s&—ME
B B “Aat &7k 1 “John only can speak French” f&— . AT 1A, K “AiEg”
5 CHANT TR, EHIPAE)FH, R EIE” 5 CHAES” TR MR UL, fEARAL
BIEFE AR, HESEARERE S PN LS. BRSO Paterson S5 A
(2007) I 5%, 4114] “ At dinner, Jane passed only the salt to her mother but not her father” , 1 At dinner, Jane
passed the salt only to her mother but not her father” [FJ#F 2 KN £E s (AL B AN ], 314575 A 1 0] LE AN ]
R —FJ%) “salt” HEAT 7 5RE, HXTLLEERNZEZ “HAMPE” o 5F—ANEX “her mother” #&if, XLt
%4 “her father” , XG5 NEHAF. XWMEY], FHICHZIESMIZ7 RS AEAR, 250N
PN A o
5. INGE

AR ARG “ RA 7 B S PR BILRAWRIE, WIEE ), BEEEKRr
fiE, R RS RES, e MestE 5 B, ] IR D9 A b RIEST T T8 5 L, 57
PR 5 AN B 22 0 BEGE YRR S 9 ) O BERAE . ARICTAIBR 1S AR i B, R adeox G A4
S o ARAC TR A A X G AR TE AR RN, AT DU L N 5RO BEERAE T HLIX A ORI AN T X

IEEP
ELmAB

WA 224 2 R8I [ 18NDIC038Z] .
SE3Hk
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