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Animacy Modulates Demonstrative-classifier Positioning in Chinese Relative Clauses
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Animacy has been shown to affect online sentence comprehension. However existing work rarely investigates how animacy
configuration affects real-time production of complex sentences such as relative clauses ( RCs) in Chinese particularly regarding
the distribution of demonstrative—¢lassifiers ( DCLs) in RCs with animate-inanimate configurations. Using word-based online pro—
duction paradigm the present study examines the positioning of DCL in Chinese RCs with animate-inanimate configuration and
further compares the observed pattern with that of double animate configuration from a previous study. The results showed an
asymmetrical distribution pattern suggesting animacy configuration modulates DCL positioning in RCs.
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