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MEIEUBERESERFRNIZEHNXER:
* BHREERE
B FEEE TWE

(RACITRE R =082 B, K& 130000)

i E UANMKIRAAEMNMBZENALRETRETLGEN, —HF2RAGX 223 FRRETEY R, £
TERIAA, MESFSHNEK, MARERIRG, —HFZ A X ZOERIH TG EMIm PN TH S
PAEZFWERER, KRTEREL PG ERZTF ZHTRS k5 REFHBILELMK T RAE TR
KFRAZMEZGEREAR, AREF @, 28I ERBENE, A B FHEBAEMKT 2AEEAMESF
RN E P PTACOIAE R .

EEIA MMEFT A%, HFRD, AP IR, AR R TR, AR

SEE  B842, B844, G447

IERIECE R 48 ((Approximate Number System, 32 BI4E R B K 05 0, HLBE % AR IS G K,
ANS)FEARAE AT F BN BEI T, X — T Z A Y 5 R B W55 (Fazio et al., 2014; Peng
HEERT 4 IERF S0 AT RUEAL 1 Fa et al., 2017; Schneider et al., 2017), K, ARAFS
%4 (Feigenson et al., 2004; Gallistel, 2011), #F5% R TRII AR, RE MR T LU RS A
O E I RO 7R G U (TR ANS BB RE N Z LR, LAE R % 26 R 1L B
FOREIN TARRT S RS . ANS FOAR G P TEHLE]

T TR B P 1R 5 B A
M 1 A N e Sy 24 ok
R R TSN AANS i), s L TR LER A EREMBEE T

FFRTETS . 5 {0 R H W) R R 43 ANS KR

BRI BAE bR (Inglis & Gilmore, 2014). Kt 48 a1 B 5% (e.g., Bonny & Lourenco, 2013;
WF5E % 3 AWIEBCE RGAEURIM TR Keller & Libertus, 2015) 1\ [ #1745 (e.g., Bethany

A HESY W (Bethany et al., 2016; Mussolin et a., et al., 2016; Chu et al., 2015) X3 W, 3~6 % JL &1

2016), HAHE T—MlFRe )1, ©lRER e IS R G5 B BE ) Z B S 3 1 IE AR G
HERE S 2 5 E P E (Chu et al., 2016; X%, fn, Keller Fl Libertus (2015)3% HI R kEA#
Halberdaet al., 2008; Libertus et al., 2012)., i & HF W, KIS T —RIANHE 2 )G, 3~6 & JLE
FEM, EPEEREMECER I Z MRS ) ANS B T4 6 7 2 1) 2 0 2 IE A OC . I

Ak, 2EETILIE R ANS B -t RE T AR S 1 %k
Mok H - 2020-06-19 “FAEST . N, Libertus % A (2013) % L7 42 il 4 |
* HUE A A SCH BRI H (1802123), & ME HE T WL RE I FETIN A Ge 12 )5, 4 % JLER ANS

= kE Rk S I H (JIKH20201189SK) % 1) BUEARE TN L 6 1~ H B E2ERE 1o 28,
EAFAEH: EATH, E-mail: wanglj699@nenu.edu.cn WEFER R BR, WL R ANS S e s T H

! Feigenson % A (2004) R 5= 1% /0, # AR SR &

14E(Chu el al., 2015), 14 /] (Soto-Calvo et al.,
R ). 14771 (Soto-Calvo @ &l
RUCT 4, L. 2015). 2 4£(Mazzocco et al., 2011) . HE & 6 4E)F
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(Bethany et al., 2016) 4k fE 1 . XTI IEL
i R G0 AR B BE ) R R R BT B F (eg.,
Chu et a., 2016),

BRTAHGOCR, MPREFEEH L TR JLE L
I RGeS Z B R R, i,
AR — OB T (PATEIRE . THIRE ) . A
WCACEE)HTERE R, BRFEETTIF R T AT 0
2 4 )T W 5 (e.g., Maertens et al., 2016;
Szkudlare & Brannon, 2018), fbfi1& M, # T H
T A5 80w RN, IR RS
) T SN A AN T A5 6 2510 L B0 R TR LA
e SR, T H R TE A A R i A L E R AR
1ERBFRE F1 (Park et al., 2016), 277 )L 3 B4
FRE WAL E RS T AR AT Ay S
ANS HE BN Z:2H1 ANS I3 BF 58 £ W, ANS
L #5125 (Maertens et al., 2016; Sella et al., 2016)
1 ANS 1531 2k (Park et al., 2016; Szkudlare &
Brannon, 2018)¥ fE i & $& 5 24 17 JL 3 A9 7 3 4
RS XRWAFEFILELAENE R RG]
FECERE T IE M ARG R

BRI, R RS R R
12 18] A] REAEAE X i (Elliott et al., 2019; Shusterman
et al., 2016)z%, /% [] (Hutchison et al., 2020; Lyons et
al., 2018; Mussolin et al., 2014) i [K S5 %, i,
Shusterman % A (2016) ) F 58 & B8 3~4 % “£HiJL
B ANSHEUE R AT, 5HAT 54056
TR K i B AR X R, S A 2 TR AR L)
RO R IS SR AL T MRS 2 FF . Elliott 55
AN (2019)%F 193 44 3~5 %/ 4R JLEE 1) ANS S5
5 RN ECERE 3T A8 SRR SR A G4 B, R AR
W TRy mdlEsAEE 2, JLEM
ANS BB B AT AT BUN A SR B e 0T R
B 2ERE W RE T AR R 1 ANS BB EE . SR,
LyonsZ# A (2018) & ¥R 4~5 % 2= 7i )L 2 i HL 4T &
LLEHE ST AT LA 6 4~ J5 1 ANS BB, i

2 ANS LB 2l % 7 I ANS 881 B S R LR E =,
FE 5 S L T e R AR S R R A R R, R R
W 5K B T R BT AL A 80 0 T £ (Wang, Odic, et al.,
2016).

® ANS ST ZRBER A T T AT 2k 5 PSRRI
o 2 Mz 2, FEAIWEAL 45 SR LA = ik S
F R B B £ 8 3 /b (Park & Brannon, 2013, 2014),

R ANS U8R BE 0 A R AT 5 LL R
77 Mussolin 25 A (2014 7F 3~4 % By~7i )L &
ORI T LI EE R,

AT, AR 2 B9 3R I 2E T L IR AL 4K
B RGSHFRE T Z (B AEAE 53 A DG Bl TRLAR ¢
Z, HMAHSMERER FHFWMHLLR
(Sasanguie et al., 2014; Soltész et al., 2010), @k .
F W 1F 1] 5 3R 3¢ & (Hutchison et al., 2020; Lyons et
a., 2018; Mussolin et al., 2014), Xtit, —LEHFsE
NN FH LRGSR AT Re ) K2 HE ANS
FLEEAT 55 H B B0 Vi Bl /N (1~9; e.g., Soltész et
al., 2010; Hutchison et al., 2020), iX{§if5% ANS 1
MERA: THERE RREE /DT 41FER 521
HAGZ)WIN TR, BT 4 0/NCE T
B Ty 5| B E L E BT, FILAE ANS
FUAEAT: 55 rh o R ik e 100 DL I B AR
(Dietrich et al., 2015), 7 — 4R EH K, AFEHY
B8 7 I 56 2 X & SR A B Y5 (Bl lott
et al., 2019), ltn, Elliott 25 A (2019)F% FH 58 2 iy
TR A RE T 5 R BT OB B R SE R,
Mussolin 5 A (2014) (R =Ff 7881 . Lyons %
AN (2018) (R A5 b g Jy ¥R R B =3 Z [l
SNADSE

Btz Ak, A —SeF 4R Rk P G 25 5%
TEAE R IR A AT RETE T, SO0 AR 45 A S
i, il H e 1 (e.g., Fuhs & McNeil, 2013;
Gilmore et al., 2013) 13401 (e.g., Bartelet et al.,
2014; Chu et al., 2015), —J5[fii, Gilmore % (2013)
)31 781 422 1 415 335 (I nhibitory - control  hypothesis) A
IR R G SRR A O B E R R R AE T
PHI R GE JITE ANS FUBAT 45 Mg 56 2
FEBEMEM, AR T EE R EL =6
B & R ad b B & A AE H (eg., Fuhs &
McNeil, 2013), #RIf, #k 2 05T & 1 16 i
BEMIRAE R L. #1n, Keller A1 Libertus (2015)
R, MGG 6e s, Far)LE ML
Bim R GHARE R EMA I, [FFE, Peng 4
(2017) 7 25 il ML v 73 B R AR IE G, R &AM
il 5 1 i 00 % I BB R G A R ) R e o
HAh, Malone %5 A (2019) & B 78 35 i BE 5 iR . T
YEICACRREE 5, #ar LR ANS UL S5
BEEne ) OTHARE ) WA AEG; H O ANS ST
B RE T B IO AR, S R T 4R R ROR —
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SOV IE B 5 B BE 7 0 0 B

— 1, Chu %5 A (2015)4& i T R4 A Hh
A& Ui (Cardinal knowledge mediation hypothesis)
S fiff e 2 i LB T DL Ak R G A R e 2
[EI G FR o B ULIA Y, 3T A0 3R 4 38 i Al i
2T LT SR 2 2], SR L R B 2E R
S8y % JE(Peng et al., 2017), #il4n, van Marle &
(2014) K I B A0 B, ZE 45 ] — M IA A B
(& Rl ae 1155 5, %#AiLE 3 I ANS
AECEERE AT LA A 3 I T A ) R R
eEaedy, HILE M EREUNIRAE ANSHEE 5 R
WIECERE I Z R B e TP A PER . IZEE IRk
737 Chu % A (2015)1) 32+ .

2 FWILERNMEREMB

IESER

KEWF LM, ARG T HE A HIK
FLERZE @V T SCEREE KT Wl 15
. TAEie)E, it Rk JL# (e.g., Halberda
et al., 2008; He et al., 2016; Inglis et a., 2011), it
/D4R L (e.g., Geary et al., 2015), HT %L
HRGSHFRIEA B ENIEMCK R, #
i, Halberda % A (2008) & 4c X} 64 44 5 % JLE 4T
TIBEEPFF (M GLERISER, 5~11 %), 4k
W, 7ERESS 6 4ERIT I N, Bk —4E 0 ANS
B RE 34 5 Y AR AR Re ) S WA G (A
HF, JUFEHJLER ANS BB HE B Tl iX 6
WHCEES S, RS T 16 F—ArN A6 S (2
E—WE 71, PATThRE . IBFREJIAE), JUERIL
W ANS BEUEA S H =R R G
WEMMERXR, BEE, Inglis 25 A (2011)#F 5% 56
ET X —452R, i1 &8 7-9 % JLER ANSHUE
FERNRERE S WE A OG, ANS BB M 1 L,
HHeE R E sy . X IR R RG AT
e R RE AR E R EEEE

RZE I LE T BER RS T AR
WA, ANS H&HIZR(Hyde et al., 2014; Obersteiner
et al., 2013)F1 ANS i+5 V%5 (Gouet et al., 2018;

O B S O R R A DGR, BN, R
B s AR R 2, D R RN o B A B K L E
B L A0 5 B B R g R S 1 A o SRR T
42 $5 %5 (e.g., Gilmore et al., 2013; Malone et al., 2019).,

Khanum et al., 2016) 7] Ik E & & 6~7 % 24k L
R BE S, BN INGROR I T E W2
H(Hyde et al., 2014), t4h, Libertus 4% A (2020)
KPR, PG E ) ANS YIZEBERESR = 6 & JLENT
BEIEIE ) ANS LB, R (R i R I EE e )
IERE. LIRS, AR LB N
IR A i R G B R R RE D r B R OG R
AEAUHE, He %5 (2016)R A [l B 5% 1 38 LI I AH
KA R, 8~11 & W )LEAUAAE RS &
GrEEeERe L IR OC R, SR, Matejko Al
Ansari (2016) k¥ 6 % JLE M5 LhERE 17T LU
O 1 4R 5 ANS BB, (HHFI ANS ]
BB O 1 AR5 AT LLECRE T . [RIAE,
Suérez - Pellicioni F1 Booth (2018)>% F fMRI A
& 10 % )L E A5 15 R Tl 00 248 )5
B ANS HECER 0 TR P Y G R B, E R 1) TR
AL, R K 2R 5T R W S L E IR DA
RS HBUFRE ) Z AR 1 3 R DG sl R2R O
A, BABA AR kB AL R R (e,
Holloway & Ansari, 2009; Sasanguie et al., 2013;
Vanbinst et al., 2012), a3 — & iy iF [l 2R C &
(Mategjko & Ansari, 2016; Suérez - Pellicioni &
Booth, 2018)., j=f iR P JE 4 R RFE R T ANS
L BAT 55 v Y i 8 /D (eg., Matejko &
Ansari, 2016; Vanbinst et al., 2012)F1%L246E 1
6T H A% —(eg., Sasanguie et al., 2013; Suérez-
Pellicioni & Booth, 2018)z 4, 58N, &
FEAn SR M SRR AL SR . AN, B LR AN
(Numerical Ratio Effect, NRE)z¥ i {5 I 25 %k )i
(Numerical Distance Effect, NDE)*/f: & ANS i
JER AR AR . TFFEE R, X PFP 845 0 E
1% BF 3% 4% 2 {Z BF /% (Inglis & Gilmore, 2014;
Sasanguie et al., 2011), H-5H:Ah ANS 45 br
(EREMBATBORABER 2, HILEW S,
FAAAECRIER R EIME RS, HS A,
ST N BAR A 8 AR (Inglis & Gilmore, 2014),
Ak, I — LR FH A F RS A =

® NRE A6 P15 LB AR5 5 8 i S8 b Rk, Bk
R BN B[R] St B4, IE B SRR, NDE 248 PN F L L
A 455 B30 22 1) 109 501 B s A, K 19 S R I i) e i
1EHfy %3l 25 (Buckley & Gillman, 1974) .
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SR A% LB IR U R AR AR R ) 2 ] 56 &
&AM AR B, AR S8 TR R 0 G g 7 (Zhou et al.,
2015), e IE R0 i vk (Visual form perception
hypothesis) ik iy, #55T% R 0 56 BE 7 7T fiE 2 i U
BRGSO Z RS EALE], FHrp
AL VE FH B G S R 22 2 AL 9 20 1) I T R B (e,
Wang, Sun, et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2019), 1 4¢,
MAETERATE S ANS 8 AT AE R B
H B EMIE(Cui et al., 2017; Wang, Sun, et al.,

2016; Zhou et al., 2015); H:¥k, Zhou %5 (2015) & #K,

EREH T MEE . OMER . FIE TAEIEL.
R S B A AL 1R, ANS BUBLRE ) S AT
TATE BEAEOC, R, TR DA R AR
MR N, ZHAMKEA R % (Zhou et al.,
2015). fic )i, RJEBERT L) ANS SO R 5
TEAR AN 58 J1 ¥ AEAE G B, AR AE42 H DL AR A
B Z 5, AT TEA R BB R G U I Y BB
(Zhou & Cheng, 2015),

ERPATT /AT 9T — Bk W, IR 4 R
G SEUERE T Z B G R BEE AR IR R KA R
[ @62)= 0.40; 1 182y = 0.17; 1 (36 z) = 0.31,
I e-9%) = 0.22 (Fazio et al., 2014; Schneider et al.,
2017), Schneider %:(2017)WL & 3K, Xf T2t L@
RUt, AT ARG RS B R ) Z R A
J(r = 0.24), HAFS R RGCHHEHRE 1 kI SE
(r = 0.30)RERE TR, XKW, B 1L Blgkid &g
LIAh, FF5 50 R LB =R A
WERR M H., FEER AR, i L%
2ERETI MR RV RE AR TR . AT, ik
% )L AR RGeS HBUE R ) Z IR AR T L
il nger, LA ARSI —E R AR B A
IR, TR R G S EUARE ) Z I OC R
23 B TR S VA5 B R 40 N AU — R TA
K ZE (AN, PLBETEAR N BE | 0342 1 45 ) 14D 55 i 1
RET S 0% P/

3 MANEMUHERZMHFRENNKXER

2T N RV R R e 5 HEC R B ) 2 1]
KA B TE R IK B — B 1e . —Seph e A B,

AR BB TR S RGN R RS R R
4t (Symbolic Number System, SNS), #il#i, “2”, “—” | “two”
% (Piazzaet al., 2007).

RNIERIECE R G5 HAUCE RE ) Z AR T 21
FAHX (e.g., DeWind & Brannon, 2012; Guillaume
et al., 2013; Lyons & Beilock, 2011); Y3 —2Lff57Y
| >k % ¥t (e.g., Castronovo & Gobel, 2012; Inglis et
al., 2011; Price et al., 2012). f4il4n, Inglis % A (2011)
FERFST A% 222408 JLEE AL A BY ANS f80
ERCERE N Z AR, SRR - HRNER
LR B, FAERAMLT T AR E . R
1M, IR I/ AT 5 35 2, M L T 2401 L
#, NI RUBCE R 4S5 HAeE RE o Z M A7
TER/IME B R IEAR S, 1 1865 = 0.21 (Fazio et al.,
2014; Schneider et al., 2017) ., 34 LA (9T 52 45
RIAN, SR G S e B R R RT RE S O sk R
BN R Y B A 6

— I, MNHLRFAERE, pOAHEAR ML
2 HE S 1K 2 S8/ (eg., Guillaume et al.,
2013) . ANS 8t B 52 503 2R =248 oA Rl (e.g.,
Price et al., 2012). ¥*#pe & T HR[F (eq.,
Schneider et al., 2017), # & & HAF & AR A
4x(e.g., Fazio et al., 2014)%¢ [a] BUH & 5 h SL 56 4%
RAREERNEEN, FEEAR, AR
42 5 HACE AR ) Z A1 06 & a] AR AR T 3L b iy it
HAEJI(Wei et al., 2012); 5 —J71E, MK
INFIRE I R R R E, RMAMFSEERSD
SR MRIE B RS, RO AR REC:RE T
(EZRIARE) MR FZZEH N HE F(eg., Geary
etal., 2013; Ingliset al., 2011), 4N, LLEWFSE &
B, Tiext TR RR A LB T G R
GHHBFROZM R DE, HEHE T
B T AR S AR R g AR, MRS A
FR G0 RAE I AU 3R 40 RV 2 e ) 22 TR 3 58
4 A 19 1E F (e.g., Castronovo & Gobel, 2012;
Lyons & Beilock, 2011).,

KEZE X RN GE R RGN GBI &
B, ANS HLECFT ANSTHR I I ZRACR (22 AT
BRENHBL T . EZRIMY, ANS HilZk
AR REHR = U 2~ B8 71 (Cochrane et al., 2019;
Park & Brannon, 2014), i ANS I B A
35 AR #E R (Park & Brannon, 2013, 2014)., Jy
—2H % ANS UG ERBLE], Park Fl
Brannon (2014 ANS IS YIZRA0 4 J Z Rl A
L5 (ANS HEESRE J) . e 2s [ e . OB
HEES)), FFH X =MINAIR S ANS T
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TR, g5 RE, ANS ITEVIZaE e ERE
WNRECEARE ) (EZ R RETT), T ANS L3
YR BEZINGENARE . X — S5 R IR T
Park #1 Brannon (2013)f9 {8 %, RIS JL#E A,
ANS TN GRRT B2 B 7 i A AL 7T R e
TR PG, WA I ANS
BY 42 %5 (Lindskog & Winman, 2016; Park et al.,
2016) . PRIk, (S04 X3 U8 i R Sk AT i I 25
(ANS LLER) HFA AR I B RE T R TR .

IO, AR AR A DF Y % AN I (LK
RGBS Z MR R, (B E IR
P 2= 2 = B e A B T IR BB R 4
i % J& (e.g., Ferrigno et al., 2017; Nys et al., 2013;
Piazzaet al., 2013). il 4N, Piazza % A (2013)#1 Nys
N (2013) I X 35 & B, AH LT A E:Z i IEX
BEBE NN, 2388 E ARG
B ANS SUBLEE . Ferrigno 25 A (2017)% 5 [
b, I Rk B B B 42
R B E B a2 R), R EBA
ik, RIEECER(E B AT 4 S e Pk S 32 8
FHERE D EME, MR T 2P
00 ] T AR A 5k A B BEAT 232, M 2 g b
) DO ) AR 0 U 0 e 2% (o I 1) 2% 1T AR ) i
(i

4 MEREPMBERSEEHBFRERNX
AN RER

ZE L TIR, BT UAARN SR 45 R, A
A2 IR R R 5 BRI R R
WRBUR B FHH ZEZ M ERER,
ALY B 3R 0 o v SR SO TR T e 4k
2ERE T 2RI T B AH SCR E E  T R, I
it RGSECARE I R Z BN AR R TS
BERGHMER, MREENRERSESH
A 2E R T Z MAH AR B TR,

BELARSRUE, X i R A5 AR R (RS
B RG M AR K R SE ) L SR UL, Je Rt
1 B I BB 2R 4t 2 HAR A5 450 2 Ll vy
R EREN PR, BAREFR LR
A% 2B 2 T X 7 (e.g., Bethany et al., 2016; Chu et
al., 2016) . ML, ~FpiT L B 22 Hb AR 30 (ol 45 it
AGEHATECEMIN T . HAHSCUEE R, T RIE
BRGNS E ARG EG L F sz LH, /D

AT RN A [i) 3 1 2 0190 250 0 9 340 R | ke T
W 4 1Y 3 3% (e.g., Butterworth & Walsh, 2011;
Dehaene et al., 2003; Holloway et al., 2010;
Sokolowski et al., 2016), Kb, IT{LHE RS
fil 2 2 Wi L B AR AT 5 B0 ) i (eg.,
Bethany et al., 2016; Chu et al., 2016), ANS 4 i
LI, AR S B AT S B R (0 S A A
A AN, Chu et al., 2016; Geary et al., 2013;
van Marle et al., 2014),

FEBUM PR R LI PR R &S
RE I Z MR EZ DA E(Chu et al., 2015;
Peng et al., 2017), Jf{LU%i R 40 a4 k)L 2 5
BN R R, AR o R IR ECE R i & B
(Peng et al., 2017), BEA, ANS BB 38 = i 22 i
ILESRFRES TR AT . LRI B 78 L
o, BRAS U ECRT B AR 0o T (A1 3R T LR
BeEeE o] 68K, AR AT 32 Bl 2 o) T 2 A
AR, T B T A AR 2% BE 1 (Odic et al., 2014;
Wang, Odic, et al., 2016), Kk, %HF 2w L
BH¥HE, MF B S LEIE R
INEARECE T (P9 80 R IER), Hige )L
X B 2 2 1) 48R B O F B (LA AR S o A,
AW BAMG AT ST M SR R Z),
& 00 L3 1Y B % > Ff 5 (Szkudlarek &
Brannon, 2018), [mlff, 7ER WA=, 2200
JUE A5 B30t F R R B3 28 56 1 B8 i s/ vl LA
AR E I R R G2 Y & ' (Goffin & Ansari,
2019),

Bl AR GG, 2t L3 R DA L3 (6~
18 )T S R 4 H R . h TAF S 5 &
G5 F B RRE B RS, L EE AR AR i T R
B 2R G B R RIS, T X RS B &R
35 B RSB W TH R (e.g., Geary et al., 2013), IV,
TS 30E R E B B RGN MR
K Hr A B 1 i S BTN X T (e.g., Kolkman et al.,
2013; Vanbinst et al., 2015). B, 8= R4
B AR T 0 AE SRR B S L B A 3 K T T
R, A5 40 2R G AR BE ) 1A AR B 0] 2 Bt
JLEEAF I I 72 73 5 (Schneider et dl., 2017).

SIvER, M T ANS 8B, AR A
INFIRE T (AN, BT R BE . TAEICIZ . MdlEs
il SRR AR ) 23 N 5 ) LB iR ) R TR Y
K % (e.g., Gilmore et al., 2013; Zhang et al.,
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2019), WLHIES TAMARR UG R 5 HECARE
T (FZRITH R 1) Z Bl I AHCRR E (Inglis et al.,
2011). HARC AR R I IECRE 2R 5055
ARG M ZRI T I 2 58 5 8 LB M BUE R
(Obersteiner et al., 2013), {H A A& A B FILAF %%
By JL#E (Zhang et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2015),
X 2E I JLE SR UL, AH LE TR LR R AR AH G
YLk, F55 808 RGN TE 3G TAE b B 2t
AT 5T 1Y B SE Atk (Schneider et al., 2017),

NI R g5 AR Z M i A
RRBRETAL, X575 80 R 40y A AL
RIS R ¢ (e.g., Guillaume et al., 2013), E.
WOk, DARFSAE N 228 R 150 6E ) 20 42
U L5 B R R, © 58 KT A5 B
ARG HATECFE % 3 (e.g., Geary et al., 2013; Peng et
al., 2017), {HH TAF5 50 R G0 AR 2= 24
b REAE L E ANS BB Y & i (e.g., Guillaume
et al., 2013), PRtk =3 Z [a)/39K BA i 2 A s
Y 1F #H 3¢ (Fazio et al., 2014; Schneider et al.,
2017), WL IE 23X — JE AU BT X 3 Bl i 5
SR ZR(ANS HREIIZR) To k4 v i A B # ik
Y & & (Park & Brannon, 2014),

AN, EAk ANSTHE YIS AE R w JLZE N
BB RE ST, B2 FAE R PLHI T REAN R o X
SHDLER ANS ISR, Rl fgmIL ANS
O R SR A e L R B Re I 0, BOoR R G BE
TH A I 2 % 8 2 Re 1 B A E A (Park &
Brannon, 2014); Xt MK ANSTHE I Zk, &8
o 48 = N O BT SRAE T R R v LA E R
GFEREINM, BREAZM ANS SELEA Uit s
(Park & Brannon, 2014), A U, Xt BT ISR &
RN BE T 2Z ) 1Y) 56 R AT 1 R AG BB 1 25
R, WS P R SRS BRI

5 /IhEFHMRE

I ALLEY B 2R G AT BB SE T LB AR LAY 5 A
= X EEA (e.g., Chu et al., 2016; van Marle et al.,
2014), & {4 5L 2= fe O Y = B 0 R T
(Park et al., 2016; Szkudlare & Brannon, 2018), &
220 L EE R Be AR 22 55 1R Sk (Bethany et al.,
2016; Chu et al., 2016), i Xf FAEHE K1 JL# F
BAEBL, 7580 R AR HE =R T KR
T E T R F(Sasanguie et al., 2014; Wei et al.,

2012). Ny T AR ImizdEs, RRBTSET] LL
LR S SERALE

(A= ANS BB, TFERRE YL
BE M R bR . KEREWY, ANS IR
5 Hp G R R BN A B il (e.g., Smets et al.,
2015) . AN 4 4 a5 BB O R R L i (eug.,
Sasanguie et al., 2013). A [A] Ay & B A (e.g.,
Zhang et a., 2019), AR EH X (eg., Wang,
Sun, et al., 2016). LLKAEIHY ANS SO R bR
(e.g., Peng et al., 2017)%, #RJE 'SP G 45 R0 H
TR o B, RRGEZ R BT 75 1, Gebuis il
Reynvoet (2012)% I7E ANS [LEHE ST, k4
ZREW LR, HABEZMBRwmA R,
A t, Gebuis Fl Reynvoet (2012)#2 4t T —Fh T Ny
B I ANS HUEE 55 (Rl e g . SR A
G NSRS AN UL D ez 9 B S B Sz N D)
ANS 8B, JER B R EN B — B0AE
(Clayton et al., 2015; Gilmore et al., 2016; Norris et
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Therelationship between the approximate number system and mathematical
abilities: Evidence from developmental research

LIANG Xiao, KANGJingmei, WANG Lijuan
(School of Psychology, Northeast Normal University, Changchun 130000, China)

Abstract: The approximate number system plays an important role in the development of individual
mathematical abilities, and the relationship between the two factors is affected by age. Mainly, as age
increases, the degree of correlation gradually weakens, and the mechanisms change from cardinal
knowledge mediation to the joint effect of multiple intermediary variables. Future research should use a
more rigorous experimental design and multiple research methods to investigate the development trend,
causal direction, key turning points and the underlying mechanisms of the relationship between the
approximate number system and different mathematical abilities of children of all ages to better understand
the role of the approximate number system in the development of individual mathematical abilities.

Key words: approximate number system, mathematical abilities, cardinal knowledge mediation hypothesis,

visual form perception hypothesis, development





