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(LTI R0 B BE, RIE 116029)

H OE OELCAANERCZIENLZAENRALZN A, STAGRAT 2E I RLELFEELLZNA
Tk, BFR AN A LN FE T RMGELHELE R, ALARIL AT ENA T 0935 LA
PR AN ZAH AR AT ML, B RBNFERAERXFEEE Y REILGMI; 5 JiE L FkA8E4
o, %95 SUBE AR5 5 5 P200 % hE 3% K A= N400 & @ )y, 35X A m TF R a R £-2 2 4 Ewfe £ R0
R, ARAAREERITAGKEE P LARALE I BEXREXZYEZF, ATAEARE LR —F K
RAE LR ARG AT Ay HLAE oAl AU, FFAN S ILTE AR 09 f L TF e 3535 LB AR 3L B BAY 2 AL 8 AT A

KR EIAE, ELIA, A HRAE, HILRA

HES B4

1 3]

AN ) 5 R, LR, Gns
TR, BEAFP L, BURMAEA S, S5 —
B, PR I — A, gl SR 3 .
FSAE RS, AR o 0 WO BRI FS

A 2 _ P
(semantic associations) (Bentin et al., 1985), #/f5% AL BRIk R, UREINLCRERES
HiN K, AR E X*airiﬁil—‘! 160 F ) ih 156 1] A9 B30 R AR IR RN 22 ) . B U,
B 0 24 45 P B B, DA S ok e I B ORI 9 WL 55 5 o (Lucas,
ji](Baror & Bar, 2016; Otgaar et al., 2017; Zannino 2000)- ﬂﬂ%/\FISE/L;%E’Jﬂ {[ﬁjiﬁﬁﬁgﬂ‘i A
ctal, 2018). W54, WITHE I 2 MAiE e 7 BB ARG, A SRR & 4
A7 LUAEBRSE 3 B ORH [  BEAR  y 2E (free MEBTIIIE T o BRI, AR ) T — R AL
association) (Lothane, 2018; Schachter, 2018), 1% /7 (Bp—A 30 3R), FRAkSE s Tl i, A
WA ARG, T, DSy R By RSERT ZAIAT I ORI R, X

il

T35 OB IR B 77 AE 5 W W 22 7 (Geng et
al., 2007; Shin et al., 2018), A L3l fE X K5k
W Z, MBUMRTE SOCHIR A 224 . 2282,

BE . M. BB, WA RN B

Bk, BRI U A Sk A e R B A — i B EE R ICAZ A Pt in(Coane et al., 2016; Gallo,
A1) (Deese, 1959), 41 2R XA E =+, W 2010),
“Fa - R X ORI BB S EERICIC LA E Y DRM

W R B d BEAR Y8 21 E o il e — A ) 3% 7{(Deese-Roediger-McDermott) (Deese, 1959; Roediger
TR T BE £ M5 B (3E YOG HE TR, 45k B, & McDermott, 1995)52535 ZIEM (Jou et al., 2017;
Jou et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019), XKL LR
JH B AR A A SOBARIR X, B DRM jgat
Wk BB 2020-06-09 PR SCBCAR RN 2 2 Y RE I SEER 4 A
* ILT R BOE T A RBEE S T AE 9 H (L201783637), # I PABrB . ERSEEAEE DRM B,

B HEBA SCHE SR A 3 4 700 H (19YJA190005), E R H Z i DRM 17 3 i 4 18 SUIEAR G 2 937 2R
RRREIE AT 1 H (31971036 B A BRI iRy

W9 THE(243514). it 36 1A%, MR 1640, KN
WIEMEH: K5, E-mail: suixue88@163.com K M (critical lure), TE2<>T B BE, BRI FRHK
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R CEEIHLIAMNG 15 ANa], Bl 5 7E 565 BL,
B E | JoT H (B 2E S BBk
BT E )M OCEETE I, el WX 2T 5 7
FEIMBREGENS, —RINTIEMR, Plxs
RHEVE I A9 £ R U R 5 (Otgaar et al., 2017;
Woods & Dewhurst, 2019; Zhang et al., 2017), Ui
FH T SCEBR AR MR~ A St )V ) 2 3T RN

SR, ARRRF NN, R A BT L
AR SR AR A —E YRR M. B2, 1R
A — AN NE AT A R R AR R B 2 1 L OCEK R,
JRUE R B R HAH X B, (HERESH
SRR I MR —E — 3 WU,
2 A B AR R B v 1 DA — B TR TR B
S RBE N, R, ZAMRERET AH
BRAR T i S IRV SUIBRAEL G R (1) IE A 1 (Hofmann
& Jacobs, 2014), 55—, H fBAEZMEKE T
ERINALS FR Y —FP AT R, EAHEEZRE,
AR AT R R BRI AR &)V A AR 25 TR
HAAT Ry (2= JHOER), JB TR, =, H
FH AR T 9l UAh i A AR, RS SR
ZOAAFEAE A, R, HERA SR
BRI AT i 35 T — A5 B — e 2B A B AR AT

B 5% 3k e R) R, AF T AT AR R R B Rl
LU R A RN 2 A AR U SE R, X R
W L Z )5 SRR DG R 7 ik, BRI
I AH 1 (Hofmann et al., 2018), 3L ¥t (co-occurrence)
AR AR T A R v WA TR [ B B AR TR —
MEBMR S, G, 788 F<rhEZ M5
. AN RE S, dESEE. PESHEY
SRR . X PP IR AR BT 2L [F] B,
— M IEE AR R AR W, A EEN

VAL EUAE R R A X AN Y, RS TR — B ARIE S P
At B AR S . 7 A SR (transitional probability) 2 &1 % 7
AFERIL, — A5 5 — AR 2 [ S B AR e
TSR, — A1) 5 R — A1 3 ] s B4 4 3 — A~ 1]
0= R b 1 B 15 1 2T < i £ 5B 11 <5 v g
TP MES IR AR, il MERE&RLR BfG
B (mutual information) 2 3k T 3 A 5 > B & — A BEHLAE
Ik D 55 A — A BEHLAS BN E R B AR bR . TS IEE Y
HAFBMK, MEZENE A EERER R, B
4 (contextual diversity)Je £ % 3 — 4~ 1a)IC, it 7E 5 —
B BT, S — AN ENC T H B T ROk . LB R
ST P A TRV [ L A M R 1, T A M S
TN TEN B T A B ), R R R R TR

FEEAE, IEER AR 2 AR — E CBE . Hebb
B 25 > BRI N, IS TR A0 % b S BLAE ] — o
Be, P LAIAE 3K AR HLA 1 R A G 2R (Hebb,
1949; Rapp, 2002), — H Bl I 7 15 55 Y 23
AR AT 0 I GE T2 S, X A Rk
i X KB A (Dunning, 1993). HIBCAR B & 18
SCORHRTR T 200, 1 OGR4 5 IS B rp
T W ARy — S, XU AR
R L Z [N AR DG R RO, X Ah oy 0
AR AR TRV N T % 25 5 T e S BB AR 1

S FILHBCAR VL S o — Fhoafh s TRV 2 A1
AR I 7 ik, A SC B 7E ML B A £ X 1
SCHRARWE ST B R BEATZR 38, SR 5 X R R Wi ¢ ik
AT, 4046 A H AR R L I AR T 1 X1
SR, SLAIBAR RS T T OGETE ORI
FTREYE, T MG BRI S R0 A 5 1 SCER AR
XHSUEARIC 2 > 52 M () BT 5T A AR

2 HIMEMFHTEICIEBKBE
R

21 RIDIEXBEXZRNHE

5 B R BAR T R R, AR 1 Sk
RGBT X BARIE R s RN ST
A 1 o 814 76 e JE RSB V), RN A
BIE N p (A), WL B HIRN p (B), ML
VR, NE A FHANL B 3 USRI % P (A) x
P (B), WARsZPr_iENC A FHiENC B B9 L B8 R
ERTF P(A) x P(B), WHEFNL A, B Wil Lk
B¢ i) (Dunning, 1993). P4~ ir) 1L 78 1 B A 3L BE A
B, B SO .

T A e A4 — B AN — e IR A 2
7l (Hofmann & Jacobs, 2014), — [ L3 (first-order
occurrence) & $8 P ™ TR0 2 Hb s BUTE [A]) — A~ i
Birp, HALHU AR W2 K TR AR S 9 e
MEAS ., AP TR — B R, X S TR R
A H P LA SE R (Dunning, 1993), & 1 fr
N, C“BEAE-ER. CBRAE-LT. CBEE-PEE
E B, B HEE AR, it
Pl (second-order occurrence) e+ 1~ 1r) 1L A5 2 it
WWAE AR, BT A (6 0 — B S 36
o RSB B 4200 LR AR C R (Rapp,
2002), WA 1 HAYCBE AP L BLAEAR DL
wE, AR BRI (ERE . TR W
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FPUAC: BBe. FAR, WAL BIT%

<

<

IS

------ Bl @ 4F TR

AL IRITE) TNCZ R IR —Br bl . By
e, sE Az, neBE AR R — Bk
PRI SR B BN, AT A SOk
R R A TR LA C R

5T TR0 5 2 AR 8 R TR —
B IE AT B AL B, — B LR B S I A
R THRNC 2 [8] {4 41 & 5 & (syntagmatic relation) I
A I A& (paradigmatic relation), & 3 RIRIFTAY
S ELA SO AR OC FR B R AR B P &% R B H
ﬂaﬁﬁAﬁﬁﬁﬂ% BLATE B AEOC R 1)

ZE AN RS PR, AR —EE TR
E*ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%(Blemann & Riedl, 2013; Namaziandost et
al., 2018).

B, R EE TSR il sk g S Rl
B R AT, AR T NS AT o R
B, LEEET R A AR ST 13 IR AH TR 4 i,
b fe T H IR T BB AR . Z R
MBS SR AL TR LA, RERS S B BT
ARG G, B BERTE SUBRAESON (917 R
HA R 2L
2.2 RNCIE BRI H RIS R

T R SCER AR RN TR 1 5 TR OA Y R
W E B T AR 2 H B 7 (Associative Read-Out
Model, AROM) (Hofmann & Jacobs, 2014; Hofmann
et al., 2011). AROM J&55 — i 1 SUZ Y52
B 0% #E B (interactive activation model, 1AM)
(McClelland & Rumelhart, 1981), AROM 2 4 1~
KA K, BARA = A K F X R 38 B 35 3 A A
(TAM) FEFAE K . ZERE KR K . AROM
Ny, G IR R R — A L] Y R, o e F
MORNC AR SRAT B T W AR B RS S, 8]
T FREA A B LT AR, TERFIEAKE b,
24 BE AN SR [ AN R A ARG I B R, S 1) 2%

Al DG 38 245 B X — FRAE 1) 2R 0T, IRl
il 4% 26 AL X — R IE ) F R IT . FEFEREK

LI WA W PE WW B (B
B L 2 o 37 SCIBAR X 2 CHOR R 8 T 36 L 7

(L 2.3 1))

-, AL TR R AR AL A RO I
0 A A2 0% B A B, [ B 2 Ay £ % ) 3]
KV ERFRETEXAOLE FAS IR R, 1
BRI KT b, RO 0 B — 7 TR R T R
i) 2EL R S K ST I A A < B BT
W, 307 0 SORFSUTE 9 2% A A% 3% 45 1 SOKFp
5 1% TR BT X T LHTT . 7E AROM i LK
F b, — B HAR R SCRITHOEE, Bt IR
@%Zm%m%ﬁﬁxﬁm -4 HA JE S 1k
W SCHRITHYMOG o AR SCER T AR OGS
m%%hﬂmﬁ? EIUBR AT CIRBEOC R, £
HE R SCBCAE DG R M 4208 UIREC R, BN
B NBBARICL R G T I FRAE 2544 (Hebb, 1949).
IR, X SR A TR SCE T 2 R
HAniE LRI, BEE LT A, &
X B AR 05 SCHIT (9 80 7K OF B & (Siew &
Vitevitch, 2016). Ik, 7K ERFE FICHI
e FECE A ol A 5 . AROM M SCER
JC 2 [A) IR AR (4 HOPL R 7 B2, RE A Al BRI X
AR RN IR 5 22 ST i hn Lol A2

7355, AROM s L=, 9JE T 1AM
Nﬁﬁﬂ%MIﬁﬁ%%ﬁOMM4ﬂ£1%ﬁ
AR E] ) = A KE, SRR E K L
KE R K . TAM 4“ﬁﬂﬂiﬂ1%ﬂé@ﬁﬂ]ifi$%%%
30 o PR AR ) P HCTE AN ) )2 20 2 ) 0 £ 2o R
SEE . BT IAM, JRENEE R TR 2K
B, X BRI SRR 1AMs, 41 DROM (Dual
Read-Out Model) (Grainger & Jacobs, 1994), MROM
(Multiple Read-Out Model) (Grainger & Jacobs,
1996), DRC (Dual-Route Cascaded Model) (Coltheart
et al., 2001), CDP++ (Connectionist Dual-Process
Model) (Perry et al., 2007, 2010)%5 . 4R, IAMs Z.
BT IAHEAS By i SCPE T, LA R B AN m)IE ik A i
SCORHRTR], 33X S SCOCHE IR 23 % i iy iR 5 5
SRR, I, AROM 7E TAM JEfili [, 38



CAAR G

AR A NI U A T T SCOBRAE AL K Hph 22 LR 115

TGS 2, F IR T RNC A B VR L
WHCZ M A AR DG R, RETE 47 i B eI 5
MM TS
2.3 RICHEIAERITE RIS EE

LI A A TR IR, fEA
FES AR T, BT I PR, WEE AR,
PR A B 2 B4k, 3K L8 T B R (Leipzig
Corpora Collection)$ 44 1 Jk T FL BT R 1935 SCHK
A6 2 193RI {5 B (Goldhahn, 2012), &R E ]
DL 3% 76 25 177 7] (http://corpora.uni-Leipzig.de), &
15 250 ZFEF pyiR s & IR Mg E B .
B PR L — B[R] P 36 P 13 Pl L T
AeRA BRI, JEXRE DI #T ST, S
THE BT, T RA, BEASiEE
SR FLEIRICAE B, I SRR R I W 45 ]
WAL BE %

DURTNCAE IR RFE, 2ET 2007~
2009 4FR I kAT 0T N SRR AT SR . B
PALHGZY 1900 Z T3 AN, 5.7 (LA 3L
TR AR 78R T #h g, WLIRIG R T —
FE B AR AR RNCIE RS R MR THE B . 1,
W AT DL B E S A TR 2 AR, R
10 TANEA), 29 24 JiANANE, B 4L T & ANl AE
10 J3AEA] TR s . IR 22 e Bk gL R
Z I EEF XK L M SR B, T
5T 35 G il S 9 A1 L
24 E-THIUNRATE BRI BT A FEH R

IF 5% 35 I LIS Bl X R AR O] ) T A 55 % i
SCBEAE AR FHEAT T BFST (Roelke et al., 2018). fib
I LB iR BHE e 11 300 A8, 4wl T
100 AHETE], B T A8 B - B AR iR i %R Ry ST
prek, Forpedal i ARl -JE 4% 100 XF, i
iR SR M BRI R 4 F, HESE X
BRAHOC R, (4518 LG R, MR B B
(B Y o SR AE G R AEC R, P P i
SCBAHSC R M E TR T . EEE IR R
B R IR (X BRI, A% RO R B
WA RN A 1 — B LRl i B ok . 45
REB, JAShiaS B bR R 67 7E B A (B s
SCHRAHOC R, ST C R L, 00 Sy i 5
B, ERRREE S, KRR T NS W AR R TR
SCHRAE AR

A W55 # (Hofmann et al., 2011)F] ] DRM &

AR T 1 SCHCAR ) 3= 5 R B R N 5 A
B o MK EL B TR E PR L 160 AN FE1T 4 17
YER SRR AL . TR AR S HA 159 AN RRETE
SRR RNEE, NIRRT 8 A4, WHRZIEN
L8 LA /0T 8 A, MIBRIZTR /0 iE
AT, X 160 AMial, ZiE SCBAR IR R 8
AR 45 80 A, A BB L B B B B3 Al il 4% 40
Ao BB BTN R IH AR (80 AN), & By
B B RN N TR (80 ). WFSEEEL, it
RS S IE R, Wit £ 08 SO AR RSO TH 3
BN R B 3 R TR BRG] TR
(2011) Ik h, HEEENC (R F) M2, S #E
AROM & L2 e 38 B (I . fr
4F), XL X OOC R & F BUX I W — 25 BT
IF HLIE BRI fR £, 1% 1B T A0 7K o
T 2208 SCHCAR R 0 38005 K &, e R
S TH IR B AT BE MRS R, B0 TH ] S5 1) vk B bl
¥z, HIt, 215 LA /A E SCBAR A
BRI N 2, W FIRIE, 20 CBAR A i
SO AR ] A A R TR AKX TR, i
SCERARR] Lo/ SCHRARA] A A5 BRI
BRI kB, 218 SCEBCAR TH A Lo /b iE SCHK
AEUIHIR] 04 B2 07 B 0, 220 SCHRAELBT 1) Eb /3 SCIR
AEHT R 19 B B K (Stuellein et al., 2016), Braun
25 N (2006)TA Sy, 22 B0 3f 38 9] O 3 Ao TR 1212
R4 IE S AR AR R, T = T 3 A 3R]0
B4 (global lexical activity, GLA), GLA #iE, 4
b AR P A R BRI AT IR N . 5H D EIE
SEVEAR SRR B IR A L, AT KR 1E SR A SR 1R
PRI GLA B, FL3RUN Y B g i) B2 (Hawelka
etal., 2013), Hk, X FIHIE, L2 AR H D
T SCHRARAI Y GLA By, W 21 SCIBCAR TH 48] [ 2D
T SCER AR TH 1) A THAR) % S B I 58 4 . FILA GLA
AT AR 22 o SCIBR AR i) L/ o SCEBCAEUHI 1] )L
N EER MG . AHRER, HKEIEFIEME
ARAR)IC A I 1] b A 2 2 I S i AR AR TR A9 R IR 9
i T.Bf )4 (Braun et al., 2006) . 25 K 7E T, R0
AR Tt A v, JE TR ZEH0OE A IE A
A R AR A B O BRI . — 1A A9 1IE 75 40
RINCEE 2, ERE ARRCEIENC L, XA
LR GLA 7B VR 2 B Ao iR O 3R
O SR | N 37 N KUY - S R e n [ T B B
BB R O BRI 0 2o A8 BT 5 B[] 22 R ok 153
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(Braun et al., 2015; Braun et al., 2019), i T35l 7E
2 BB R BRI, BT DA AT B 1R Y
T SCOCHR R R N B iR #E A7 2% ) RN B4,
T TR SOCHCIR A H %, #rinliy GLA By, %
PRI 0 5 2 BT 5 B DR, AT 224 SCIBEAR
Brin] Lo 2D v SCBCAR B ia] Y 52 R B[R] BE 4K

A — T P EL AR T AT 5 % 7 2 F0 9 %L
BB, R T 15 AR Y SR 1A
o BFREBEIC 320 ANEENSES AR, oA
3 LRI 7 1 240 441, 3X 240 1A H 160
ANVE R JE A, 80 AMEMESN H AR, F34h 80 4
HARA B 40 A7) & & ARTEFI 40 A BEPLT- LT 51
AETAZH A FE SRl A E bR ) 2H R X Y SCBRAE
KRN TREER KA R, 59 B R LK
ROCR, SRIAEE SCIAR G 7 R 55 ] 422108 SO AR
KA (Franke et al., 2017), Z55R &8, W ILEXT
SR B T SCIBR AR G R AR L 5 B B R
TR PR A A R AIR TR (R SRR G R, 7
2 L X 5 DG BRI KT L 55 DG B ] X TR A At i3 26
15, 9 % LI T X 3 S IR T XoF b 55 DG I 3R] %R 1] 1)
FEIRRAR, XKW, JLEAATE A I E S A
O ZR )X B ] H2 v SCHRAR DG R T XA 5 19 & et
9 LA ILE T LRI B HTH B AR KON H]
FER SR AR AN W R A7 A o

BN, T SCHRAR B F A B2 e 3 U 5
TRk =S BRNE, 215 AR IR bbb 1 SCI
AETRIUN A BeF ) e, R o T DA T A A
PR Brial, 2200 CHRARR] bbb i SO AR A TR 45 5
B S AL, X R M PRI B R, TR R R AR B,
218 SR AE S o in) i B R 10 A2, T 9820 1H 1)
HCIC BB RHEMEM . Ji4h, s EEE X
A OC 2R A 2 (R H2 00 SUIAHOC R, YRI5 G
IGC RIS L 55 G e R % A UM B R R AL . AT I, R
SCHEAR ) DGR s iRV Tl A
25 & XCBKHE SR 9 s FE % B R AR A 5T

T8 A U A 2 RN IR LR R, A
JEHIH DRM =BG & B T 18 SCIRAE R M i) 31
By 2 FFRIA, A pLHId AR 3 TR A0
Fed: Mt — 45 MR 5T 3514 AH 5& HiL AV (event-related
potential, ERP) (Li et al., 2017; Park & Donaldson,
2016) SR R, B LIRB W FEFEREAR, T
F P200 F1 N400 A7 IR A% (Stuellein et al., 2016).
Stuellein 55 A (2016) A 3¢ L 810k A Bk % 1 160 4>

TR 200, ARSI 5 AL 159 AN i1 SCEk
R KT 8, WX 160 4N K 4 25, 251
s AR IH R . i SCECARIH R, 2208
REUH 1) A/ 1 SCHRAEUR ] . 10, BRI AE
80 A~ H 1] (Z2 38 SCIRAEL TR /4 SCHRARLIRI 45 40 1),
SRIG, FEDNBE B BRI LB 160 AN TR)I 258 7
WS H ], [ S H o S5 R & B, TH 3] LB i)
TPAETE/INGY N40O I i FITE K P200 U IH, 21
SCHR A A /T SCBCARUA] 7= AR TN N400 I
FIE KA P200 1

W # R, MIE XK 3 1E F ik KF (9 [
R A T AR AT U ERP A3 K i (Jared
et al., 2017; Midgley et al., 2009), FHH P200 4
il 5 WAL ) A5 2850 o+ 38 3 A 2 B GV B ] 1 | B
(Dambacher et al., 2006; Qu et al., 2016). Stuellein
AN 2016)INH, RN EIFLRF 150~215 ms 2
[E] o 40l B R G A3 ST H il £, X S
BRI 0 TR B BTG K B, P200 % i
Ko [FIBH, THAR] E B i) B3 is KO, 20 SUIAR
T /D SO ARLTR] A 80 KT v, TH R RN 08 S
AR i e T AR R 3 5 A bR 1k 5 AR,
FEBEE P200 RIS K, T UL, P200 S 3iE T MiE X
b | R i N <5 = I 1 R O R TR ) || I U
(Hofmann & Jacobs, 2014) 45 & N400 3 i A9 20 4E,
WEEF R R A T, P06 82 1 SOOI 1Y)
WL, AR MEEREE R, ARE B S
INTARXT 25, Ak N400 PR/, XU, £
T SCICAR D B v AR R ORI e R R
FH L TT DL, N400 55371 (4 1 SCBG RN g B pEA
A K (Strozak et al.,, 2016; Voss & Federmeier,
2011, B2z, T SCIBCARE R0 TS e 1 a0
Wik, $EE T ENC R RGRRRE, I 52 e iR Y
P 5 A

B 5% B AR 1 SO AR KRN 2% S R 5 AT
TR RAR Y . Kuchinke 48 A (2013) 3K H i
BHESRIE L 256 IR AR, AR RS Al
T SCBAR B R KT 10, 5K 256 AN
PN 42K, ZiEEBHEIRIE . A XEBRAR IHA
L8 U AR A A /D i CIBAEGH I o A1 B DRM 38
AT AR T, a5 R LB, 18 AR A
Fidlz, 218 AR H /i SO AR IR R 22 2 Bk
% | Il (superior frontal gyrus, SEG)A5 5 o (1Y 187 ;
2215 SCHRAELIR] 5 | R 2 0 Vg S 44 T R AR B P VS
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M RE S = A A A 3 SCIBCAR R S 3 in)
FNHIE I, 33X W28 ) I e 5 B0 ST . A
WEFE &N R, A il O ik 5 1 S g A2 a2
(Diana et al., 2007; Eichenbaum et al., 2007; Ross
et al., 2017) 121458 & (Smith et al., 2011; Wixted
& Squire, 2010)F 5% . £ 1 LHRAR I BE AL 32 w5 il
YRR BE, e EICAZ, FE IR I R Ak
ST A O S (A ST R B O o TR TR
SCERARE], i SCBR AR T RS TH R s R B R
T U2 i v i R AR AT R A i SCIBAR RN, R
R R 3 T B D R S 5 B0 o D LK
RECHTIRITE N T e v i 206 5 G 4 5 A i)Y A
SLE CRMEOC R, X — i BRI SR A 3 )
P A, B R T I AR T 55 ) ]
W% (Wixted et al., 2018), WFFTL K I, AT L
I AR B2 R THR) (9 32 AR, A0 BU R B0
B 1) 25 (Kuchinke et al., 2013), F #F58 & A,
NI AR FOEAZ B SOEAZ NG B A B
& F (Pleger & Timmann, 2018; Stoodley &
Schmahmann, 2009),

M2, 1 SCHRARURE G Y iR X 2 PN S
(left medial temporal lobe, left-MTL)[X I, %X 5
A0 F5 8 J5 1 4 (anterior and posterior hippocampus)
FI4EB T )7 & 5% 0] (adjacent parahippocampus), L)
R 2e 2Bk B U1/ NG X B, 221 SCHRAR 1] 2 3
Fr 2 BRI 1] A0 2 00 A B R AR A G o [
FEh, /D SRR AR IR 7E B4 32 A5 75 R &= 1 3l
A6 38 L R i) B 0 T 5 i, 5 30 i A i
b 5% ] 5 iR PR

3 NEERE

A B R A A E AR R A L S AR v
A E BRI X, 4] DRM R THE X
BRAEXTRNC 22 S fysg . ©A DRI, JLaiEk
AN 474 %0(Hofmann et al., 2018), ‘& 0] H Fif
SCBRARRTENC IR 5 5 2 ST W2 ma b o, i e AR
T T T R SR g AR}, (A5 15 U AR R T
VIR N2 Z2AY [Alk8i(Mandera et al., 2017; Mikolov
etal., 2013) 4N, i) e BB AR 2k g i) 52 6 A4 ek it
TR, EEE AR OC R WA Sh A F 2
kA T AR S 3, (l4af SCHRAE G 2 1Y 5 SR
FER B T8 G 3h, RIHE SUS sh B AR S 3h
AT LA SR, LI AR B 1 2 [

BITE CHRABIC R, WA LB SR A A X Sk
FERZ MR TR R 5 2% 2 A 5T 3 T L0 2 1 SE G
HEATHTIE

85—, FEBUBCAR LA R AR R ST O LK
MERM 2. A RS E X, BRI
T SCAF G BE Ay, 7O T ) L %) ) 4% 235 g e i
B, (A2, A B TS R AR S &
55, FRE H AR B S AT kG i 2 a8t U — R
o —E R R kA AL B AR S, R
Tl R v AR A A T S B R — T B ok
SN Z R UG R, BRI T AMES
o F Y SISV AR o 2 L AR A IR T 2
(A1 SOOI ) B 4 T, RaREfR T [ R EBRARE T
WA o 8K, ZIT SN — M R A .
U FHR 1) SHL 4y X 265 235 ) B R 4 1 R R S e —
e, mE 1 R, IBA, BRI A S
FH T8 CHCAR PR ST, s U, WRFh Jr i E s T T
T — ] U BT T 38 SCIBAR 5T, (A AR kA
FEREM A,

85 BT LIRS T U SCIBAER N 1 B
5%, SRR EE ET 8 L, OF
W R, 215 SCHRAEH i) b/ o SCHR AR 1) S
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Semantic association effect and its neural mechanism from the perspective of
lexical co-occurrence frequency

LI Yutong, SUI Xue
(Department of psychology, Liaoning Normal University, Dalian 116029, China)

Abstract: Word recognition and memory are influenced by the semantic associative relationship between
words. The free association method has some limitations in establishing lexical semantic associations.
Researchers have proposed a new method called co-occurrence association. This study analyzed the
semantic association effect and its neural mechanism from the perspective of lexical co-occurrence
frequency. The results showed that the number and intensity of semantic association influenced the
processing of words. Words with a large number of semantic associations led to an increase in the amplitude
of P200 and a decrease in the amplitude of N400. The brain regions involved in semantic association
processing are mainly the superior frontal gyrus and the left medial temporal lobe. Future research should
discuss the differences between free and co-occurrence association in establishing a semantic association.
Based on co-occurrence association, the behavioral characteristics and neural mechanisms of semantic
association are further explored. Research on the semantic association effect and neural mechanism from the
perspective of co-occurrence association is recommended.

Key words: co-occurrence frequency, semantic association, free association, word recognition





