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—IRRNCRAEMN T &£ B ML R & AL -
HEFBRE T AERMERII L 547
£TH FRE BB

(ERE F R0 B IAARRE2 B, b5t 100083)

OB AR iR TRAHR, —AES 8 P T 235 (L2) 18 IL R A e T AR B BB (L) “F AR E LR
A IR FAE R, AT WAF T E —“FA R IE BTG AL, ALELT L2390 J Fid4
PHZRI G YR E, FRAAENICON T A THLE I LERN 6 AT ZERAL I FOER X LI S
8 IRB R R B TR B R, ASRIICSE R A (WGE R EREAAR), ARG B GV B ® . HHiE
ICAAEEBL AR R R AR AR AR AN AR R AR (EANE TR X AANAE, W
F B R RAR T B R AR R CF AR R X — K AR TR ZRIAL TS TGN mILE, R, £ TP
XE5HFXFAERBETLFRAALAERZF, AP TRRARE/EXEMRTREE S FIERR, FAR
AT e SR, AR A e R R E TR, W, ARFREEEX KETZIALE
F.OBALRAER | AR FAUERE S H R AR AT 35350 T ARk ke L) 6 2L AR

KEIR B AL R, T AERAE, EICRAE MR S, R ESUER

HES  Bs42

1 5]

TWHCAENE S REMN AR TR, G
WE TR TR SO A2 T 1B (Nation, 2001).
TE 1% 2] 5 (Second Language Acquisition, SLA)4%
B, R A RNC R AR X R IR E (L2) B R
KEZ . TR T FHTE L2 A5 AR
FRNC | o A RE kR, R A R
WE T, e T A 3R E (Kroll &
Tokowicz, 2005), ifiail > fJ& — i H i 2%
PSR, L2 = E W EASR —HF L DIRL
R T = LYY 11 O B I Frag € - e i U
PP FPE S RGLH M3 4 5% 5 (Dijkstra & Van
Heuven, 2002; Kroll & Stewart, 1994), X{ii —i&
) 2 45 B 3 T A5 0 5% b e 2Lk A 4
Wz—.

il

AR R, B IIL I B RER T
— RGN G5 Hh, JRAER ST
FW], SR L2 EFALL, M L2 2 ) EHAE
TN TR FAFTE % 25 %(Bylund et al., 2021;
Kousaie & Phillips, 2010; Li, 2023; Saito, 2024;
Singleton & Pfenninger, 2022); AL iR w4 M4
FW, L2 WHCBEOE AP W8T L1 ENE, JUHA
PSR T R EEE T, LUANC s & T3 L2 3810
i J|(Diependaele et al., 2013; Gor et al., 2021;
Gor & Cook, 2020); J& B ARXF RN F W, A
F L1—L2 5 8h, L2—L1 i) shEE g, &M
L2 Xf L1 fA7E858R i HO (Basnight-Brown, 2014;
Dimitropoulou et al., 2011; Kroll & Stewart, 1994);
TEA R B RM, L2 22 FH AR T K
WAL B E B, Sy L2 388 - LSS
59 F L1(Heyer & Clahsen, 2015; Jiang & Zhang,
2021; Kahraman & Beyersmann, 2024; Li et al.,
* QLI RIS A ITH (22YYC016). TR WA S
WAEVEE: 25, E-mail: yaopp@blcu.edu.cn (Diependaele et al., 2013; Ellis, 2002; Hernandez &
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Li, 2007; Matusevych et al., 2017; Zhao & Li,
2013), XL ILFE LS, AL I B8, L2
NCRAEAEAERT L1 KT . L2 R 2 13 At /2
S HERAE B A AR WX B3 O, & R S ar %
(IN:SpuRE

XL PG ] LA L2 3Rl (14«25 2 (parasitism)”
FAEHLE S 2 58— B¢ Hall (2002)82 1 T 181IL K
JE )« 3 4 ) U (Parasitic Hypothesis of
Vocabulary Development), “ZF4:=” &+ L2 22>
TE SR 3 il B — A BrRC e, S AshAIA L1 5
L2 T L AFAE BTN A RL R T S0 BRI AL 3RAE
RGN R A AR T R, 52 AR A
W MIEFIR)Z W, flin, I GRG0
B ST BT “like” A7 A AE 75 BE 15 3l 1] “gustar”
BYAJERAESR [, RO L2 aiEXF L1 355 WL
HEFf (Hall, 2002; Hall & Schultz, 1994), % #42:
PR R, L2 WNERAE R BT~ SCRE - X H
FEIRZ,, PR L1 B A 0, Sy AR X A
37 B ZRAIE(Morgan-Short et al., 2012; Sunderman &
Kroll, 2006),

MR SE 32 X (Connectionism) A #E 5T L2 )L
FAE 3 AW S ) & S R R AL T E ZE A HLI
HEZE . ZHIS N, FNIR L AR 200 a5 s A
AR, = WARFRIKE AN EAEL RIS T 1Y
3 75 V5 % (Gonzalez & Milne, 2014; McClelland
et al., 1986; Pulvermiiller, 2001), 7 L2 J 7543,
L2 fRlC Y s 2 (B T 2 5 B A 55, JC vkt S7 B
HbriE S, T 2B O A 1Y L1 BRES @ B4R g h Ay
AT . WREE L2 R A B B3, w0
S TE T O O A B 1 43 A R SE B RAE ) A 4
ZUnt R, L2 AR DU S ST TR ()~ S5,
LR L1 A, T8 s E Il 37 (1 3R AE R 4E
(Zhao & Li, 2010, 2013),

IUA BH AN ) BE B T L2 G RAE
v o 11 R I VAR 2 AP U 3 R VO N S Ve N
IR 3E G iR 0 A 8t &, UL 3 L R A 28 e
PR WA 5 R LR 1) Y R AR 1 AT 0 5 ek
TIPS, BT L1 5 L2 el
AN A B ROE S, WRRYEERE, HIL
EAE RIS TR I L2 a)3 4 A AR IR Bl (4 & 1k ik
& BRI R AR VAR T L2 1530 AR BRI
B B PR AT 6 B B TRV R A AR S Jr A 25 ) 1
27 L2 WHERAEE . & . X =ANZ WL LR F W

AR R R BEAR . WITH SR R, KRR
PR AR R -TT g <35 A — P S i) R g i R g A2t 1
IREA SR . WL ER, B
A RGBSR, AL S AR TR 2 ) RS
(T S 1A) 518 B & R GE OB B JZ) Z 1 ) Bl 2528
ke, 88T L2 AR R AR <A A Sr A AR Y
Mz A AL o

JUE EIRKORAE A R T A R R ),
EENT SR TR g RRELE . T35
B 2 A AN TR A, O & S HL A
B ARIEG—HER TS . O TIRA T L2
R AR <23 A= — 3 377 Y 2 J G R RO S AL,
A 6 ZAE SR 1 BB HE S T AR GEJHE N AN AR 2
[ F) A TSR T

W, F2 SCHE Y <o A7 SURAE | AU 2 254 %
5 IFAT WO 2R 0 W R B, O SRR
KL B35 K et e s 2 ML 4R T 58— 10
PLHIFEZE o JET ik, A SCIE R GER R L2 1i ) 15
ZMPR AL L, R R Z 0 R 1A
FOBLE, IR T SO L2k, X 6 &
Jp) L2 331 15 BRE/BOR JEAT L X 57 A5 o
A JEE AN [ AT A R L2 Al A — s
KA P W EANCER, ACE N RE R
G, TR B R Al AR S 1 A BB HE 2,
I ARSI T R TR B 2%

2 ZERICFENENZMBITERE
A S ES

E FRNE AR S, 8 0 TR & 8
T ez g, WS IRAEIR RN | R E S
JE BIARKIFRBON LA KB AR 45 ax s B 4 3 [H]
0] T AN 2 AR A0 (). L2 SV ERAE A
AR M 1Y R R AR IR AT Y
2.1 SIBFRHN

S FAERE RNV (Age of Acquisition, AoA)ZFH
1, L2 2 B AR S) L2 BRI R, 15 PGk
S, 1B 1545 Rl (Bylund et al., 2021;
Kousaie & Phillips, 2010; Li, 2023; Saito, 2024;
Singleton & Pfenninger, 2022), 17 MR EH, 5
I L2 “E ] FAR L, Wl L2 2% ) F e a4
) - 1 AT 55 v 3 0 g 3 ARG % PROUE S0 T if
[B] #E K (Craik & Bialystok, 2006; Mackay & Flege,
2004), 3% Ry B L2 2% 2] 3 KT ¥, L
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REM AT R, JOEE 250 L2 R pE i
SERST TR U DG R o M L2 22 2] A L2
LR CRAE 2B A EM R, B 5 & AR
L1 & X RGHATIE - LWL, TE U ik . BOH)
BBERAE(LT & Xu, 2023; Li & Zhao, 2013b;
Zhao & Li, 2022),

AR, TR RN 52 B 2 F K 3
BRI . B0, AR E, PR AT RS
Matt L2 2% 2] 33k 3 [F) 55 L2 BARREEERT, AoA %K
2B 5 - BRI R R L2 2 30 A i SR WA
IR HIWAT 55 H AT I BB 2 i 5 B
2% > # # T — U (Chee, 2001; Wartenburger
etal., 2003), HK, 7Eif 5 Al m, 7E85H
AoA FIEMEMKSE, BARFERE L2 HAEM
WG ) 27 21 3 7 8 5 SR R 7= AT 45 R R B AR,
T BTE AT LIS AoA RN HIFE T
(Flege & Liu, 2001). WAk, 735 5 AH 518, L1
5 L2 WiE S FE B RIE, AoA W f BB\ 1 1 TH]
R S R T S A RENS R o iR
B E AT IR 2RI A= R | R
APREER), MIMTE—ERERE 1AMz Rl AT i 3 4 e
o BN A 32 R (A b 4 W1 88 M R B ) (Schepens
etal, 2020, 2022), BVKTMIF, L2 A ERT . 15
R I DL R R L1-L2 AR 2 AT AR
L2 T30 A AR RS 1) b 32 R AF A Ak, 32 1 9
A5 AoA B .

22 WILCES

LSRRI RS N T i, 248 X
SR 2 A 56 04 1) I AE 1 TR B S, R B R
T 4t B fa 1A 2% B A A 1 BLE (Todorova et al.,
2020), X TRGEHME, WILFE AU A AEH
—IBEFRENT, FHAETARIET ZEZM,
PE—2 R L2 WE I TR .

221 EFHRILCES

L2 LRGN ERIRIE S LA 2R
— 7T, WA, L2 R R G i BE RN i
F L1RICRG, 7RI AIE U2, L2 222 HH#
TP TR AR T 3 AR LR A R
K TF 81 # (Broersma & Cutler, 2011; Weber &
Cutler, 2004), L2 {aliC2Z [8] (415 X TP R T
L1(Zareva, 2007), % —J7 T, WA MR LM, L2
RSN EBEITE A3 55 F L1 AL R 4 . X—4518
KT S g R, i) sih, L

WCAE & EZ N, “cap”/igi“cat”, “cab”5F)ill
W PRGN, S e L1 A] A 3R R e 4 T L2
2 > 5 UK v A1) SRR L A AR, R LA
22 B A 3E B0 (Broersma, 2012; Gor & Cook,
2020).

LREMFE LR IARET L2 Wil E
TERFA R . — I, B A RAEFE L2 80
T W SCRIEAAE B B, X5 BEREAR, [R]—
ME TR LS MEE 2B EN RN ES
(AT ¥ M/ W RSO 2% T BE 2 [R] B B0 “live” |
“leave”, “leaf”), X 32k L2 1AL P4 55 4+ 10 148 i,
2 ) T A NE Z 0 R AT R A R
o 53—J7E, L2 (34 RIEM RTE UM . F
FE BTN A, X BBV A T 4 1T 09 S T K
SRR, AHEZ A0 A AR S, FE L2
R SE R RN 55 T Ll
222 EBESRILES

H5ETHNESMIL, BiEE R N2 HE
R AW B FHIE . AEXUE N T, L1 A L2
NC R G AR A B Sy, T S A% M =22 (R 78 AH B
fER . BUEEAM T —MIEFN, 5—E5He
# A 3h S I ' 4 5 4 (Basnight-Brown &
Altarriba, 2007; Berghoff et al., 2021; Berghoff &
Bylund, 2024; Bobb et al., 2020), % Fh35 4 1A% .0
B S AE T HOR X FkM: . Marian 1 Spivey (2003)f)
IR IR TR 5 5w 4 IR . ERLSE G 5
A, YR NUE T B B E H AR R, A
SUEMS B bR ial s B S A 5 ik,
T AE N TARE B, X 505 5 4 W A 1 v AL 3 20,
R L1 EBEEF S SIS, 1ok,
Gollan %5 A (2008)t % B, XHEFH F B H Lb s
BB RSN, HAER IR T (L2) i 1R 45 AL
PR T F (L), KU L2 mCTE 8 S i dhead
BT

A, 598 T N 432 B 2 Hh B R 198
o HOE, MIESESMTE N L2, sUERE L2
)T B AT R AR THA, L2 3R W e oy R T AR
FEMFRAE, BOEK L2y BFE, MATEES L1 A4
HlFEA, BT w4 im Ak T (Altarriba et al.,
1996; Birdsong, 2009). 5% I 15 &40 75 15 20 HR B
L2 2] F T W2, R A1) Al 6% B A &5 i )
FH 1 356 28 2% O 40 i %5 1 5 1) VL 38 4+ (Berghoff &
Bylund, 2024; Elston-Giittler et al., 2005), H:iX,
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AoA MBS F L ST HAT WA PR L
AoA [RUEEAE L2 N T B s phsy, B
L1, Wit AocA MIXUEEEBIES
H L1 B 5 M i (Berghoff et al., 2021), 5=, /&
L2 ZAZREEARAS L2 L Ae s @y v RAE, AT
POETEFrim 550U, L2 $E i (exposure) [ 5
fdi 45 L2 3alIE i S BOE K- B I f i, ZERGE AN T
SO MU RO R ST i G R = e U
(Berghoff & Bylund, 2024),

R R AT DA B A M AR AE T AR B 5 — i
B 1T L1 RN A R A S S K1 R
BOTE S 1M S, [FIEE L2 aC R <A A AU, 7R
PN R H L1 RN R iEas, Fi
L1 ICE H se el L2 W03, ro ARzl
M s 15 5 T 38 %W (Dijkstra & Van Heuven,
2002),

2.3 BEIARI IR

JA SR RRRON H8 BUH # AR TR 5 8 ST 55
TR BT PR 22 S, B L2 MRS B, Ll
YE HARIE(RD L2—L1 Ja sh iy A, BUE & 7E
L1—L2 J7 [ S ShAV S . L1 JH Shid REg A7
ROROE L2 HARTA, I 535 A e e ; i L2
Ja Xt L1 Hbrie 0 8oE W5, HEA D
(Basnight-Brown, 2014; Dimitropoulou et al., 2011;
Kroll & Stewart, 1994; Nakayama et al., 2016;
Schoonbaert et al., 2009), ERP W5 3 F:5X — & FL «
N400 4 b7, L1—L2 3 3h 444 F N400 i i &
FI, RWITE SCEGE N ® AL, WAE L2—L1 U7
6], N400 J5i/IN ) 1 BE 50/, e R Ak i A4 17 45 53
(Bobb et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2014; Midgley et al.,
2009; Wen & Van Heuven, 2017; Zhao et al.,
2011),

WL RW, Ja B XS BRI 32 B Z R0 R R 1)
T . B, Sabourin % A (2014) & BRI AoA &
W5 L2—L1 J5 ] pY il eSS, REPRE 3hak
IO P9 1 583 B 2k s A TS X A R U
R W0 L2—L1 BFE s . Hak, K
FEM L2 B RS A BTSSRI
FILE, WX L1 5 SR A< AR, Ja3h
AN FRAE 855 (Burgess & Lund, 1997; Elgort et al.,
2015; Mok & Yu, 2017). BJa, T AR HETT
YER, WFEE RIEA—2, B o R, & 22k
WeIIRUHE# ) L2—L1 JA SR s, AR FRIE

W55 (Zhao et al., 2011), 3% A]AE R K B2 Y
PR e HE L2 15 ERAFE P35 25 % 10 4 7 FRAE
AW AFREN, IEAERAGRELGT, L2
L1 3 s AU 4G XOE & h B, W7E L2
PXEFE A Bl (Jiang & Forster, 2001; Wang,
2013), FEHRGE - B 7] 8 L 246 % 20 25 B 58 R ¢
o X2 RARIR, B SR XS RRME T RE 32 3 2 Sk
JE . AR AoA SRR R LRI, Aok
T 5E 75 2 R G0 7 B X ML AR = i Al S FI s BAE .

Joa SR FRRON AT L2 R A <A A AR
R, L2 WNE 15008, Hal SERAFE & FEAR
WLLELRS, B KRR LN RIER
FUBOE BRI, RRAZ B0 H N L2 fHiE,
A RSESR R S SN, T L2 TR M R S AR A S
RAIEM L%, # B G AKCFEAR, X L1 ABE RS,
H LA T L1-L2 Jrim, L2—L1 F g shal
NALSS . BHE AL PR M AR A B, L2 i)
Y32 4 A A7 ST RAE S SIS RR M R T ek 5
(Zhao & Li, 2013),

24 EXRE

JE % i (Form Prominence)df L2 %> E1E
TR T8 5 8 2 B SOA me et . i
FERW, BT L1 HE, L2 ) FEXHEIE(E
Tk )RR 5 (Heyer & Clahsen,
2015; Jiang & Zhang, 2021; Li et al., 2017),, {a)j_ Bk
ML R RN, L2 = H TR FERTIER
A9 1] 1 5% BX (Fitzpatrick & Izura, 2011; Meara,
1978), HifE CEBR7E LY L2 038 ia] B 4 2L
&K F L1(Gor & Cook, 2020).

T R 32 B0R 5 AR R L1-L2 AH IS5
HEAWY . B, MEIESAGENRE, %2
B 5 WG ) AR B RN SR H Bk n TR,
Wb T MHAIE i 56 1 (Berzak & Levy, 2023), fE1)
LBAEAE S, T L2 WCHRAEEEE KT
L1, #iEH E8 R B E LR N (0 dog—
cat), M IE ERE 3 2 200 B & Le ) i T 5K ORIk
(N flood—blood) (Jiang & Zhang, 2021), HK,
L1-L2 FHME B DR, — 7, PR,
FEALAG TR =X R A AR i 15 15 5 B =08 & (A0 AR 3R]
B3 3C R 31 (Dijkstra et al., 1999), % —J5 1, 7E{%
G B, T SO MEE XOR R BRI 25 5 7=
A AR ZE (Dijkstra et al., 2000); B RIMTE S
th, L2 3 F 5 28 X 0T 0 8 5
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(Sunderman & Kroll, 2006), XFJE X TRE ST
T 2 S 1) (1 L [ BGE,  DAITTAE L2 18] v v ke
HARMET LWL ER: ., &5, Rk
B, IR AP RIS LT, 22 H T 5 R
FHE SUAF B AT R, T 258 W 3 42 09 59
(Gor et al., 2021; Namei, 2004; Wolter, 2001),

X—HR FEWRT L2 WiLIE | SCRAEI 150
St B EFIERAE DR, B2
B EMETH BT AT L1 XM, S8 L2 %
2 FAE S XTI I TRCR B L BEE L2
AL GEENRE AR S 2R ERE, L2
) Y1328 0 ST R A ST Y SUERAE, MBS LR
PR 32 T ek 55, X R AR B R R B i 1 AR
(Bordag et al., 2022a; Gor et al., 2021), X—k &
Pl BT L2 WNCRIE R R F AR 0 Rt A L2
27 30 2 NN T 5K W 19 385 R 1 8 38 (Gor et al.,
2021; Puscama, 2024),

25 Lk, L2 3N a7 2B RAEMLEI N 15
WHE I MG T 5 — R, BEE PSR IIERA,
TSR AW IR S XA J5 R IA b 2 AL
G2 F2 SCHEZL A B <25 A= — Pl ST 7 1Y) R e Rt 4
BT IERE A BIRALA  IZHEZRIR, E AT
S JUT A2 B S A P 2 I 2 TR R AR

W ME I % (Joanisse & McClelland, 2015; Li & Zhao,

2013b), FLF X — M fA, L2 3870 > 150 ay <A 4=
AT DABR AR Ry L2 3800 R 2671 IR 5 A R IS, Tk
ST EOE HARIE S, WEMEBIC A B L8 X
Wik, MiE L2 BN, BRENEZR S,
SIS AR EE M4 . RSO IMBUETE S . KB
T AR A DL R e 2 B A AR R, TR
B2, 32 CHESL R (1 A [ B8 B 70 anfuf fift B L2
TR AR 2 Az 1) il ST 3T 72

3 ZERICRMTFE-MIIARBILE
RIIE SRR

3.0 BREENIEZR

BREE F s E M 2 20 e RMAR
HYIEES 3 CRAR, A2 B A RV E T A R S S
170 F CEA B3I (Gonzélez & Milne, 2014) ., fifi
EHENURLE RN, S = IR SR
2 W4 I AT 4 A U A4 B B AU (Parallel
Distributed Processing Model, PDP), ZFHi AN,
A 38 3 B R Ao 2 D A AR 11 TR A Xk M i A

S, SO KT B 4 48 70 22 ) 110G 25 588 B (A
), S0 AR FTE T X S 45 A R 1Y) 66 I 7
P (Li & Zhao, 2013b; Joanisse & McClelland,
2015), B4 & SCHESRAR IR, FITHSRIE 5 848 L
o, T HZREMHEM (LI & Zhao, 2013a,
2013b), HAZOEEFE SRS 1R (R
To) ST A 5@ BT S (E, BRES
A PE T s F B IRESREE, IRl 2= A
Mol AT 27 2] A S 1] B4 ) S B A5 R (Li & Zhao,
2013b), TZHESLR A TRV A > £ R AR BAE o 22 )
2y 2 [AIBR S sk, R 5 2 e e E AN R Y
Afk, SLHAE AR EMT, —MACARIEHRZ
AT 251 TR) B S8 T B A A e B A R R 3R (R
&, 2014; Birdsong, 2009; Saville- Troike, 2006).

FT X —MELL, L2 1870 > ML BT L AR
e FNCETE B, S R G R R T
7 B [ 2 s A SR AR 09, 1R ) A5 B AR B A I
SERT I AEL o TR RAE N B A — il s B 4k
ERTETS2RBRMNEATR, 150
W1, L2 ANCTE - SO E8 5 0 2Z 0] 1 R 45 i oK 72 43
@y, TR L1 iE SOW ST A s, 23
RS . BEE RN AR RN, L2 R
2571 S (B P BR S AR AN TSR, T B S Y
TE— S5 30 %, S0 <25 A= B A ST ) SR AT F
1b(Li & Zhao, 2013a; Zhao & Li, 2010), 7EiX—it
fike s s a1 B I E NN R N B S Al S R FN IR
(L2)FNHTE L1 il B0 45 1] (R M 56 AT, 3xX Fif
AT T B8 T RUE R A A s 4 o

BT FIRMURIEIN, AT 4 AR EEX ik
AN R AR <37 A Al 57 & RS R A En ALl 32E 4 7
B B MIRICIRS 53 M, aHr
TR A <25 A AU SRS T Al g G S
AKT N R JRAYE RS, 58 B iR AL R AE AR
)l 37 Y A R G R A T A A, XX — &
JE RIS E; B A HLE AR,
N S — AR A TN T SR
32 “HE-MARPHTIERES SR

W 22 H. % 3 A% A (Bilingual Interactive
Activation Model, BIA) X H: B0 i BIA+HR 2 B
45 3 SRR R AR AL Y AR SR, AR A 4k R I
P BT McClelland F1 Rumelhart (1981)f58 .1
TEHEZL, (RBL T HRES = AT S0 H R g
PO RN o FT AR T AR L, L1 5 L2
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W AR AT U] 5 58 4 (Dijkstra & Van Heuven,
1998, 2002), Hitt, 7EBELE T XAHELL R, %A AL Af
AR Ay e U R 531 J22 T B0 285 AL 5 e 45 ) 17 LA 5
I xR R AT ROE RN IR A LG, BEsff R
B SCHT IR 1Y 515 5 1R 5 4 R g R X RS B4,
Shy B <25 A RV ST RS T SO IR R SR in T
Jra Rt T EEAA

Z A5 i Ly Dijkstra 1 Van Heuven (1998)
PEH, B AR R RO T B o LS TR R
Sl WA La)Fs, B E R RS 4
ANEW: FFEJR L TR LR DGR F R
2o R R B AAE B, ST A R
B R E LA RRAE . X SRR AR TR R S EOE
I RHAE (9 T AT T RESRAE, [ s 0 ) b s
FRIERFRE . BJS, B0E M REE L2 &
TG PAR R 5 v 2 I B AR, i A 1)
I Z B . (AT T R, BEOE B9 I A i)
ICICISJE T IR s & A A6 . e, Fl—if
B ROEOE (IR S S g — S MO
TR, RV I S — i AR A K 3k B
SRR o T T A5 T R S e T X T A )

PRTE B8 B  Dijkstra A1 Van Heuven (2002)#2H T
O RRAS BIARERL, W 1(b) 7R, A AL 2
NN R G S5E5 /PSR REM DT R 4. L
PUNRRE T IETE . IBE MG X =AFRMEZR,
FE A TGS AR TR MIET HE
MG A R IR, WAE T P IEES. 1E
B ol SUE B B IR B R BE B RS, Bl
aob T T A E A R AT 38 G, NI AR AR 1k
PR AR 55 /00K R G Ab B, e 28kt B ARiANL
(Dijkstra & Van Heuven, 2002), Nk, T X4
— i FH“BIA+# 7 15 48 BIA HE80 K A
BIA+EIIA S, BARIAIL 5 A 2 R EH0E
PP R 55 v B A A9 00 3 1T (AR S B T ),
PEIAN 22 [B) 47 7E 58 A PR (0 g 0 1) - (Dijkstra
& Van Heuven, 2002; Pelzl et al., 2024), L2 21547
Wi, BT L2 wCHE ASRAR, BRA5ACEE 55, H
BTG AT T 25 %, SBOLRAETCIE M 7 34 5|
WOE B, TR HBAERAEMN L E, 2
B AR o R, L1 Jal3E T A5 38 0 fag 41
il i — 2P el L2 WNER 50, T T BE T gt
BRI FRRON o BEAE L2 Befh 23000 RN, BRE5AL

FHIER

(2) BIABIE!

-

{iﬁ]ﬂ:_ﬂi?iﬁ QH@ ﬂﬁﬂﬂ:i
|

5K

* BRTIES KRBT

o FHOKR BB R RREERA

* PURFRIEDE T TR ARAEAR R
AR BRT

A

RBRL

i%*ﬁ“@

FCIE &«—%@ R

! !

I

I

(b) BIA+IE

1 BIA BEUFT BIA+% 5 (7 & 1 W, Dijkstra A1 Van Heuven, 2002)
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BRI TR, L2 Vg T A A Sy A T — SO g
B, TG AE R hB AL X L1 B4R,
515 & T P8 N e (Birdsong, 2009).

2i b, BIAHEERI P\ SEHE N T A, s T
“TFA G M B RRAT L1-L2 L4 4% R
M2 5, R HE i RNCAE A [ SRAE & R B i
TR T HEIS R, TETENE, BIA+
B —E B RIBR . AR AR R R AEAE L,
BT X R — AN IS IRNE, BZ 22 L, TG
RN R AR B AR B ST Y B AR St 12
(Jacquet & French, 2002) ., K ¥ #h X — A~ &,
Jacquet Al French (2002)4% ! ) BIA+HEAIF| AT
2R ARAE, T A g A T RN
R EMTALS . b, 2R 32 T 20 R E i
() g4y A R, ok A R o Al R AE ] B
(B Fn2E ) 205 i R R I R AR s B . X T
ICRAE R & R R BTN
33 ZERAILREFEMINERERE

TEMRSS 2 CHESR LR |, FREIRE T 241
B X AR IRNCFRAE K ST R A B AR, R b
fERET L2 NE 50 R YT AR A=A
AHE SCHER Hz A0 AL 0 & SRS R kB
& (Lexical Entrenchment Account, LEA)R T L2
TR A 7 B AL 9 A B OB 1R R AE AR
(Fuzzy Lexical Representations, FLRs)it—2541k
T L2 W FRAE AR SRS i 1) & TRl iR 1A
D RAEAA K& AT (Ontogenesis Model of the L2
Lexical Representation, OM) R Gt fiiit T L2 i 5%
TEfE 24 e & R . X = A3 HAH
AhFE, LRSS T L2 NCanfar MAKHE L1 (s
AIRTS B R RIS . R R RAE
3.3.1 REICEH®ER

Diependaele 55 A (2013 )7F1] FH BURE 52 B0 15
RURRE L1 45 L2 B A 26 5, 18 i PR L2 4]0
7 A5 R AT 855 1) (] 400 5 R, 4R
T 1AL [ 4k ¥ 18 (Lexical Entrenchment Account,
LEA), LEA BLOM sk, <R R BT L2
T ZRAE M & ARAS o TR AR [ 14 242
PR R AR 1< FE 46, REIRCAE 53 A7 2 bl 45 o 4%
R AR E . T FEE BRI, T i)
s SR, WM RERN T
(Diependaele et al., 2013; Perfetti & Hart, 2008),
LEA #F— 48 1, L1 5 L2 2224 [ (380 i AL

Wil R 25 SRR R SR AE [ AR B Y 25
5o L1 DA 0 e A0 fd i g B T A, L2 D0 PR fh
AR EAEES . BE L2 Sl i3, w0
AKREIETE, BRES 8B W g, L2 2% 3] 35 X 1)
A AR M B AT, RS A SR U] . X R
L2 C RS A F RIER S, BT W)
5 3R BB A2 ol 3L R AE W % Ak 5t 72 (Brysbaert
et al., 2017; Diependaele et al., 2013), KWk
B, L2 LB L L1 SR AT oy, B L2 o
> 35 X g AL i) 5 AR B T 25 S R T LL
i & (Duyck et al., 2008; Gollan et al., 2008,
2011; Kuperman & Van Dyke, 2013; Van
Wijnendaele & Brysbaert, 2002; Whitford & Titone,
2012), Diependaele %5 A (2013)3&F LEA X ir]45
RUNE T 5 22 S AR R - TR UK, 25 B A
i P 1 5 AR R S v T B AEG, BID L1 AR T
T, A R R Y il i R A KT, X R A Y
MAFAAR 7R T L2 5 AR BRI, T
AR L2 1Rl 2 AT ARG, R ot O 38 B
5% (%) 6] A0 3L N . Diependaele ¢ A (2013) Al
Brysbaert 45 A (2017) # R 400 01 5 56 45 SRR R W],
MY AGRE R, LS L2 RN 2 5 4
/NN, ST i i ek [E A B R e R R A,
T M T RN AR R WA

LEA B AEEAARRY M2 2 AAY, (H [ k>
ML A T R i Sy K 45 A I A A A 8 it 2
IR Ry R, FRE RS £ O T 2RI S AL E
PR RO RS, [ BRI R R
HEBOE KPR & L RNC R SR g aE, DLR
JE — SCHR 25 82 3 1 £2 52 Ak (French, 2022; Li &
Farkas, 2002; Zhao & Li, 2022),

BT LEA BYAZCULEL, ATLAXE L2 3630 T
2RI Z A G — R . OC T AoA U, LEA
AN AoA RN AS BT b S e 1Y) J2 TN 4 fid = 1) 22
Src ST ST A5 R T R S0 v A 2 % i v FE [ Ak,
WG S0 > 3 £ T ) FRT 42 fh A5 230 A AT v o] P P
I8, H L2 3lCiE CRAEFH AT L1 i LRSS
P, Bl L2 2% 2 3 IR IR B ROCR AR, R
1B BR 1 36 A5 %% Y (Brysbaert et al, 2017;
Diependacele et al., 2013; Whitford & Titone, 2012),
KRTWNEZES, EBEIRF R, T L2 WL
A FR BERCAIR . O B R, L2 1AV TE S e B [
fERY L1 3AESE i 2k T 25 3, RN B i BE
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18| BB S TS 4 (Diependaele et al., 2013;
Dijkstra & Van Heuven, 2002), Ti7E L2 P#F3e 4
il T IR RN AE A RN i B AT AR
RO KT, TV 22 [0 B4 R B A0 oA P AR X A
55, XA EE L2 LRGSR T, R
A 3 L[] B R 15 00 AR 25 (Diependaele et al.,
2013),

LEA T 2R TRl AL B2 (R AR 38 B ) 1)
A AA, REEMRE L2 W R AR, H
JERRK AN MIES . IEFL . B FEENH
BT o WA, BIREEVESR (I LexTALE) Y 73 Bt
MG ML A TFE— 2D sk, S A T R E S
AR L2 w45 v i o Btk AR
(Diependaele et al., 2013), T A4 28 AR iR)3C 5%
A 158 R0 B AR R AE A A A R AR ALY TR 3R
TIE & R ARG A B8 (AN . Bk 18 YRR
TR TR ) AR SR (A L1 3]0 o 28 1)t 7
L2 RAE B AR) M e, dE—2D 4k L2 632
AL
3.3.2 MR RAEMR B

TR FAE R Ut (Fuzzy Lexical Representations,

FLRs)H Gor #l Cook 45 A (2021)#2 . iZ B K
WHE BT L2 WERAE %O JE M, A L2
I A B P 2 52 Wl 1) Y 5T i (R0 1 415 1)
ICRAE R A ESRHAS). FLR BRULETHT R
“BIRIME" S L2 Y FF A RS A DG (Zhao
& Li, 2022) OIS 57 F S e 1 43 A R 2 1)
bl T L2 B AR R L1 FUERS, SECRIEER
FETNE T RIS R EES | Rk,
AT P TR 45 A L i 2R 75 B 58 43Pt Ak (MacWhinney,
2012; Zhao & Li, 2022), % Bk T A L2 2
> 38 DR T S22 T Y R AE RN 3 18 ) 1) T TR I
5 4 S5 LR (Gor et al., 2021),

BRI, RS2, mE2 fos, SO
TR 85—, L2 EH AL IR, Bl andeif b
14 7T & i/~ % L AE VY BEF T R AR B
BRI A AN R P, 3 R E R UE T S
AT B IRIC 25 2 IR V8 (W “parrot” fl “parent”)
(Chrabaszcz & Gor, 2017; Cook & Gor, 2015;
Darcy et al., 2014; Wanner-Kawahara et al., 2022),
TR M B A 28 1F 5 25 i 2 T (Gor et al.,
2021; Jiang & Zhang, 2021; Park et al., 2025), i1

L1(&E)
FAMILY ()

g&@@)

L2(—i&

) FAMILY (FE)

CHILDREN
UlE) @ @
BIRDS @
() K
i \ { AR
/'sperov/ / - . H
i /'sper/ /' psrgnt/ 2
/'patarn/ / 'p?r?t/ /' per/

El 2 7E FLRs #EZEH L1 A L2 OifialE R AF 7R 2 B (R E 3R L Gor et al., 2021)

W AMERFRE—IET L1, USeRPE M H) il parrot (BRE)5 —AN & & AL AYIR1L parent (SCER)AIRNCFAE; 4
MR 2R 58 3 (L2) sk PR AN 1) A TR R AE o Ji 8 A i €00 G (514X 2 38 o 4B 1) R & & AR ALLIR) 19 & b, AR TR 1 /N
)Y A AR 0 20 5 [BR] B)  7R o SL R B HL A S S L, AR €6 (R AT 6 7 DTR)TE 31 1) SB35 9 H . 7 L1 Hh, parrot
HI parent FE 15 & 2 H _LAZIEWI 0] X409, EA1E TAFERIE G0 E . BT 7B 22 800G Hox i it i8] o 7€ L2 v, parrot #Yid]
RN U R . ETEE S BRI /p2e?t/, 255 5 /peront/(B]) parent)IB I, G # & — I B 2K, 18
W X, /p2r2t/ Al eSS I “parent” (AL BRI “family” (FE) A OCTE S, TMidE“parrot” (895), P 7E L2 vh FiE SCRAF & A
W, S ECTC S S R X A B ARG,
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T N SRR S B 2 3 O — SC 22 Ta) B I 2 ik
85, L1RERIE . & SC2 RN RBOR il 25
i IE U B — SO T L2 2 AR S
PRI T B sr Tk X, J5 350 75 HOmt
L1 JaCis AT <af At A o IR — s
B 55 5 A e S 8k L2 1 R A, iR AE N
TTRE R B B M 0 R RS, L v BEAR R
Bio XM TP GBI R L2 I 134E I
SEHEITR ., T L2 855 K ETE L1 O R
BT 2T, L S, BN
SCRZEXE L2 gty R T4, 2 L2 L RAEA
FiHi(Gor et al., 2021), FLR {UtiAK, —i&iAIC
IR RS L2 WNERAE AR A Ry e
L2 WNCRAEWINAER & . IR o AR AR
o0 e 20 P OORY 1 T, TITRE A R L
iy L2 fi A, L2 slE& S RAEZ R AL,
L2 X L1 B HRAR B, e 208 U il
S RAE R G (Gor et al., 2021), X —<“EBH1L”
AR, SR A L2 GR]VC AR ) il ST AR
AL .

FET FLR BUE, T LR AoA BN | )il 55 4
AR WA G i B . FLR fRUEIAH AoA
B, L2 RN TE RIE A 5 <A R TEC A 1)
L1 35S, S8 L2 1030 R AE R IY — SOt =
JE R, T AR AU ) Y 2T A5 AR R AR S
(Bylund et al., 2021; Granena & Long, 2013), XF
JA)IC 354, FLR AR L2 18I0 2 AF AR ok £ B
PEATRRRE . T L2 TR AE S WS B R, 52
il A TR T A BT B Y i R 0 K
PRI 55 I AL B, 1A 22 8] 4 AH T4 1 A
XSS, L2 WL ER SR AR T
L1 ¥ 55(Gor et al., 2021; Gor & Cook, 2020), X T
AR BHE, FLR RUGANTE L2 71 15 19%)
BETEL, L2 LI CERAE I “2F A7 M R AE 2] 15
(0 5 AP M B L2 24 S AR IR B, FETEXEL
FIJHTE SCRAEBEAR, PR A 1] 450 AR X 2
I Z A E R, R 2P R B4
(Bordag et al., 2022a; Gor et al., 2021),

SRIM, FLR Rt AF7E R R . 2%, izl &
BT L2 FHEARNL A & AE CRIERIWTSE, HoXS
L2 GAl TR ik SR AR A T R 0 AT R BRAIE . IR,
AR U R R L2 R R AR BRI B 2, (H2
ORI 149 T 300 ) T R A e . T B = A A

AL 38 Hr A LA 2 AR )V R A B BRI FE BE (Gor et al.,
2021). HJa, HTEMAAEAMET S8 L2 15
BRI AT <R A Ml n, PR R B R T
L1 Wz 3180/ 5 /489 J6 % XL, 78X 43 “ship”
5j“sheep” a5 1] X isf T I ) PRIME, 5 350X £ 3R 19
W R AE K A AL AR 2 (Chrabaszez & Gor,
2017), RIS 7E g AR BE /K TSR B 0 | i
AW E M (Sebasti d n - Gall é s & Diaz, 2012), &
M, I3 A BE WA 2 X RO 1 45 AP 2 &
2 BHAB PR F B9 9R T, R B I ] S BOR 1 W]
SRS AN 3 22 ) R B, iR R SRR
W AR AR A E— 2P 48T (Chrabaszez &
Gor, 2017) JAF AN, RO 1R A5 o B L2 1]
T RAE Y i ol AR S A1 1 < SRAENE B2 )2 W A A
Feo Uk, LEA 5 FLR {RUEILIR G AL T # A% L2
TN 2R M R NI 0 B AMRUGEFE . R
fift B RAL W] NASER B a1 FRE, )5 3 i R AR
] SR A A B
333 ZERICREMEEZREER

T RN R AE A & & R B (Ontogenesis
Model of the L2 Lexical Representation, OM)H
Bordag % (2022a)#2 i, 7 FLR R4l -, #F—
o AL T P S RAEKG 0 M A R A —
NSNS, REHR T L2 i RAE M & R
. OM B FEBW AN, L2 L RAER A e
At BHAMEERANIS R RS,
ALE = CHEYERE . 15 S 4EE (Dimension of
Linguistic Domains) . Bt 5 4k ff (Dimension of
Mappings) i 75 P25 4 & (Dimension of Networks) o
WE 3R, 155 SURYE ST A4 A 1l
SR R Rk R Rl S A R S v, 5
HAME(fuzziness) AR A 52 I I A5 8CR AZ O IR K

W E S OGN AR . IR ANE
NEAFRETRIEERE, 78 L2 WL,
B RIEGH & IE T RIS TR GRIEE
3, BEUEIE T A AT, HAZEIET
HF | ZI RO RAR)FER R T, 3
I i (Bordag et al., 2017b; Escudero et al.,
2008), TMiHH CRAERIATE M L1 BES R G T
“H AR, B S %A T T Y L2 1 4
(Bordag et al., 2015, 2017a; Elgort, 2011), i} 4
PERFER S BT 51 SCRIEZ A B B & T
FE IR ZRAF 1 AR B0 2 Z BT, 3 L 45 Il [ 1) B S5 54



160 DI = N S %35 %

@ 2 ©

A
e ACE
1’]@?& o

ﬂi’l:%flﬁﬁ@%ﬁtﬁ TR B AE ‘

Y
S . /o
—> iy ]
At ] R AR LA

¥ IACRIES BB

S B SRIESUR
P EEFRIESIR
O IEFIEFRESIR

B3 L2 i MR L R (JRE R Bordag et al., 2022a)
e E() R T35S 4R b 5 — 400 A3V & 2 (ontogenetic) B £k i — /N7, BEE IS (B] A 4E RS, a0 RAEFE BE vy, )
B, ROMIRR R W T R, BB AR AR (SR 15 X ) o Yk B R ARG A R R (B LR SRS, RoRiZRile ik
B — N EANERMERE . BOERT = Z4E P = AN SR ETEIE X . B . FIEEFR N ERIME ., =1
I 00 R T2 RT RBA AS [) 04 E ) (L G PR P R AR SR SR B, R T I SRR SCRAE); B AT R AR A AN W) 4 B K ek
BE(H TN IE 795 R AE R RLR T BENY, 2R ST, 454005 1Y SR AE 2 75 35 3 B IR 245 o T BB AN [ (181 o i 35 LIE 9k R

MRS E) T RACLE, I SCRAL M AR F).

2 S 55 B ik ) i AR Ak, R T RN S AR
B . TEIE T MR, S MEE M
WRee & R B NMAZE S RAE M4 . L2 14
ICAET R FE v, IS e B F i i L 23
T 550 8 8 I e AR, ) ISR ASER 1k i R AR,
45 B H R A R AR, AN A R AE Y
FERBE ARG IE OM AR, AN AT A il 72
HARESME . — A0 5 AR i B4 e . R
WA, ZREIBESSEREEAFEER, L2
5 LIS M) SCRAE Y 21 15 5 400, S &3k
PR SANE, A 3R, ZiEiEie
PP = 4E R D R B . AR
WA b, . IE IR SCRAE P A )
i, 7EBLS SRR I, B —F— 2 B 25 55
F5iE; 7E W2 R I, TR AR O B IR e Y RS
INF B B B o A A B SR AE 2% AR AL R
T 0 4% T 23 R R R AR B . = AN G T
A R 2 T L2 ) R AE 7 A R) 2 1T 03
& B3 (Bordag et al., 2022a, 2022b), A&
T L1 L2 7 > 75 ek [ R0 422 fik 450 3R 25 0y THI 1) 25 52,
L2 AT FAF 58 BE AT GE Tk ik B H R AL (8 o

OM FJ LIX} AoA Zhi RS FIE X% B
SIS AH ERE . T OM SRR L2 iR ) 454
Wb, AN 80T EANE T AL
JESS LAV RGBT . T AoA RN, XF T 5412

BFAUL, WHCIES B ERAERREE 2L A5, A
T ST AR AR 4%, TGS e 10 > A5 0, L2
) IC A IR R SCRAE R 315 B 2P e —
TEBRES AT, XAl 525 4] L XF
BEAT L1 SCBE AR M A, BN H = 1 SR AE AR
PR AT I PO £ B 45 5 i, i R e ) 9 TE 51 8K
# (Bordag et al., 2022a; Bylund et al., 2021;
Granena & Long, 2013), KX FIEXEBIME, Fif
S A AR R AR B T A AR S RTEE, L2
2] 25 AEIRIL ) T TR AT RRAR A X R 1 TE )2
mfE e, AImhIE R BIE ., T L2 3%
G, WHLHIEGOMRE, W L2 LA M
KIREE B S ANEA B APIRET, nI RS 3010
PO AL T o o) 3 30 B 10 R ROR T R
Zi L, OM R %I T L2 WL RIEZ 4T

Wi 2 R R A Sy BT LA T Y L2
REGRZ — OM i3 % iR iali 2] 153
Bz, Ry AR L2 W S A5 0 S AP R R R
AR T HIE Y4 (Ecke & Hall, 2022), It4h, OM
AR7R T RIS . OM FFsRIF Y L2 {RlJC R AF
RN LA B 22 A A8 AL A B2 ] X6 1 4047 2 0 285 v
7 5 T B 25 A (R 5L 5 T AR = X 3 B Y 4R T
UL AEBS LAl b S IE, O R B — 3L
P TEBRES £ XHLHIAA T, X—KREAIHIIRE
FTHAE R, T TR — SO A AR TR L 4% 1 45
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Fidi, L2 il T2 mAE A OB E A /9 L1 HEAS
RGEMATIE GEIL; MERAB RS M EA,
L2 EATE . & . URIEZET . £ ERZ
V1) 320 ¥ 3 57 L v 5 BRI, 2 B R X ST 3R
TEZ5)

SR, AR AT e A g — Se Pk G . 1%k,
AR BB T R HEE, B A 1) 5
HEWFIE I BRGS0 TE . Hk, L2 aliCRAEAOR o mT
PR MR, = 4 B R) A 38 AL Gn o] AR A2 0
WA FRE R AL, BLAN, NMAZE R FE TR
ICA2) TV A5 D B 2 2] B A [R AT A%
JRBLIA A R R 2 . Bordag 25 A (2022a)iF — 45
W, AR P A SUERF I . YN 18 R R A
ETFB, i —LRiE A L2 W0 R R AL
il o T ER 0 R JR R AR A -TT IE R AR X —

J5 1) b i R R —— 1 ds IR A, T U 22 [ 4%,

Sy L2 RN A aF AR B0 i S 1 & R R R T O
BRALRR
34 ZERICREFE M ERNITERER

SCHFIAR) LEA | FLR 8355 OM T3 B
WE R L2 180 R AR A & SR e, 1 A Je e iA]
JERERI-IT (Developmental Lexicon II, DevLex-II)
PRI S 32 RS AL R LA 3R, Sy i SE B WA A
AT I EARL S BEiR R . MR TIES
Z RN Z B H AR A TSR ™ 1 & R
i, RIRME AoA | ITLH A A R R X L2 W10
“FF A T 8 R R AL T AT R A T A
JA(Li & Zhao, 2013b; Zhao & Li, 2010), [A]HFiZA5
¥ LEA BB #E& 5 FLR BRUGHY BOMI
WEE AT A HLIE G, I8 X P ey A
MES B — 50, R LUAC R LR E R S5
L2 RAEBM Y EZ KR (EEFH], ik, 2016; T
#I8H, 2001; Li & Xu, 2023; Wolter, 2001),

DevLex-11 A& 82 — A4t X B RN & B 1Y
Z 2 AHB MG, g AR R 4R sh 3
LG, B L2 o) F N S A ik R, &
W K R R YA AT A B A M (LI & Zhao,
2022; Zhao & Li, 2010, 2022), AL GNE 4 T
N, BEEMEFHEEMRIEZR : BT WA
SRR RAE) 18 OS2 () XRAE) LT 51
7 AR 2 G R )

mE 4 frs, IR A s, 4 L2
TCANFEiE<dog”) i A BT, HIEHFEGER//.

o/ Jg R IF R AGE S, a3 S B
AR T 050, IR AT A B L AR S 1R 45 A
W, SRR b, 5 Mg 2 0 3R
A 5 IR A 18 ST B S OB o IR A
Tl A A 2 B ST T - SRS, TETR
B AR OB R b, A R R i S
S AR A P (] R 2 G 5, e T8 B B Bl B
o L2 1NLIE L AB0E o 2538 1 17 -7 3 4
BRI P S, AETE T A AR, T
SZ b AR R O AL R B A 7 L,
122 19 JLAS 19 VR S AR SR BRLR] o 3R A4 0 2 e R
JIRE 3 4% 84356 (Li et al., 2007) Al A A ] 371 2 25 9
2% (SARDNET)# % (James & Miikkulainen, 1995)
T o VB AR A R T 0 0 HE e M A,

BADLEE S L2 2% )38 M 35 0 v B R & & 1Y
W R A (Li & Zhao, 2013a, 2013b).

b

T LRAE

HE
()

Fr37= g

/ AL
(SARDNET)

(SOM)

H 414 HAZ 2R
EEHR SYvd: 27
/dog/ 1d/ - pol - Ig/

Y]

Kl 4 DevLex-II FAI(FE#: WL Li & Zhao, 2013a)

Zhao F Li (2022)% 48 T = Fh4 3 544 7 (F
2] R L2 23T LI K i) L2 2% 3 )DevLex-11
R 1) B A AN P AR IR R, AR R IE I L2
23 SR W B TR 2 B B A R R L A R
RN . LFRIEMEH 5 ES DB 2 A
WG o X — DL 45 S 5 18 ek e LA S SR 5 8
Wi MR TR I8 E, M L2 3 RN
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fir 44 AR i 44 4F 55 h R I H2 (Hernandez & Li,
2007; McMillen et al., 2020; Segalowitz & De
Almeida, 2002; Zhang et al., 2020), DevLex-II #5554
78 T L2 L RAE IR HLE : 229030, L1 i)
T BRAE O 2 57, L2 130 L RRAI A i L1 02
T ST R SR P ZE A HEAT IR, B L2 TN AR
ARESAR B L1 38 SCRAEAE A (35 2R Ik 46);
Bl AR HE R, L2 RN FRAE G T Al T T~
MBS

DevLex-11 BRI AT LAXS AoA &N . L34+
FUR BN A X FR M S5 B G S e o X AoA &L
R, AR L2 NEET, L1 3 iR o8 4 [
b, WRRIE S A RE AR DI RE Sy BRI R AL,
MG 2< 2 L2 fAEEY, L1 8] e 2 28 07 45+ P @]
b7, FECL2 WNERAEBH), H %4> T L1 X
W2, 56 TINLE 4, 1AL i, L2 fa)i00E U3k
ERY = 5 P SR SE 4 2 SOHOC . L1 3a)iE P e A
it AR A B HARRRR IR L, T L2 80
(U2 W 30 > 4538 ) R R AE ) 46 7 it ELASEHN, 5
BT Z AR BT, T L2 iR
TEIIR . TR SRV A X FRE, L1 fRE R
MEF B IR . A RCE, BOROE S BRI A R B
F L2 HARi); i L2 sl R AL AR . 584+
Beom, R Bss WA Y #E L1 BARiA,
MM 32 L1—L2 J3 3300 58 T L2—L1, BEA
—BAR L, WU L2 225030 L2 SRR
ST, AR ERPERCSE, M L2 223 # 1
L2 RAF“FFAE"TF L1 W%, NI BE,

DevLex-1T #5855 T Huif | WUE RN ) 1558
PR BRI, A B T a1 AoA . L1 Fl L2 it
PAER R I WX L L2 #5511
SR, ARHEX IR AR R IRAT . I
Hb, BRI 1B SCRAEHOSTECE 2R 45 S BT UR,
(] B 385 5 R AF i T 980 5 1 2 A M 109 7 3R RRAE,
AR B I A5, X Se R SRR 1 A AL Y
AT . TR, ZBIARLE X 2 ) FH AR 22 7 U
BN HPR 2R A T T R S A TR R

SRR, bR R PR AY(LEA . FLR
EBEFT OM), LA K i+ AR R (DevLex-11 15,
By 5 IEE F SCHEAL B AOC . BTN A 1 2 i
R T BN A S AR . LEA $#8/R8 T
T RAE 8 B —— A “[E A &l #2; FLR ik

VLR T L2 VR 3 SO L BRSO 1 S
KR, OM B AT FLRBULHW S, #4T 24k
W& EBR LS M E LR R AR, W
DevLex-IT #AI > FLR {BULH OM 1B IS &
AL T I E AR T B, X LERIRY R W] T ISR
fE<FF Al Rk RS R I BRI o fH X L g
WA T ARG Bk — i FE o i b 28 LR —— R
AL R AR <3 A — Al 37 7 Y & TR A i e R 2
fTsE gt WRLL R 25 A FE e R 4R T OCE] . T
R I T B AN S RGN BTN
3.5 ZiBRICHRAEFE MR RAMENH

SRR RIS 5 SR A TR
1 21 T L2 faL a5 2k — Al sy ik Rt #, (R
Ha gLl 24y ZERZ X —RE, 5%
T S XSS 3 SUp A R AR — %D XE—
JCHMEVE 18t 55 (catastrophic interference) : H FiAl{L {5
BT AE W 25 h LRSS AL b, AR AR
LI AR 2 38U E R AE 2RI, TRES:
5 e B % B 3% © A 19 18] JC K 1E (French, 1999;
Lindsay & Gaskell, 2010; McClelland et al., 1995;
McCloskey & Cohen, 1989), iX— [A] il i AR IR 7E T
L1 R GE 1 < Fa 2 P — 7T 38 1k [/ 45 (stability-
plasticity dilemma), P4t afaf BE AR 457 22 98 (1 7]
IRPE LA L R, SR 08 Y RS M LA A
[H iR g YR (Carpenter & Grossberg, 1987), M fi#
B — i, MeClelland 45:(1995) B A 19 £ #1445
M &, 456 1 TR SR ACHE W 280 BREF 5T DL I
McCloskey F Cohen (1989)fFH3AA 445 R, 4210
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WA LA [F) 22 2 & o R R AR Al 1) B 2 ) &R
Bt —J& LA (e 12 16 S ) oA 3 i Has 2
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K JH R i o B FIASE 20 B9 A0 TG D B, (T I 12
AH A3 B R IX 4, 32 HE R R SR g 12
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TRl g R A R G, WA g i )
K, 50 2O S W R AL 2 00 1T g Ak
b3, IAR AT L E R S e 12T
[P ok R A R Ay DT AR 1]« Bz J2 ST B B 2
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N et EAF 55 T R
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L L AR IR, P \
4 \\\
T 6 R S T R O D
I, R
P ZEes K =

B 5 CLS MR LA R 45 IX 48 v A0 5 AR (R B 1 DL Kumaran et al., 2016; & UL B F IR

CLS BRI —iEmE I A3 P A T —gb 3
AT . (D)= S B B (37 A IR3): L2 i)
I (W “apple”) LA i B 25 5L R AF fifi 77 T3 AR,
A FHCAZ AL T L2 1B -8 SO JE B Bk
45 o ARV SRAE B BRI T S I B, L2 R
RAEFER GG WY B LA A0 20, i AT St 2|
EA M LR X ML, T K —Fh 8 & 510 1) R AE
BR o Q)BT Be (<A k- i ). 7E
BRI T (B MR (B)), VT X 35 2 1]
CHATE, BLKHLBERH LR, BNE
A LM G N ES M ARIE, X—iT

FRAE L2 Gl A o 28 R SR 3, 4R USRI,

I b5 2 5 0 1] B9 9 98] I 3% 4 (Gais et al.,
2006; van der Ven et al., 2015), (3)#& & 52 BB B
(PSERES): @ F YL S, BT L2 i
TR AR R IE A RAE, TFHR S 5R1E5E
4, BB A S L (Davis & Gaskell, 2009;
Lindsay & Gaskell, 2010; Takashima et al., 2017),
Ak, CLS #EALA4R L, THBRE T H IR
i 1) X2 T DA R TR) B o ) SR, AT SRy v -
W R 2 WA AL, g L2 5 i G it
#£(Dempster, 1987; Lindsay & Gaskell, 2009)., CLS
FIAIFFE) TR HA70 . ERP DLK fMRI Z40IE
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Takashima et al., 2017). fi¢)i, CLS BALAN, L1
5 L2 WNCAESRAE B 25 55 0t 4RI B R E s S

PTALS], WU S AR S o T AR
A[F] (Cargnelutti et al., 2019; Gais et al., 2006), iX
— WA A 2 BRI O Z R
BT G A B AR R

T AoA BNz, CLS #ALA N R385 B
AR 2 AT, L2 A RE S T i MO
R R B )2, B RS [ R gl S 3 AE
(Lindsay & Gaskell, 2010); i g~ 15410 L2 {7
ICRAEAL T 25 AR RS, B L2 W I SRR S
i 1At A7 T 2 A B AR R B I ORI R &
(Bialystok et al., 2020; Francis & Strobach, 2013),
XFTFIEA G Wk, AR TR SO A R 5T L,
2 2 B AR RNE R I T 2R R R 2 E A
ARG IZTE T Xt FiRlE 5e 4+ &, CLS 7
K, RFEH TR B L2 330 2 LU e iz
FEA T S0k, PR IE 2 54 80 i 5e 4
A 2 BEIRIURE 5, 3718 A Rk B 1 e
#, 2L IR B4 (Bowers et al., 2005;
Dumay & Gaskell, 2007),

CLS BRI M85 f LS 1 Pl 2 A 2
TP i AL, LRt i DU R e HE A s ok T
e 7E M — AT 8k [H 48 (McClelland et al., 1995),
) TR IENL AR E s . JLE DL e
PREFSFGUL, 76155 > 15 09 iR 2 25 d Ay i 2
HEEME(Davis & Gaskell, 2009), [F]if K —if
JAYE S5 28 5 T B S BRIE SL R, SR T, CLS By
AR b — A 3 A A L AR, IR & Ay i
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I 7 45 85 R0EE i T.i% i (Davis & Gaskell, 2009;
Lindsay & Gaskell, 2010), HAEL T RIFR : 2R
TR B AR 10 AT T AR ) B S ST 1
WS AR, X TR RIEEE & . 38 L5
AEE TR A0 09 OV & R B3 1 K % 1 (Bordag
et al., 2022a; Takashima et al., 2017); 26—, %#%
RIRLITHIRE L1 5 L2 RAETEDE 2 i B 1
5 e P 5 H AL (Cargnelutti et al., 2019); £ =,
RN g 4 IR I (T L B M 30 18] 4 98 2
B, TRV MR A Witk 2oy > i B A T DG TE
A& (Dumay & Gaskell, 2012; Lindsay & Gaskell,
2009),

g5 LTk, AR EAERRES F UHLHIHESL T, A
4 AR T R S L 3 T L2 G R AE th gy A
ST B AW AR R S, BIAHREAL I ST
WHER S 5 HLE R, 48R TR RIRAER S
T RGE N IR AT O SR ALE . Hak, kg
PEFRIE B (LEA | FLR 53655 OM)435i A 3£ fiE 5
BE L RAEAGEE 5 24 s Ak i /B, 20 1 L2
TNCRAEZ AL AL 1) & R ; FEIX, DevLex-1I
i 3o 34 R 28 R 25 AR, AL T i A IR Bl T AL
H ST RIEEM R, &5, CLS Hig
AR ZAL 2 1w B B T e AZ ILIE e 8K Bl % — &
JE R, BAR FIRBTAIN R TR R RS IR AR,
HAZ YUY SIS, 3 IR IE 17 43 A3 X RAE
R B A58 5 90T 00 5E P R R G . X
4 AJZ AR ANE, [RGB L2 1SR AR
KR 2 s K 5,

4 RE

BT ERXF A, S TR A AL
il . RAETUE | 2% EE G 15 i 2 I [ A5 22 T i
T L2 NERIER & S, R T A A i A2
AT 2 i Z AT sh 552 H, DLz IR
A ST EH 5T m A, iz R
Geak G o L, EISRIX — %O IR, AR SO AR A

(DR EEaf A — Sy R Rl R i) 2 4R 8l 5%
BHEAL . A & SRR 3 i AN R 4k BE 46 7R T
AL R AR E O T, {ELAS A 2 R 4
PV . SREES RN R AR K, Hsh=
RGREL o FETHT BT LRI AL — > 2 4
ARG HESL : 7E P 4 SE R )21, CLS BRI /R T

T T =37 B J2 I A LI BIL ) XoF << 2 Az — il 57 5 AR
MK VE R, 78 & i3 ##)Z 16, LEA . FLR &
Ui OM LRI T B RN RIE AR | K
50 95 B 3 5 2 B S [ R i AR T 2 A1
PR B, IR U2 0, BIAH R T R 3%
TER BB T MBI M E s R, = NEmZ
B Zh A2 H . G IR 8l AR o i 1 $E T, 3R
IF J3 A8 A ke 1R IR B R i S e
WA, = HUE A L2 A h
S TERE R SR IR o RIS AT i — R R
T ) (28 F AL, O e R T WU 25 5 307 R 40
S A AR

Q)i & e A BN AT . RE OM 5
CLS RIS K amlyl A e ) sl (B 2 15, R %Rl 3
fiE L o] Bt 2 2J 2 5 (B BB A5 R L1 M 3F
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PR Z MBI 5 750 B LB TEYR . SRR %
TRAFRGT L2 3810 5 G5 A B ASER 1) < 2 26 R AE
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I 151) 308 B A 5 A B0 F <3 2 — Il S ) 2 R L

G dE A A A e MU A 5 A R, 18
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EH AT AR, Mok sim 2286 BN
BARFE AR MR, EEG)H 28 [ 2% 4 5 1= 56
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M ZmZIE L2 Wi B R BN
22308 %

(ARl ATE T LM A FURIRE R &, 2 i
R R 7 BE RN A 25808 . A A E 0GR
TR W MAR R, X0 <3 A — gl sr > vERR AR
INAN S I R AR . AR R I TARIC I
AT RS A 27 2] 3 72 TR 4 S B B g 7. S7 08 LR
TiE RIS, AT 8 3 < 25 A= — il 57 ) & e o
(Shirai, 2018), T R G AR MR BT, dss
e FHAE L2 %3] 5N T B i B R
(Yas, 2024), #FT AT RE 5 M — i L N3 A8
[l 7 TR S . AR IR IR A A
PRI IR JER 22 53 ] 38 35 < 2 A — a9 %
HERE L F N TEBL ]

(S)EETE T 1 PARRGE AR RE S8 8 .
24 i 22 ORI EDIRKE R (WNTEIE | P BE S
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The developmental mechanisms of L2 lexical representation from “parasitic”
to independent: A comparative analysis of connectionist models

LI Ziyi, LU Tianyi, YAO Panpan
(Cognitive Science and Allied Health School, Beijing Language and Culture University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: In the field of second language acquisition (SLA), a central question concerns how second
language (L2) lexical representations develop from an initial “parasitic” state, reliant on the first language
(L1), into a relatively independent system. To further elucidate the cognitive mechanisms underlying this
shift, the current study summarizes classic phenomena and influencing factors in L2 lexical acquisition and
systematically compares six connectionist models of L2 vocabulary learning. Specifically, the potential
cognitive mechanisms are examined from four perspectives: (1) lexical competition and recognition, as
captured by the Bilingual Interactive Activation (BIA) model; (2) developmental dimensions, including the
Lexical Entrenchment Account, the Fuzzy Lexical Representations hypothesis, and the Ontogenesis Model
of the L2 Lexical Representation; (3) computational modeling, with a focus on the Developmental Lexicon
II; and (4) neurocognitive foundations, drawing on the Complementary Learning Systems (CLS) framework.
Moreover, given the substantial differences between Chinese and alphabetic writing systems, this paper calls
for more empirical research in Chinese—English/English—Chinese bilingual contexts. Future research should
also consider non-linguistic cognitive factors, incorporate developmental perspectives, and employ
computational modeling techniques to further advance the understanding of the cognitive mechanisms
underlying L2 lexical acquisition.

Keywords: L2 lexical representation, “parasitic” representation, independent lexical representation, Connectionist

framework



