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3. Pe3lome cTaTbM Ha A3bIKe OPUTHHAJA.

In four experiments using an artificial grammar (AG) learning procedure, the authors examined the
links between the ‘“classic” mere exposure effect [heightened affect for previously encountered
stimulus items (Bornstein, 1989; Zajonc, 1968)] and the “structural” mere exposure effect [greater
hedonic appreciation for novel stimuli that conform to an implicitly acquired underlying rule system (
Gordon & Holyoak, 1983)]. After learning, participants: (a) classified stimuli according to whether
they conformed to the principles of the grammar and, (b) rated them in terms of how much they liked
them. In some experiments unusual and unfamiliar symbols were used to instantiate the AG, in others
highly familiar characters were used. In all cases participants showed standard AG learning. However,
whether the two exposure effects emerged was dependent on symbol familiarity. Symbols with high a
priori familiarity produced a structural mere exposure effect. Moderately familiar symbols produced
only the classic, but not the structural, mere exposure effect. Highly unfamiliar symbols produced
neither exposure effect. Results are discussed in the context of implicit learning theory and
implications for a general theory of aesthetics are presented.

4. Ha3BaHHe CTAaThbH HA PYCCKOM SI3bIKE:
VIMIUIMIUTHBIE TPEANOYTEHUS: POJb PACHPOCTPAHEHHOCTH (CTHUMYJIOB) B CTPYKTYpe MPOCTOTO
AKCTIO3UITHOHHOTO d(deKTa.

5. Pe3oMe cTtaTbu Ha pycCcKOM si3bIKe (TOYHBIN nepesos 1.3).

B ueTplpex sKcrepuMeHTaxX C HCHOJB30BAHMEM METO/a HAyYCHHS «HCKYCCTBEHHAs IpaMMaTHKa»
aBTOPBI HCCIICAYIOT CBSI3b MEXIY «KJIACCHYECKHM)» IMPOCTBIM HKCHO3MLIMOHHBIM 3(dexTom (0coObIi
abdext Ha paHee mpeabsBICHHBIC CTHUMyIbHbIe Tembl (Bornstein, 1989; Zajonc, 1968)) wu
«CTPYKTYpaJbHBIM» TPOCTBIM 3KCIO3ULMOHHBIM 3(dekToM (0osiee ICTETU3UPOBAHHOE BOCHPUSATHE
TEKCTOBBIX CTHUMYJIOB, KOTOpPOE€ IMOMYUHSCTCS HMILIMIHUTHONW cucteme mpasuin (Gordon & Holyoak,
1983)). [ociie 00y4eHuUs UCTIBITYEeMBbIE: a) KIaCCUPHUIUPOBATIH CTUMYIIBI COTIIACHO TOMY, HACKOJIBKO OHU
COOTBETCTBYIOT TNPHUHLHUIIAM TPaMMaTHKH; ¥ 0) PaHXHUPOBAIM HMX IO TE€MaM, HACKOJBKO CTHMYJIbI
CHMITaTHYHBL. B HEKOTOPBIX 3KCIIEPUMEHTaX OOBIYHBIC U HEOOBIYHBIC CUMBOJIBI ObLITH MCIIOIB30BAHbI JIJIsI
(GopMUpOBaHUS «HCKYCCTBEHHOM T'paMMAaTHKH», B JPYIMX — BBICOKO YacTOTHBIe characters Obuin
UCTIONBb30BaHbl. Bo BCceX ciydasx HCHBITYEMBIM JIEMOHCTPUPOBAIN CTAaHIAPTHYIO «HCKYCCTBEHHYIO
rpamMMmatiky». OHaKo, TOSBIEHHE OJHOTO W3 BHJOB OSKCIHO3MIMOHHOTO 3(@deKra 3aBHCENO OT
pacrpoCTpaHEHHOCTH CHUMBOJIA. BBICOKO dYacTOTHBIE / paclpoOCTpaHEHHBIE CHMBOJIBI BBI3BIBAIN
CTPYKTYPaJbHBIH HPOCTONH SKCIO3MLIMOHHBIN 3pdext. TeM He MeHee pacnpoCTpaHEHHBIE CHMBOJIBI
NPOM3BOJMIA TOJBKO KIACCHUYECKUH, HO HE CTPYKTYPaJbHBI MPOCTON AKCHO3MLIMOHHBIA 3 deKT.
Bricoko HemomynsipHbIE CHMBOJIBI HE BBI3BIBAJIM HUKAKOTO SKCHO3ZUIIMOHHOTO 3(¢exTa. Pe3ynpraTs
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06cy>1<z[a10Tc;1 B KOHTCKCTC TCOpUH HUMIUIMOUTHOI'O HAYUYCHUA U BBIBOJOB / MMOCJIEACTBUM JIJIs O6I_HCI\/’I
TEOPHUU 3CTCTUKU.

6. OcHOBHasi 4YaCTh: pe(l)epaTHBHblﬁ martepual, MOAroTOBJIE€HHbIH ACIIMPAaHTOM.

Okcnepument Gordon and Holyoak (1983) moka3biBal BO3MOXKHOCTh —(POPMHUPOBAHUS
MIO3UTHBHOTO BOCTIPUSITUSI PaHEE HEUTPATBHBIX CTUMYJIOB.

C nmnomompl0 MeTOoAa HCKYCCTBEHHOW rpammatuku (AG) Obul BBISIBIEH HE TOJBKO MPOCTOM
akcnosuyuonnviii d3hdext, Ho U «cmpykmypanvrviiy dPdEKT (MCIBITyeMble MPEANOYNTAIN TaKHue
CTHUMYJIbI, KOTOPbIE COOTBETCTBOBAIU HCIOJIb30BAHHON CTPYKTYpE UCKYCCTBEHHON T'PaMMAaTHKH).

Knaccuuecknii 3¢ ¢exT, TMOKa3aHHBIA B SKCIIEPUMEHTE C HMCKYCCTBEHHOW I'DaMMAaTHKOM: HCIBITYeMbIe
Oonee YYBCTBUTEIBbHBI K CTUMYJIAaM, KOTOpblE (PM3UYECKU MOXOKH HA paHee IMpelbsBiIsIeMble
(maxe  ecaM UCHBITYEMbBIE CO3HATEJIBHO HE pacHo3HAlT CTUMYNbl). YyBCTBUTENBHOCTH K
(GU3nYEeCKOMY CXOJICTBY CHJIBHEE YYBCTBUTEJIBHOCTH K I'PaMMaTHUYECKOW IMOCJIEA0BATENbHOCTH.

OCHOBHOI TEOpPETHUYECKH BOIPOC  MCCIEAOBAHMA: KaKME  IICUXOJIOTMYECKHME IPOLECChl  JieXkaT B
OCHOBAHUU «Y3HAaBaHUS» CTUMYJIOB (T.€. MPEANOYTEHUU OJHUX CTUMYJIOB IPYTMM M DPa3BUTHH
MIO3UTUBHON OLICHKH paHEe HEUTPAIBbHOIO CTUMYJIA):

1. xak BnuseT Ha GOPMHUPOBAHUE AAHHBIX H(P(PEKTOB Mepa NPUBBIYHOCTH CTHUMYJA (HAIpHMEp, €ci B
KayecTBe CTUMYJIBHOTO MaTepHalla HCIOJIbh30BATh JATUHCKUE OYKBBI, TYpEIIKHE CJIOBa, KUTAHCKHE
UEPOTIUPHI).

He sicHo, Oyzmer nu mepecTaHoBKa OyKB B MaJIOM3BECTHBIX CHMBOJAX BBI3BIBATH CTPYKTYpPAJIbHBIN
spdexT wm (usnyeckue KadecTBa KOHKPETHOTO CTUMYyJa OyAOyT CKOpee KOHKYpHpOBATh C
3¢ (HeKToM mocne0BaTeTbHOCTH.

2. Ilpu kakux yclIOBUSX KIIACCUYECKUI IKCTIO3UIMOHHBIA 3P EKT MOIaBIsSET CTPYKTYPHBbIN 3)dexT?

3. Cy1iecTBYyeT JM CBSI3b MEXAY 3KCHO3UIIMOHHBIM 3(h()EKTOM U OHTOTE€HE30M UYBCTBOM AICTETHKH?

CepI/IH 9KCIICPUMCHTOB HaIIpaBJICHA Ha UCCJICIOBAHUC TOT'O:

1) xakyio poib «pacTIpOCTPaHEHHOCTb»  CTUMYJIBHOTO MaTepuaia urpaer B (HOpMHpOBAHUU
UMIUTMIUTHOTO CTPYKTYPHOTO MPOCTOTrO 3P PeKTa W UMIUTMIUTHOTO SKCIO3UIIMOHHOTO () deKTa;

2) uro 3Ha4at 00a 3pQexTa AT TEOPUHU ICTETUKH.

DkcrniepuMeHT sBsiercss Mmonudukanuei sxcriepumenta  Gordon&Holyoak (1983), Manza&Bornstein
(1985).

bbimn n3mMeHeHsI 2 KOMIIOHEHTA npoucaypsl Il UCCIICAOBAHUA noL[p06Hee ABYX BOIIPOCOB:

a) OyZeT JM COXpaHATbCA CTPYKTYPHBIM 3 QeKT, ecii HEeOObIUHBIH, HEPaCIpOCTPAaHEHHBIE CTUMYJIbI
(ucnonb3oBanHble B UI') OynyT 3akoaMpoBaHbl WM HPOU3HECEHBI?

06) Byayr nu TecToBBle CTUMYJBI, (PU3MUYECKH WACHTHUYHBIE IIETIOYKE, BCTPEYAIOLICHCS B  IMpolecce
oOyuaromedt  assl, TPAHCIMPOBATh OTIUYHYIO OT HOBOH, CTPYKTYPHO CBSI3aHHYIO
II0CJIE10BATEIbHOCTD?



2.1.1. UcnbiTyemble

30 crynenroB Brooklyn College ydacTBOBamM B 3KCIIEPHUMEHTE 3a 3K3aMeH, ObUTH C(HOPMHUPOBAHbBI
rpynmnsl oT 8 10 12 yenosex.

2.1.2. CtumynpHBIN MaTepua

Crumyinbl ObUTH CKOHCTPYMPOBaHBI ¢ ucnoib3oBanueM AG u3 Fig.1.

AG renepupyet 43 rpaMMaTHYECKUX IOCIIENOBATEIbHOCTH, ITUHHONK OT 3 110 8.
Bcero 36 13 HUX UCIIONB30BAaHBI B TECTOBOM (paze:

12 u3 HUX, paHee WUCIOJB30BaHHBIX B 00yueHuy, - OldG.

12, HE UCTIONIB30BaHHBIX B 00yueHuu, - NewG

12 — NonG (nongrammatical strings) — HapymamT HCHONB3YEMYIO0 TPAMMAaTHKy H3-3a HaJH4Hs
OTZIEJIbHOM U3MEHEHHOW YEPTBHI.

Tpu Apyrux sKCHEpUMEHTa MOBTOPSUIM CTPYKTYypy OKcmepuMeHTa | mo oOmiedt  CTpykType, HO
UCIBITYEMBIM NPEIbSIBISUI APYrOil CTUMYJIBHBI MaTepHal:

-2 — nmatunauna (S, T, P, V, X)
- 3 - KHTalcKue uepormgsl

- 4 — keyboard simbols (*, #, $, %, @)
HUccaenosanus 2, 3, 4

Pesynbratel o sxkcniepumentaM 2, 3, 4 npeacraBiieHbl B Tabauuax 3,4 15 cOOTBETCTBEHHO.
HcnsiTyemsle: 29, 25 u 34 4enoBeK COOTBETCTBEHHO.

[Ipouenypa Bo Bcex SKCIEPUMEHTAaX ObLIa AHAJIOTMYHO, KPOME SKCIEPUMEHTa 3, T MCIBITYeMbIX
MIPOCUJIM PUCOBATh UEPOrU(BI 110 NaMsITH B IIpoliecce o0yJaromiei cepum.
HUccnenoBanusn 2, 3, 4

Bo Bcex uccnenoBanusx Obur mokaszas g ekt IL.

Onnako Tombko B akcnepumeHte 4 (keyboard simbols) Obpu1  momydeH »ddext npenmoyTeHuUs
IrpaMMAaTUYCCKHU MPABUIBHBIX CTUMYJIOB.

OO6cyx1eHHE U BBIBOJBI:
1. Knaccuueckuii 3¢ (eKT IKCIO3UIIMOHHON MOCIIEI0BATEILHOCTH OBLT MOJIYYeH Ha MaTepuaie Jr00i
CTUMYJISIITIH

2. CtpykTypaiibHbli 3(pPeKT ObLT OTyUeH TOJIBKO Ha MaTepHalie XOPOIIO 3HAKOMON CTUMYJISIIIUA

3. MoxHo npenmnosaraTh, YTO aHAJIOTMYHBIN ITPOLIECC JIEKUT B OCHOBAHUM BOCIIPUATHS HOBBIX TEHIECHIUI
B UCKYCCTBE



7. TlpunokeHue: Bce WLIIOCTPALMHU M TAOJHMIBI CTATHH HA A3bIKE OPUTHHAJIA C COXPAHEHHEM
UX HyMepauuH.

B Japanese Kana characters: 7 ¥ N t t

English: LetterSett: T P S8 V X
LetterSet2: € L H M J

Chinese characters: ‘t‘ L ﬂ L T‘

Keyboard symbols: % # * & @

Fig. 1. The artificial grammar used in these experiments. Grammatical strings are generated by entering
the diagram on the left and following the sequentially indicated transition arrows, until exiting at the right.
This grammar can be instantiated using an infinite array of stimulus elements. (A) Artificial grammar. (B)
Grammatic strings.

Table 1

Normative liking ratings (6-pt scale) from control subjects who had no prior learning experience
Symbols used Mean on ‘G’ [tems Mean on ‘NG’ items Overall mean
Letter set 3.37 3.33 3.35
Japanese Kana symbols 3.38 3.33 3.36
Chinese ideographs 3.14 3.18 3.16

Keyboard symbols 3.48 3.62 3.55




Table 2

Well-formedness and liking judgments with Japanese Kana characters from Experiment 1

Stimulus type Probability of saying ‘Grammatical’ Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical 75 4.28* 1.4
New grammatical .62 3.88° 1.6
Nongrammatical 45 3.42¢ 1.7
Stimulus type Probability of rating =4 Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical 49 3.48° 1.5
New grammatical 59 372" 1.7
Nongrammatical .53 3.592 1.6
Superscripts indicate which stimulus types differ as per Tukey’s HSD at .05 level.
Table 3
Well-formedness and liking judgments with English letters from Experiment 2
Stimulus type Probability of saying ‘Grammatical’ Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical .81 4.85% 1.4
New grammatical .62 4.02° 1.7
Nongrammatical 37 3.09¢ 1.7
Stimulus type Probability of rating >4 Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical .65 4.04° 27
New grammatical .63 3.992 1:5
Nongrammatical 51 3.56° 19
Superscripts indicate which stimulus types differ as per Tukey’s HSD at .05 level.
Table 4
Well-formedness and liking judgments with Chinese characters from Experiment 3
Stimulus type Probability of saying ‘Grammatical’ Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical .62 3:952 1.6
New grammatical .58 3.70° 1.5
Nongrammatical 51 3.53" 1.6
Stimulus type Probability of rating >4 Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical 44 3.32¢ 1.6
New grammatical A4 3.272 1.5
Nongrammatical 49 3.297 1.6
Superscripts indicate which stimulus types differ as per Tukey’s HSD at .05 level.
Table 5
Well-formedness and liking judgments with keyboard symbols from Experiment 4
Stimulus type Probability of saying ‘Grammatical’ Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical 5 4.43* 1.5
New grammatical .59 3.86° 1.6
Nongrammatical .38 3.13¢ 1.6
Stimulus type Probability of rating =4 Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical 1 4.27* 1.6
New grammatical .59 3718 1.6
Nongrammatical .57 3.73° 1.7

Superscripts indicate which stimulus types differ as per Tukey’s HSD at .05 level.



Table 6
Well-formedness and liking judgments using English consonants—replication of Experiment 2

Stimulus type Probability of saying ‘Grammatical’ Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical 72 4.35% 1.7
New grammatical .59 3.95b 1.7
Nongrammatical 37 3.10¢ 1.8
Stimulus type Probability of rating >4 Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical .58 3.89* 1.7
New grammatical .54 3.820 1.6
Nongrammatical 42 3:23" 1.7
Superscripts indicate which stimulus types differ as per Tukey’s HSD at .05 level.
Table 7
Liking ratings by stimulus type for the ad hoc group of non-learners
Stimulus type Mean on 6-pt scale SD
Old grammatical 3.84¢ 1.6
New grammatical 3.48° 1.6
Nongrammatical 3.29° 1.6

Superscripts indicate which stimulus types differ as per Tukey’s HSD at .05 level.
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