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DEAFHREAR: RS FERODE

FooRM RN & ow? FaRM BEF Em
(A S 8 B B T S0, S T A LI A0 B TP, T 510631)

CINREEAMNEE B, M 510030) ¢ A ERFA B O BUBE T T AT 9Bl E S 508 %, At 100101)
CEBEBE R OISR, LA 100049)

W E HEARMIETELMEEAL, RETIUFRBIRACEFRRETFUMAREE, BHHELA
OadkTh B ReHERE, RREEGHERSLARBERR, RALEFTH LEFFRZANAFFEE
LR BETRE, & FOFAEBERY, WEABBNFEPER B E R EDLRG FFERET
I, AWEZET ERAE, THELRG NI, KERFEBI LFFRGFZIH, ARG T4 ) £
Bk A G MR R m A, BT HFH RN R B, o BT ZEES, kR, BRY R
HARFFZEAAHEELE, t—FPAAYEAR ISR, Bt —F REYELR M LA R L2 A
XA, A—FREZBHFHEAR AL,

KR LR, TIEEM, FEEA, AERG

HES B4

1 3l 2 BERLRHNEREN

A O iR PR A9 4% 0 (Frazier et al., 2006; JA% 43 )2 IR 1 (Strict layering hypothesis)IA N
Holzgrefe et al., 2013), #IHEHIT, /ER HGE#H BEERGAE 6 TZIR, B (syllable), #25(foot) .,
FRAOE Y BB S A, AR W) 0 A R R IR WAL (clitic) . ¥ £ 48 15 (phonological phrase) ., &
{1 25 T 4 B 1) 20 41 HE 42 (Frazier et.al., 2006), {7 ¥ %5 1 (intonational phrase) 1 & ¥ (utterance)
S T TS S AT 1 25 0 4 B I T 3 % A1) (Selkirk, 2005), 1E¥5 A& P, H—A#H S
(OB, LU, TREGSIEVEA TROBIMG, REMsAs I HCRIR -SRI R B, R LT
A, RS BT S RS I R HEMRI o ) — R Y I8 L XA S X
PR SCHAL, MM 2] 515 5 (Holzgrefe-Lang et TR KR, HHEL SR E AR AR (H A0
al., 2016; Wagner & Watson, 2010). )81 i TV B T T U A B iR T 40 R R 2 T I
T8 15 B A £ 7 0 P L B A e (Holliman R
ctal, 2017), 4R, BT MEHIHANE ST, Wk RIHL 5B S A 11 52 o A5 B A
PR REAE S 6T 1T RST80T AT s N X3, DX A AR B 2 200 5 J2 20 i X L Y

il

BT R WTEE, R EE T LA, B 1 5E 5 B, T R A A S A R RIS R
B AR T (Cole, 2015; Krivokapié, 2012), X2k &2 ()%
AL, BV s BT e FREECE IR (T
Ko I P B T 1] 52 38 DA 8 6 ) e 34 R AR AE
Wk H B 2020-05-04 (AR 0, 35 (9 X JI7E T 55 38 DB i A B,
* AR HRA T A SR =R E < 5 35 0 BE AT R R, () K, Hih

EFL 2 H N RN THHBFFE” (GDI9WXZ11) A 2 K I T, ()R, H P i

P B AR o N L
S TR, E-mail: wruiming@163.com fir 2Z B eI B FP I (Miénnel & Friederici, 2016).
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MREXNNBHEZR GIERIZHNLRHATT
—EWAFE, AR A SCH) SOR & —— XTI o
HAWRFWNN, HERZRMAEESHZ AL
West SC &R, BRI AL E PCER A AH N Y ) vk A A
1, WAL R AR W R W —8,
HEZEMET ., BILIE, Truckenbrodt (1995)42
HT Generalized Wrap Blig, U iEREIE DA
i [a] N T vk 0, B AR S )k R
PR35 —3, {H Frazier 55 A (2004) 194058 23 51 LA
B 5 2 B B T (sense unit) g 55 1 Sk 1 1 1
IR FALE, IR HAREE AW 5, R
AR SRR T B X R e R 2
WK, MERSWNEZRE R /N T AL, W
AT R I BRI AT SR 22 B B 56 RN T E 2 HL
i) —X— KR Rz 4, HE2BER, AR
WG R AL AR ANE I B O RTINS, X
KIBFUR T LETEEFENIE, AfFif—2
SEITe

3 BELAYMILE

TSR R o, BRI 2R R R IA
B2 R, FJE T ARG P 2 R T B 1 4 k)
T T A R A, X —HE RIS R A R
WE IS (Qin et al., 2016), RIEX—IiE, Fik
B LY R, ARIGIEEE . AR E S R T
PR RN AL, PRI A A i S 2 2 R
AR B

TN B8 2 % R i PR AR R A R
FRERER . Heln, TEIEREE TR W ) A
B, SR R LK A £ T 10 (Aasland &
Baum, 2003), il FO0ERES U, iR
HEM N AL R (Yang et al., 2014), fEEREE
FE P74 90 W 0 L 28 A0 B R W i R, )
T B A E IR Z (Petrone et al., 2017), {15 —1RHY
B, WA RN AR R O vk £ 02 Al AN 4R
REEBRFIW L EEE, 20T ol GEFER
S B, FERANEEN, AR R IR A RN,
JLRE Z A e 258 F1 . Petrone %% A (2017) 1 (KA
FH B 1B SRR 22 R RIABGE, R R 1)
DR T —ASB R I . FRATHT DAt — 25
WP R 3 2 1 ) B VR A SRR RN I 9

RTFHEDFINT RET /L RLEERE
KRWAATES W, —FW SN (e.g. Marcus &

Hindle, 1990) #7330 A By LI B ARG 1 5t
PRI R, TOATH A Y B A B o DR,
F N TR R, Mar T RN SO, RiRSG
T FUBHAR B R RO TR . 5 —
GBUNSYIURINOSI K SUR LD MBS RE 20N D i
AT R T 2 SR iR R 2 W AR S SR SRR
40, old men#1 and women # 2 with very large houses
ReENIND RO U UE 0 WU B R i N )
Wb AR, IR A RE R ERRCEES
TFHRA R AT, A IF 3 65 2 4R
FBEATARASTNEL, R L 5o
KRT#1 Ab iy FmBE, 82 2 U AZ 1 T <4
A ST BAER LITMCEAE) L B4, b
4 2 (Clifton et al., 2002), WL, Wik A
i LR R AAE NN TR A R A &R

WF5E 3 30 X A2 I AN A 2 I TR G &R
PEAT TRV o BRI S0 U0 03 i i ) 2L SUHE 2R,
AR RIE T A AR, AR A A T BE,
PRLHCAH LR e o — 5 T, )i R i R 1 AR A
FAEH . Cole 46 A (2010)4R #i Buckeye i##HE
RS A 97 A ixt BRI R R B ER, KB
] F8) ) i R e R R ) i B U R
Bux6-Lugo F1 Watson (2016) #E— 2 &k B /m) ks
TR A A S A B e A g B R .
TE AL VR R B 1 A RO R B
o TANEAVERT AL & A AL S B, 7 H Sk
a]F(1) Put the big#1 bowl on the tray F1(2) Put the
bowl that’s big#2 on the tray H', 43%]T big Z J5 1%
BERELA ., BERAEH AR AL, #2
DR AP EEVERTAL o A B 22 A A () R 1Y
B R (R FO RIERTE | 5005 B0 I A0 AR OT
T IIER LAY, BRI, X Y A A
M HAT 55, AIBTEMRAS B SR SRR,
BORTEVF AT AR AL A R L B R E 2 T A
VERATAL o 12225 R Ud W T 3 ARS8 30 S A A6 0 5
AN S A M H TS DR R B Bl T A7 R TR R 5
W) P o 45 g B AT ) /) 75U B B BE A% £ 0 ) 13
SR A (Honbolygo et al., 2016),

T35 T, TR R 11 Sk A 8 2 A fig
¥r. Kjelgaard Fll Speer (1999)HS2H6fi AL R #%
RAE R F AR, RIS B il SRR S v
JRAEE I SC o MR A I 2 PR A TR R I T A 2
e, BIHILA Y T AT AR R g . XA
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WFFE LT 38R B A R )ik S5 i 7E s & )2 1 b
BYFRAE . R, FRATAFLLEE IR R R A Ak
ZEFIME B o XN FE Steinhauer 55 A (1999) 1) fiff
ST RIS 3] ERP IR AIESE . B, 5B
B 1% (Boundary Deletion Hypothesis) 54k T )£
RFHEAEFBH AR WRE A ARZH
FIER AR M I T — A0, AR
N 1) B o — AN R AR A (R, A A B A 15
i) 5§ £ (Pauker et al., 2011; Bogels et al., 2013), X
SERIF G ABLT- W AR 7 3 v B A 45 4 X ) - 5 440
B FE 2 5 T Ak 5| B AT, 461 S i
FERRAACH B0 f €6 . Z )5, Webman-Shafran
I Fodor (2016)HYBIFTE KB, 76N LX) i i
45 ¥4 (pp-construction) 14 4G 8] U1 hid his anger about
the divorce from Tami B}, WSS —AAialjEiE
(from Tami)FiA FIELA, I8 2 Wrid A0 7K
B AAIETEVEN hid FEMTEHD, high attachment
EEE); AR, NP E Y AUZ the divorce 1Y
B TE(HD, low attachment {K [ &), WK, X455
PR TR F 2= P AR A R, AR A A TR
D), SBUA Y TR 25 0 HR B B A A TR A T O 1 {1 B
B (RIS Bl i 5y, B2, hFREaR
PIAETE, 5 AN 1 45 10 i B A St AR A5 P A~ 7T
fe: AW ARG R R RS, TriE
NR R B B 1 a5 M g b 5 38 A —1
PR AT i AR A, T N DT 1) SR FH s B
# )75 % (Webman-Shafran & Fodor, 2016), Webman-
Shafran Fl Fodor (2016)f#F 5% {LlF- 5 i — 25 ™t
TR AR ST R R —— e B Sk
THATFHEERMAE, XIS R TRATHL
BRI T R MRS E oy e, (HR2
265 ) F I TR AT R T 8 A A

2 H18 (Module Approach) 132 H 18 (Interactive
Approach) 43 JI| J& £t X 8] F in T 09 P RIS
TR o RIS B 322 2 W iE AL T B,
R T A AL A T A I RE R, 4R
Ja BRI A T BN R A AL B L, )R PR
WA AR 38 H AR F B A A Sk X A ik
FEEAR AR B (10 SC 8 AR A S ) 1Y) L 2
FHATH . I BIRIGR RS LA A DTk, XA
TR TR AR R D (PR LR R 38 B B A 6
S F RS, LA 2 Clifton &
Duffy, 2001), #AT A L SCHTR AT 0L, HiEA) 3

fife 1 o 5 AR e A B o ) 4 B (prosodiic
chuncking) E‘Jﬁﬁi‘%/@?ﬁﬁ@*ﬁ(syntactic parsing),
R MR T IS ] TR R A . Bk U, TiE
N B JE T BE FE A REAE AR R B B A T Es e b
5E R A 4 B (chunking), 77 4= A) T 45 ¥4 B9 i A7
S50, IR, BUA L TRIHGE R T AR 20 1
AEREREH P REM . T OEmL, B
SR RE RE S B 2 U0 73 A ) A vk 2 i MR T, AT
PEHERNCAEAN R E . )k A A 2 e, BT DL
M AT IR SR 55— T, X
TACHARTF, #HI A R T 5 5 00 A ik A
BrA BRG] SER, & IS S7ELA 1
T, HAZ O WL A B 34 o (B, BRI A 4 B
15 B Z I8 i 22 B AR 5 2 A ] JF RE Y, (EAS IR A
TS, BRI, EEER/A) T Im TR 355G
[ R=Re IRz T RS =84 ¢ o e ) /1 I A< S 5 A ]
KT RIS RAEZE R R T X 6 R
A E A TN T B O TR SR M B8
) — L6 ELR BRI AT 2 UL Clahsen & Felsh, 2017)45
B e

4 EEE DRI TR0 20 K

B JUAR, BT RR A C iE B E ih Fm T
R 2w R, D28 2 b R R R e
BT 58 2R G AR A U 3 0 A, LA
J AT 5 BN 2 L2 dn i 1)

41 CPSE##ARMI

T, PR IR G AU, B A
S — A ST BN TAHLR], A2 DRI TS R
SRR HE 2, W TR AR TR A
TERE M D p LI WE 2 X, RS SR
ERP (Event-related Potential, {405 H A7 )H A
4T T 1%, Steinhauer %% A (1999)7E Nature [1)F
Tl Neuroscience Z%i L B s T #E L H N T
{44 S 1 i FL 23 CPS (Closure Positive Shift, [4]
GIEREBE ). ZWFFE SR 20 2 KFEAPIRAE
S o A W AR A Y AR 55 . SR A
FETE R 320 P A A7 A R S 0% B E a8, X e a3
IR 400~500 ms, 7045 Tk e )EaR. A T
FIBE CAANE IR Z sEm, 9k CPS R 1,
Pannekamp % A (2005){# /] ERP FARFF /& T 5L 5,
A3 SRR R 4 (5 8 588 R U8 )
To X 4 Fpa]F40 02 (DIEFAF; QTLEX
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/a] (jabberwocky sentence), ‘) - H [1*) S 1) B {1
B0, JoiE EE; 3)A] (pseudo sentence), )
T S TR R S B TR AR AR, e i A X
58 (4% MY 4] (hummed sentence), ¥ 4~h)F
g, RARERGE R SRR BoR, 1R
— )T AR AL, HRULEEE] T CPS 1T,
fl 4% R W R R) T AT S R Ak
W E BB Z LT, ek CPS ik, H
TR BRI TN, T L ORI R AN
T UMAFAE ) . Honbolygo % A (2016)43 1] Atk A
/a)/a) B (4, The grandfather, who entered, was thirsty.)
F18 /R R ) Sy SRR ek 0 — 20 B 1 R R
(R B B ST AFFERY . CPS R gIE A 515 5
RO P, BN, 7E¥EIE (e.g., Pauker et al., 2011;
Steinhauer et al., 2010), fif 1% (e.g., Bogels et al.,
2010), H13C(Li & Yang, 2009) %% 1% H (Hwang &
Steinhauer, 2011)AB#IE SC £ 4E CPS,

J T =5 CPS 5 ORI 2 E I A
KF&R, Li F Yang KM T 1 3CHF(2009) 0 14 KL,
KB TR] R P A L RE A R 2 i & CPS,
RO AR 5 BR 130 A IZ R 15 00T, CPS )
SRFFAE IF H, CPS BT R IBI AR A2 S 2 ) A7 7
RO, BB B HZ 0 R I (R R
IR . N R . BRI AY), CPS MR INIHY
I3 N N & 2 v SO ERE S TR o
HL BB A8 X A 1 A (] J2 IR AT R S M R ALE,
IR H 7 . AN Z 2 RIRENE S
458
42 KEWERFGEHNSHELRMIT

CPS Sl T 5 FAR ARG . B SRR
AR 28 RN, T ORI R 28 Uk 3% 1 3 (neural
oscillation) W BE % 1t — &5 8 7% I il 8 sf A 85 AH 1Y
VAR IR B, T UL S R R i X U
o T B R BN Bl BIESE R EEG
MEG i se O it & i B I L A5 5, BT il &
I, RG22 4 i 28 4R 3 1 2l 5 It B
(<10 Hz)if & A0 28 A7 R B0 1Y W) 20 35 A8 4 (e
Brodbeck et al., 2018; Ding et al., 2015; Ding et al.,
2018), X — A BOW BT R A o AN R
JEIGATHE, BN delta $BE(0~3 Haz)i) i il 42 45
5/ F a5 AR %, theta (4~10Hz) (147 i 62
2% 5535 5 HUA K (Poeppel, 2003) FFT K % —
HLTI Y 52 4t vy g i % 18345 5 77 AE < Je i 1

H (entrainment), TA R 2R Jili 4 22 4% % 1% 20 4n [m] g
Gk E A RAE M 2 R G IR IS 0y R ARk
BT X B, Wrud R G LA B i B,
Wl A BRI E 23 /N R R i Sos i Ay
TN Ity 1 FIE B RE S 00 fh 18 BRIk 72,
W A 3 S I et VR 5 T W 8 R SGE
It HLARAS B 1 I 1 FH R % 1 0 35 5 2R Aot i
(Gross et al., 2013; Park et al., 2015),

S I A T 5 i SR 3 DA G,
B 5 Wiy i TALRAT 2 A I . — B
SO etV R a2 p 2 A 2% g kR Yy, Tl
W H 5B AR TT AR IR R . TR IAAE
WIT S T B %) 458 B o 3 s B8 7 A e i 1R
(Howard & Poeppel, 2010), 75— W15 W] =7 53k
HRE S AR R VIR, W heIa HATE
A SRR R A L BOLE R R B AR AR <k
VEF B 5% (e.g. Gross et al., 2013; Park et al.,
2015), i, Doelling %5 A (2014)% & (delta
THRBNEFEFS, 3 Hz 240 EL, K
BRI ERERA RS ERE, KX delta
W B (2~4 Hz) <&ty 1 2h W& BEAR, T AR
LR G I RB TIRE BRI Z A, X —
e NG Bl 5 BT IR 5 W 6 1 5 AR B (sharpness)
AT 1 (intelligibility ) i J8% PP 43 £ 78 1EAH G
Fo BRI F T B T AL, Giraud
F1 Poeppel (2012)4& H T 3 T # SR ¥ 1Y 2 R 48
& 1 A (Oscillation-based Hierarchical Binding
Model), A K18 & #9025 30 5 (edge) b 1Y AL 45 7
WE SR, BEETLENIE RS delta-theta HiBt
(1~8 Hz)# &% ¥ 1 3h 0 #H {3 B 1% (phase reset),
P JREE gamma #5Bt(30~70 Hz) 4 4R 5 1 2K
MR, 2 2wy i SRR 5 R & A A R R R
FEXE T, S T BE S Ik 05 R AR T <R
[EHESL G M hifEs” . fEX —d R, K
i Wy Bz )22 55 IR 1B A5 5 A 45 1 () 20 IR 17 AR
“Jer e, AR LURE & A5 5 (5 BT
53 S

X7 2L AF S 0 H ORI b g i TR AR
G R <Jets > AE HI R ME— JEL A, Bl g bR iy i
TR E A B RE 51 A Ao X 3 p et VE A .
i, Ding % A (2015)% % 1 KRB A A 228
RIS ARANIRAFTE I VE o AR I 1T 5 19
ZEH PO SCREL R AR AT R, [l E
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T AC A T R 4 Hz 2 Hz Al 1 Hz, Y
PRBR TR SCRVRRZR R, T2 BR A A Al A5 1
R IR AR TR IR G Bl
W53 HT B, FEAS TR 2 G008 & 45 14 X 0 (15 A |
Brm AT RN <Je &34, 2. 1 Hz). Ding
1 Jin (2019) BB FEE— LR B e 1 5 2 T
A AT 55 TR AH SRR O, AR i L)
LR R R R ) . fERY R 2sh, W B X
R < ISR B AF (Brodbeck et al., 2018;
Ding et al., 2018), 3 —SEHFFTUESE W A 2120 R
M RE LI, BR TS RLAS b R AR R
SRR TN . AGRAE & 0 FFE RS 4 A
5 BWRES S B I E I /1 (Ding et al.,
2014; Zoefel & VanRullen, 2015, 2016). i FHF%E
SERRW, B BF A A RSO S
2 LA e e 9 1 1 R B A8 4R 0 5 V) 43 1 A 2
T30, IS 2 I 1 AT 7 A o X e 4 SRR B,
TR AN [R) 5 B i 28 41 3 1% 2l g ety AR A, S AT
RERRMET AT LN T 5/ LT sz
ok AR AT E U)o M R A
(mixture), 5 B A3 X 3 5 40 4% 14 e s /R il
A FE e g 1 RN L AR

TR 2, “Jeati M I 75 A S i A s A
HBEA LT Ta&R? &f N —SifsirE
FW, et R T X E) A S 0% i ) A ) 1
FATEAR DG W90 4 1 S 1H & it 43 4 1 B (context)
I H FR 15 (target word), & FLVT & eSS T1E S
HRR I B R A B, X =2 ) R I AT
M, filn, Dilley A Pitt (2010)R FZhfE A T
S 52 e 3 0 719 15 B) i A% B (e.g. Deena doesn’t
have any leisure or time...), i 52 ¥ 4> (Deena
doesn’t have any lei...) W HCIE (B Ky JRATHE
By 1.9 £ B bR ETE 1 B (-sure or time)HT,
BT N R P NG TR G ER AN CIRERE ) P (RS
HIEAR) 0.6 D), ZENER TN, Bk
T AR ] F A R 5 B -sure” 5 T RE 1A “or” Z [A] TG i
B, AR U] T o, [FIRS AR S H
BRI i 5 A, R U B “or” Y HE R 5 I H
TR TG 22 5 (SIS S LT Maslowski et al., 2019),
Kd&sem Fl van Wassenhove (2016)>K F MEG iE ¢ 5
BAERZKV Bk AT TEE, RMIRE T EA
A5 T E AR RGN A B I, R TR A
TG R WA e AT g — Bema], Jf:

Xf B AR BT BN S R A R, XA R
R, CJettrfE AU S TS R s R A R
A, dATRER M A B Y. S sh iy e
AU X ) A 300 SRR 5 T

TEMIEA I, BRI R E T X — IR A
Py oboay B S E A R B B R i T ALE A
R B . B[R] R 5 N 4% R . Park AR A
(2015) % PR delta #5 BE 1l theta 57 B 23R 37 7% sh vl
e SRR A B R T, ATk g
WU 7 S8 RE S, FHCR T MEG 549,
BT AR B A DG A BT, DAV (8155 1R D B
SF, R AR — 2 I ] 28 3R S5 4R Al g DX 6 W7
J2 2 00 DX B4 22 A 5 AR A7 B4 TOUI e 4E A 1 i X %)
T Z T H BN A2t ﬁ‘(TDL top-down
index). 45 A, BIRTAE R AL FAL (edge)ith AT
SRR IR, AS TR DK% A2 AT B 2 R AR 43
AR A AT s AR IR B (E, F 5T 3 A AT
il 55 45 Ml DX B ) U v ) R A O, A2
BT [ X AT AEE IS delta A9 BEYRS 6 shid ¥ 42
MW B J2 TG Bh, A6 SE bR #0555 AR AR )
TOHH, T AE DU EE B i DR 0 A R A DX T R
HFHFFECEMANFFES, @i theta PiEL
P& 75 1% Bl 5 B 3R 4 B () T80 P DS e R, IR AT R
i) A4S 2 ) B o st I, IR R XN
MR WEELR . BEERSIHEA LR R
RATERYN, TOik B A 0 5 0 I ] F000 £ 13k
BEUEYE . Kayser 55 A (2015) AMCER BT AT RL, 2
YN T B Z A5 (pause) B9 A8 S (jitter), 7F
ERBEE T 0%, 30%. 60%F1 90%, i {43 Ak
THUR T E AN A A R S S
TV 7 (onset) (13 AL HEAT 40 B, A6 AT
(=0.16 ~ —0.06 ) Hi A [X. alpha 451 Bz (8~12 Hz)
RE PR, 7R A H 30U X delta 471%(0.5~2 Hz)
it 2315 357 4% h A A 45 22 1) ) R 437 — BUPEREAIR,
RIS E 2 0 AR B dei 1R s, H - F 17
TEIR 3 I AR O, A B i 5 A 4% Y e 5 T
B ERP RN 5 1% SR AFAH I 25 X —
g REH, FEET R R S AR, 20
HA I X T RERE O 28 ™ AR T ) 0 SR B ) 74
(alpha A5 B RERFEAR), 1K T (5 515 W 3 8k
SRR DX, DA 52 A 9] 42 3 A i SR ) A o T iy et
T2, delta BB M 241k 15 16 8l mT B 2 K 3k 11 &
X B R TR R B Y, S AT
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TP S5 S T AR JE0C . LA EBFR S R,
A9 I i DX 390 3 i X 09 SR 12 3 R G RS
Sk ok SUR NS I TN EIN TSP N S (RN ]
HiIX alpha #7 B¢, #i—31X delta $5 Bt 5Y theta 41 BE
P23 3 16 S0 T I R AL D) B PR P E o

YT RN AR A R BUALE, P
B0 WHIE AR BE AT IR A B RS . AR, LA B AESE
SRR, WEEE A RO b BN T R R LA
RZFNA B U TR, X ] g Sk
T—F<B B aPrm TR, </ it
(Analysis-by-Synthesis Hypothesis: Halle & Stevens,
1962)IkN Ny, THESETX O RBHGFEZEIIEST
VB SRAR BT, < O RV 7 5 {5 A
R . LGS A, W 5T A as
< TUH 5 5 5 AN A B AE S HE AT <A H,
T ARG R I AR 1 L 18 S B BRI 45 2R . X A I
BCis, DU GEAS fe JECHN T /o &5 a7y
Frodig, XWEARA A BT B
EINTAAE S AR B M — Bl A s i
JETFIF, Wr 2 AT e AL T HAC I AR B R AR AR B
J X R 30 B S T ) RIS AL, O T
SR [ R T E AR A SRR A R
SO, ANk X i S R U153 75 K (e.g. Dilley
& Pitt, 2010; Maslowski et al., 2019)5%# =15 57 J&
i (e.g. Park et al., 2015), 7EiE X . AN T
I, X AR B AT Oy A E SR B B A 1 3
PNy & S (R0 N R S UR A 0 | PSR L
CH RO T AR X R AR ALY AR
THLEI AT A T L AL A 58 Bk AR A e
RIS Y o DR S W O R e e LI IR LB /S
A TS
43 CPSE#MZIRFHIXR

CPS FIMIRAT B 1) KMl 1t 2841 15 15 2l #8219 1
RN A AR bR, TR MRS E— 2D 4R
IR Z A REAETE — i BRI R, EIABATTAR
X REE R HUL R AU O U, SRR
BRI, X TRHEL A LSRN CPS 2, fF
e BRI, B CPS S50 7F 55 8 1 5 4544
K BER I B AL A4 7= A, Li F1 Yang (2009)3% ]
SCA)T AR R B, AR A I AR R K
) CPS. Z5bl#, Holzgrefe 25 A (2013)F f 3151 4
Hi(Pat or Jay and Lee)fE N LR MIET B, KL
USRS G5 F fR AT M (Pat) (or (Jay and Lee)), EP

RG24, W Pat ZJ5 A BH K CPS,
QIR 25 ¥ i@ Hr A (Pat or Jay) and Lee, W) Jay 22
JRBER T CPS. X Tix—4528, E#IAN CPS X
W A P AR B R PUE B G, L,
N REY T T R AR5 R CPS B SCHE,
SR, Pannekamp 25 A (2005)31E 5% CPS &7 15
FRBAEN, Rk 52 b, Wik, B4 —i
LI AR LU#RE, 51 —Fh ] REE — & K IR
EM R A GRS & CPS, MPHAEIEER L
(e.g. Li & Yang, 2009), iX—f##5 Hwang Fll Steihauer
(201 1) JR i Btk B R T 55 AR 45 R — B fE K
i tih 28 9% 35 T B T, BRI K DL RGO T
delta $i1 Bt (0~3Hz), X — 451 Bt i Jets 1 T g ik
TERHSL S B T LB EE(e.g. Doelling et al., 2014;
Brodbeck et al., 2018)F1 5 - 1fi F fiiil(e.g. Kayser
etal., 2015; Park et al., 2015) 478 1 H E A1,
YT CPS il delta #EPH 2241 12 1 Sh #5540
R UL E R AR R R o6, A fE Rk
F AR SCRUNMAT e 7 456 BARTE & 11T 234
RBCOR IR TN TR R, 3 SEBR BT RE X
M 7 R LA S 1 R 4 3 (chunking) V1 43 18 5 T 09
b EBHES A RN, NEF TG RE
(TR IR L) 4~8 A 5 S 2 (AR,
XUT7HE, 2017), X — T EFS delta SBL T
AT R o ARPE M 2N FIWF o 45 3R, KM X AR AR
BAAEEWAN RS EEREE O, 258 150~
300 ms (LR B (4w AL) Il 3 s BT, X T
theta Bt (4~8 Hz). delta $HBt(0~3 Hz){pf &Ik
GRS ETF, 2015), BKLENBL(JLILIE delta 45
BB IR B A A A A e (R T A D . — T [
R BT R B, AATTHE B 32 it 2 7 0 i i
FLpmi: CPS, H CPS DL 2~3 s M JEIAIEHR Hi 3 (Roll
et al., 2012; Schremm et al., 2015), 5 delta B 77
A, XEHRER, BT H® DIETiEEAH
Hery a5 2, NPT e ) T LA — 58 M35 45
Fa K A B Can < 4 ) MBS AT Y S A
T, fEX —dH o onrhgk— 0% &35 . WL AT
Yi4y, sUEBA R YT iR =R R AT
Btk 25 MR, CPS . delta ARBE IR % 16 3h
HEIBERRL B R L2 MBS R,
R BE S BT R 1) 3 2 B A 4F (Meyer et al.,
2017), X T =FHMKR, A DIAEARRAFSR il
PRONTE T AR A B 1 2 PO CR AR [R5 22 %
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RUPIET) O T N R S TR A Y 4 B (%
TR LSRR Y] 43R ) R S5 Rl CPS
N . delta $5BLHR G TG B0 G Rk ik — 2P Bk,
A, 3P 2H B I A AR TS T AR O R P O A
16 W B0 EE R AN Y, X e [n] ]
FEEAFATST o

5 HELRAMNIGINERE

BHELAMFIEMRELEE, Pl RR
TV P v LG ]k g R i AT T R R iR S A
Fo BRI, R R A AR e R AR,
T 5 R 2T 5 0 25 5 HL R AR i 3 1 T IR, [R] i R
ZHEHER,

51 BEEPERLANIRNINER

H A R A L EL 28 ] 3 et 359 A 0 AR )
BB . BARELI o B A AR I T i b T
BRI, H2 B LATY SR BE 08 i a8 0 ) 0 A
43 #1153 7 (Hawthorn & Gerken, 2014), 2R, A~
FAE R BT, WA R A AR 4 1~ H
RIBETE B L, LEWTPE N A) i FE s, 24K 5
LRI = A 2R & (Seidl & Cristia, 2008), i 6
A R T E 2 LN 3 B R = (Seidl, 2007),
TEFH—ALL 3 B 6 % LB AT R BFST
o £ 3 2 LIS R KL e T8
K&, MUHFER 6 B AT LIRREEET, (L
A Bl RN i R F W) 101 7 (Holzgrefe-Lang
et al., 2016; Minnel et al., 2013), g2, *FF
6 % LI LI RUL, & m M i 46t Tl LA
SELFA A AR, 51K CPS. AR, BHEIE
3, LB X A 2R R R W iy R T AR
1k, van Ommena %5 A (2020) Xt L B iE+E1E L3
LB REE L (6 A H Al 8 A H)FEUT B 15 51
ZHMRR PRI, W T EENR AR kR
R AR R A R, 8 N A M AETE RE L
# I 6 N H AL KR T X AR R R
BRI LB N AT X ARG . 1%
FER R F R RAE M K SRR 2 BB

VI LB YRR N R R E R, XS
TETH & 13 A A 9 15 th R & 4 (Seidl, 2007),
Seidl 1 Crestia (2008) &% ¥, JLE WAL —4 K
Jr A B e B 1) o R A RE AR A R — B 1
SURTSEE 5 D e R - A T EP Y LTI
(holistic)E 4> #r (analytic), B A HF 5 4278 15 5 3

YRk e )L B SRR RE ) kg, B
TR, JLE R RE T MR A AR AHK
VR RE . R4, AR TR R i L fE
R SR R A A i — R B A A T E— 2P

5 —7J7 1, Steinhauer %% A (2010)% P E 5%
AN AR R AR N )k o Al B 5 A,
5 B AT A D) 1 8 S, (X O AR, B AN
T O7 =05 A A — 2, Xk R R A
MR IAIFT FHIR . ZPREERMUT-RY, 5
gy LR F 0 SR B T I AR I T 2 AR
SR, B4R NF R A AL R 1 BE ) Bl AR
IR TN o

25 LR, R A0 B B AR I A K
A, (H2 2k —EFE NG, BA T REREE 4
B P 085 BT Al o 0 ARAT I 7 R R S SR SRR
FIFNHIGE JI A A ARG OC 2R o
52 “EEPELFIMIBNNRE

P AR AL OC T ) 4 R A R R Y %
BAE R, R TE S TN T PR A
2 & (Nickels et al., 2013), ZiE %% > FH 2% 0
HHE—FEINTT HAR R E A e Xk,
T AR WA

Nickels % A (2013) LA JiE B335 # A= -5 (L2)
) F O, DA A G L A B
BT, DL SR HIW O 9200 AT 55 % S8 R [R) i
B e WIS AR AL A B Uk S 4n(1)When
a bear is approaching the people#l the dogs come
running. (2) When a bear is approaching # 2 the
people#3 come running. XY 5 AT, 4 4544
SrHR A a CARE IR A A bal A
Flic#2 AT S, d. #2 F#3 AbHRAT IR . SR K
WA ) AR R FAREE A0 b SRR
A RFEZES, IR TR I )b e RE T R
FEIR, AH S ABEAE — e . R — P RESE
(2018) M, Wil B JiE Sy BE T # FUAS [A) 1 5 R
B PN 2] F A, 8- (L2)% > -3
(L2)2=30 3, HABSE I A AE , 25 R AR, DUE
22 FAL SN 5 R ST 2 ) H R
AT R AU 2R, (B AR d BT A2
3 TR AR, RO ORI A (RI#3 AL)
P14 Bl FEL R A R A A 2 3 — FEBE H AR IR =
YN (T2 BN [V S < 71 1 I = w5
T, WA P40 BT s i B BT Y
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FIE B T X X BOES S H R, 1E
R A ALV R IR I SRR oG, W Rl R
HIF A B A 3845 96 o LA B AN SE DL /R,
) e FLA S T RE B B B A A AN S 1 L 2
LRI, M HIEW KB LA EEEELA
MESL RN S, IF HiZid 2 BB 20
Wi oA SR AT 5 17 12 LA 4 Jad SR 76 1 38 0 L 1
JEJ ) A

HA BT B A AR B, Tk =
HH ARG AR S — R 8 FF AL Pennington
A Ellis (2000)#E 88 8 -3 (L2)XGE K, AR AT
T 55 2 HE0) 24 R Wr 21 A DB A 6 5 e ar i
A F—8 THHE S A B B, 5 —
B, gk 24 ASHARE T B BB, BT 48
AR A, IR I ) o R 2 — B B
B Y. WA oAk =2, BB — KRB A FH
APEMFE R AR, 5 2 N B AR ) Rk ok
)T, 5 = 2R A A AP R B R R AR Y
AT, SEREB, BOAEHIWEE — R 2
TR A F RN, (AR5 =280 4
T BEALAT- o B 2 e 488 it v B A T ) 22
SEETAEIR), SRBAYEE, S, EEmR
Jy, FEPRE2E S WAMEH, JUIR AN A 15 I
SR BB AT, & BT B R A T
ARG FE— R 2= 2T, WA BT E S LR
BT R BRILZ AN, A AT BE S ) F5F
A AT 2R R (L0 0 50 ) i /) 8 22 T B 4%
FRFR . =2 H R TE Sl A fe B 3
LR AR R RN BRI AT IE A 4R 5, S EE
FALS M 2# I F RN R IRTEFER £, %
BB A0 R FE LR R, 1EH IR i
— A . Schmidt 2 A (2019) W5 R IR K42
SEH o AT A ST B R A (L2) 2 ) ok
K, PUBCFICIZ Ol i 7 LT R e
W) MRS, HEA B AR TC A A
SRR, BETRE R AME S 2 3 3B 12 6
B, R A, ERBELANBIT, WA K
X BB A2 ISR I T A A AT Y
B1Z, (HAMEECFHICIZ RS NS 52 3) 0 A7
B APz A, EE AL AR
RS, ITAMEE ARG BEE — RN . 1%
RS SEEMWEAS—. G5 L, BER
RBETHRZEN ., T8, XAWE L

SRR TR . B 4 ASBFTEA
VI HEh PR R SR T T S AME 4
YRR NG Il

Y125 7T 1L A3 360 30 3 1 I BE 7 . Yang
(2016) 12 ML 3 302 v % B3 ik B % (shadowing)
PRI 2y A SR 19 ) 2P SR
S, AT LUK R 5T 4 S il b T 9 9
BRI R . H A 2RI R 1
% I 5 0 B A LR, TRATTR T
2 Z T S, LR A 3 SRR R
WA BRI R BB . % T bl 5] % 23 T
WA ) IR B DR A S, i A
TR S B R G, B T
O ST AR I 5 (L T VR A BT

6 BELEMNINEKEKRE

BEAFREBEDIY - YHFRIE, 5
FE VAR, BAEZINMIIRE, ERATMEE
FELIEF N TSR AEZ S 1, R A 2 B
FENE N WS G MR AR XS 52 o 38 3 X0 B2 R
T AE OB B A RS AT AT Y A R A AT
ALK I, SCF RIS F IR A R 2 h G
Bt — 25 AT
6.1 HEBANEZRUFTEH -SRI

B FE G AR5 S I LR 45 R AR
Fw, MFRENETEENNT, XHELR
WIZEF S TR 7R F R R RAE . WA N
BHAY EE 4 FE (LS R R R M R A 6) 56 7 T3
THWAMERA . X IT 45 2R T I B A 4 Bl 4%
BB T E8R) GEHF R MA TIEFT A
AR T IR S SR IEAL . SR, CA MRS RRE
A —E % A, ZEAPARhRANES
TR BB CR, XYW R E i — 2 m
W Ty Ah, XEMIR LRI TR BT RN, H
15 7 B4 S B0 A4 8 DL B 52 M (reading speach) 32,
RITTH 55 7 A SRR . AR AT LAY RIEoR
T, VAR R SO RS B O Sk iB 5 A EM, ik
WO A B BRI OR A, TEN R AT S A B
(LA /T ) 2% 2 W 5 o J) 3 R 2 R
FRAERY I HIEBL . B e, AR R S# 4 R IR A
FRAE AR R AT DA — 22 aifl, AU H # A~
LR R A B3 6] 1 SRR 5 R D e M 1Y
AR (0, BIE ) Ff 75 2R 2 RO B I 52
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6.2 HMELROMITEEZH—SHH
VIR # F 25 5 CPS A R {1 A3 B 119
<A (B pR 289835 05 3h) B 3k 1 B e B
INTHLE, UESE TR FRE RS Ik L T HABTE
5 B T JF BURE & 25 M i . 1 L
SRR I BRAR A UIAROC . (ER, X TR A
INFIHR B, VIRAETEVF 2 R DRy ), &
P, R TR S 0NN R 2 AL A B s R AT
A2 ) BUH 2 — 0 %58 B, LIEWF5Ew)
AR B, I RTRERS 43 Tl K2 W T 5 il X %) )
ESuE R N =1 T o) M BP U I A= 3 L T P S
TS B L S TSR - TR X B 3 F R 9
P A, AENS ok P Ao i AR 7 A S EAE I A% H R
FEE 0 LR BF ) 8 2 0 f D0 265 4 i B = R L 1Y
W, AN, RIFEFHMIEFLR, HEBdhR
ARSI SGL R AR —— X R,
I ANV AE 2 T RIS )2 i AT P 2 A R A
PRSI, IR — i 2 2 LB 5y 8 A X A 2 e ) 1
NI . A, ERATSEER IR, CPS.| delta HiEL
P18 << 7> FH 00 DA Al 2 AR 8 g B2 ) 1 5 0
Frdfisk, =FHMCRGEH; LR, £ 0
IR N P 3 R AT 5 A A3 1) T B AR A X ) 1
RIS RORR SRR AL RROCR . B,
T ANV A X AR 3 B <<t A T R I
AT o AR IR TR R AT IR B, B
BN S —Fh A BT AR b E R 2R, R AR £ R
WA BN 15 B (Xu et al., 2013) ., B, £ BR 1514
Z(e.g. Li & Yang, 2009; Kayser et al., 2015)f}, Ur
HATSR RS IE F HMR LR A, I AE MR S
Xof B AR 45 ) 1) SRR R 0 R 1 1 SRR I A A AH O
(Slater & Kraus, 2016), ¥ AR A L Tt
() 0 401 2 — e 8 AR s S0 T R v 5k 1 A HIL
il (VAR A T3 5 28 AR AR AE), 38 2 HUTE IR X
SRR (N P R 5 5 S L S A 2 R A
Mo XEREA FARFR TS, &E, 2
FEE P 22 W R 0 50 T2 5 s 0 S n
(BIniE S, AREIN T, TEAOKE B, X
R[] 25 4 1) 0 TR ) RO A T R B i
Y BE S A % (e.g. Cason et al., 2015; Cumming
et al., 2015; Flaugnacco et al., 2015; Hidalgo et al.,
2017; Schon & Tillmann, 2015; Slater & Kraus,
2016), 33X LA )AL T8 HE 0 S0 A ik
ik Yine iy BABLE AT Re A AE 25 5, (HHETIY

RED HHEIHE X — . BRI — A By
T R A SN A A R 9 AR E RERY
WIEXR . UK —IEF R R RAS B (N (5
ERE AR L) SGR A AR IR N RS
R (0 R R T BE Y T B .
63 HELAMIEAENMINXEFTEL—

SEE

C AW R ER R AT, Ak
Al LA B A B, H B A RS X S
SRR TAT AL A R 2= E ST R, (R,
LIRS 45 R R I TR . AR 2
1% (Ischebeck et al., 2008), HAF5THELE £ 22
WG S EEMEFER, Wil EHE)
AR S BAEAF I T i fn e & . B, Ir
— R [ IS S T ) AR X ) AT
RS2 A iz B 25 B Al T g dr . Horp,
WAL R R TR B A . 2R, CA KNG
SR B BRI AT TE I 06 R I AN & — X — A R B
KR, MEELRMNNENE G L., BEDHR
Al BEARAUE — A8 o A A A EAE IS 54
T RZEN, HAAR LM ERFH
] iy 2 B 22 Bl (embodiment), KA IFLN | H
T BTN 2 A 56 156 &5 7 — I 19 #5 1 (Giraud &
Poeppel, 2012; Kreiner & Eviatar, 2014), #JHtH 5
R /INGO S RN DR 22 R R R AR T )
T Z H R B R, NG HENEHA
L5y, DRSS S5 BAE A Jm iy O =X
J7 B I3 ) R A A A LT 22, AT B2 B4
HHE LN e, SRR KENTR A
P 0 e S P i L AR 43 CPS I AN R AU 7
HRRBR, MR —E K EHSRAN: HiE)XHE
TR 58 AN TR . U0 Ding 58 A
(2015) Y I 1E 5 T 9% Kk B U VR ) A 3 BT
AW BEG BUAF AR b 35 b KT R AR A Y
B b7 A AR (L FITS0) o Rk R 52 ] LA
GRS M T8 5 = E R, i A B A 5T A
HMAI EEG Ml MEG $4AK, fi A [R5 2 LA i
T UBMORNE & R AE T B R R A A,
Tor A 8 R 30 SR TR (1 Ao 22 R 3 R T N 3 g AT =2
) 0 GBI R A 38 718 ) AL 300 B3 1 552 o A )
fig, G RED RN T SR TR,
6.4 PRELAMIBENNERTEHR—PXFE

BRI S 22 RN T RE T 515 5 AR R
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B, [HENI ZIBE B D RN T a8 &
RGO MAZ . AR, DL mE I TR
TR TR SCHAR D . BRATARERE iBEE 55
T T A RN T 22 52 B AE 7E T IS LR Y
D7, AR R B AR B AN TR S 2R 1 G 25 R
o MAERESFEXEERHRE, 2 BEER
FAATE T B bRk i 4 R BN E B 5] i A
[l 7 3 & i TR A B THLHIR ], bk
AR TREE S N Tormms L EARF? BAE
AT 4R T SR E T 22 B K 0 B T A A )
T A F W A2k & (Nickels & Steinhauer,
2018), {HIFEABIR LTI 2% 8, BRittZ 4h,
WA AFEH T CPS SLFR L2 A 45 SRR B (Nickels
et al.,, 2013), P4, ZiHE G WAL MEEE
— AR NG RHRE, —I1HE
R T B I A A 0 A P R ) R R i ) % A
FEAEA B RR p 7 X 2L (Al AR B AR i — 2P R 5T

W 3 3k PR X — B2 IR B E R
ANE S ) FH AR RE B UL A, K SR
[RI AT BE & Zif & AN Be A S0 R R ) A R R
WATY) 4 AN AR R AR i B 0 BN e T iR AT B
YIS, B2 BT 1 RYERE A — A 428 1Y ff e
T, SR, ERTENXT A R RN T fE
RIEABRORBILTFAE . iR 0 A
8 1 02 Q0 R B o 3 — R R B =) i 2 R, 1
S 32 BRI AT B 1Y 52 T T 7 AE G 4k (fossilizaiton) #
27 N F B KRR IAT A BRI T AR %
17 8 (subskills), 23T HAREREHE BIKF?
WERJE XL, B AR A1 R R IR O N
fil, 2552 FEE 250 0 52 W i BT RR S R R
WRWE? T HUR R BB ST RI I A T he
J17 BIANFI R B S R BN i3 5 A R
Ry TRy ECE R A E NG M A BT
BN TRE 77 M2 R AR, =Rk W 58 4 0
KR B AR AR R RN L L
il . 1R R AR NS5 07 2 RS R, BRIt
ZAh, R FEN AT FLRBA LW ESR
AR SR s, DUMEAEHM 'S MBEiR1T
BB TR A £ X

BETS. (2015). P55 bl B Rt
JAWE, K7 FE. (2017). PG AR 25 F 15 V8 v 45 /) i 6 B 4y

Bro W hE b F B2 EEEE LRGN, F
7V Jzi = [F A B 5 2 i AR £ I (NCMMSC 2017) 72
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Abstract: The perception of prosodic boundaries is critical to spoken language comprehension, and it has
become a primary research topic among psychologists and psycholinguists in the past decade. Utterances are
chunked into prosodic units of different strengths. The boundaries between prosodic units are mainly
signaled by acoustic cues like pitch change, final lengthening, and pause. Previous cognitive, linguistic,
developmental, and neuroimaging studies have significantly advanced our understanding of the processing
of prosodic boundaries. We now know that listeners use a perceptual weighting strategy to process prosodic
boundary cues, and there are specific brain mechanisms for prosodic boundary processing. The ability to
processing prosodic boundaries steadily develops with age in young children and transfers to a second
language, but it generally decreases with age in older adults. Future studies should expand the investigation
of prosodic boundaries to more pragmatic genres and focus on revealing the cognitive mechanisms
underlying prosodic boundary processing, the relationship between prosodic boundary and syntax
processing, and the development of prosodic boundary perception in second language learners.
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