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The Effects of the Factors of Circumstrances and Tasks on the Choice

Of Reference Frame in Spatial Cognition

Zhang Jijia' Liu Lihong” Shi Yancai'
1. Department of Psychology South China Normal University Guangzhou 510631

2. Department of Psychology Polotics and Public Managerial College Guangdong University of Foreign Studies Guangzhou 510420

Abstract The study explores the effects of the factors of circumstances and tasks on the choice of reference frame by motion — maze and lan-

guage description tasks. The results show that whether the goal object and the circumstances can be seen as a whole or not determined subjects

choice of reference frame in spatial tasks. The open space or the goal object and circumstances can be seen as a whole contribute to subjects’

choosing the absolute reference frame. Spatial language habits have effects on non — linguistic spatial cognition but the effect is decided by the

relationship between circumstances and tasks.
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