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CHRILRZH T AP, 2 343009) CHEARKFOHEZR, 5T 100873)

R FHBEA K- 24 SR 24 AR 55, dlad 2 Ses, H%E T E-i Z A A SO 5 250K
AN P -] P R SO o SR 1 KB, PR 4 N I T SO i 09 T 2 4 T 2 R
TAEE SCRAUPEAR 89 T3 25 A T, AH SRR ton H ) BUAE FEAS K S iy 4 4E 55 T, Rt BUAE 201 K ~F- i 44 4
55 Hr o TRl 22 ] AR T SCRFABMA: w8 R (PR AR TR R i 44 B2 IR R, 0 e AR I dim 4 3/ . S8 2 o, 1H
SCORHR A I V)Xo 181 1) AR K SF- iy 44 77 A 1 38 SCHHURRONE, x PR B8 2 33 K il 44 77 A T i SCAR BERRUNE
SN GRAL T SO 2RI, PR IR AR K i 44 B3 SO RO TR, P B 2R i 44 93
P RERON B AR BETE R, A3 22 I (4 T SRR A i BE R R T SCRON B8 75 1, - ) 2 T A T SRR Y
J RS WA SRS A 55 55 o 5 BN 2 Tl LR SR A R ] - 2 ) ) 3 SCAR UL N2 S R/ ket P -] P 2R

T SCRON RS

WSO, IR/, -l e =k o8 SO

Bg42

1 [A)EE

K - T 3¢ JE 2 (picture-word  interference
paradigm)J& Z2 # Stroop YA —FP AR, FEIX AL
waarh, phe g Aol 2K A T diiE, T
R AR A b, BORPOXZmE TP, R
TEH U R A AR (H AR TA), LA 25 58T P ia) %
Pl i 24 (RS2 o P81 R i 44 6015 DARBE A& 2 38 1)V
PEPEFL R L 75 A F b R R AR e TR
w5 BAREIAIEE . DB RNE XOER, R B 5
TR A RIET L DR RS SOBOE Y I ] 2R,
s TiEe . WIE . i SO BOHHLE, B 0 el
WEF WA AR, PR, -1 4 =2 & ™
HEFFE ) 4 5 20 (Damian & Martin, 1999; J& 1%
MR, FESE, RAEE, BB, 2003; KIE DY, KDY,
2004, 2006; ELHE, JABEAR, 2003), fEiX—F5REk
T, B TR EE AR, R LR
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Levelt (1999)fh 37 P B Bt R AT Dell (1986)f158
HEOG AL, WE5EIE B T AE B - T AT B
B SCRONE, KX BB SCRON B 7 AR LI R ER T
A 3T AR U B S RS I T

La Heij (1988)% M, 71 F40iE=CF, +
Peia) 5 K RAE R F YR T R — 2501 | AFEE TR
IR (A ti-0), & w44 B9 aHS; THtid 5
KR RIERF W T AR 250 | 7eil X E oSGk
IFCanefii-AL), By fim 44 I R) A . AR H R T T
KT, o SCOCHR TR TR 44,
BT 18 LT PLRLN (Semantic Interference Effect,
SIE). 18 X RN A K i i A 53 BT iE 52 (Dhooge
& Hartsuiker, 2011; Hocking, McMahon, & de
Zubicaray, 2010; Janssen, Melinger, Mahon, Finkbeiner,
& Caramazza, 2010; Mulatti & Coltheart, 2011; Piai,
Roelofs, & Schriefers, 2011; Rahman & Aristel, 2010;
Roelofs, Piai, & Schriefers, 2012; Sailor, Brooks,
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Bruening, Gardner, & Guterman, 2009; Schnur &
Martin, 2012), #F—H W5 BN, B TP
H BAE T ] R 19 AR 7K P 44 v (Bl i 1
A FR, HERR R R A KPS ™) 1; 1EE
F B4 e [ el ud B R (st ) B &
FN R A FR, H bR 2R 7R 28 5l K A (an <3l
Yy ], B ORI T B a4, B
T SR HERLUV (Semantic Facilitation Effect, SFE)
(Glaser & Glaser, 1989), Vitkovitch £ Tyrrell (1999)
AT 5 BRI Z B R, RATEAKFfr
#14T-55 (subordinate-level naming task) [#i 4 H
F RN T @K RE S Cnems B )], A IE T
)& T B ACE LS, 3 SOCHR T4 T4 1
K R sa; ST H0R)E THAK AR &R, o O
Ry THeim et 1 K fn 44 o

(ESI i I e = Wl S22 S A I P R R =
SR AR T AR R AR — B Be e X T
Sepa] i, A [E] A B B AN A B9 UL (7 2L, 5k
UK, 20115 AREVK, 5K T7, 2011), T35 4
1% (Lexical Selection by Competition Hypothesis)
(Roelofs, 1992; Rahman & Melinger, 2009a, 2009b)
K, B YIRE R [an“cat” O, PR IE L
FALFFE T3S, 52 MR MBS “dog™ (f))
“purr” (MG M) “tail” (FEEL) S5 AHE] 7RIS W
W HCENENL R, WO -5 S SR AR X A BRI AR
fiE o N EEEALERIE A C 2806 T iR AEZ
] 2, I 7K - B e 9 TRV 3R AR K 15 21 4k 252 in
T T 3ERE, AR IR RAR Z (] EEAH BL3E 5
PR, E b ) Y e B AN AUHORE T F B A0 7K F,
RIS T 2 5 55 1 HAB RN B0E KV 2 53%
A 18 A 3RV BB KT B, bR TR Y e R B
PRIE, 2emfstdkdc . prlh sl 7ok TR, 2
PR A 1 SOOI % 1 e m] b i T8 56 By T 1) 7l ok
IR PR SE g i . RS R R, 1 SOOCIR Y T4
Bl R A48 B 45 B F % 4 44 (La Heij, Heikoop,
Akerboom, & Bloem, 2003), JE & 18 T30t
AT E A )4y 4 (Damian & Bowers, 2003), i X
I Y T e 3R] A 5 el H bR B R 19 F A (Schriefers,
Meyer & Levelt, 1990), X SE/F58 45 A Tt S 5
TIRNC SRR R B SCT RO 2 H AR 5 T
PLia) Z [ IR R AR SE Y 25 2R, 1 SCT IR0 &
A AE 1R Y 38 ik 7K F- (lexical access level) . {H J&,
Mahon, Costa, Peterson, Vargas fll Caramazza (2007)
R, BARE R [ <car” (JA4) IFEH SCOCHEAY T4

Al fnedrive” (23 154 T B4 R A, TETR
TR TSR A “read” (B2) 1561F T BOfr 4% 15
4, 18 SCOCHR By T3 sl inl w1 i i 44 B AR i AF
. Costa, Alario Il Caramazza (2005)% ], H#rinAl
518 SOOI T30 18] ZRAE 19 S ) A 78 B R AR -3 43
KRN VRAE- R BN I R i 44 B I ), Hh
T 15 ARGV . Miozzo Al Caramazza (2003) % FiL
TR B TR AR Y TR TR e 44
TP IR T w3 T 4R, X RSN A 2
Y18 BRI AR AL LA K H BB R  o Xof Tk g
SEYR LN, TN R T AP RO LU R

g T SE RN e R B IR X, BIFSE 42
H T M & 98 £ 45 A (Conceptual Selection Model,
CSM) (Bloem, Boogaard, & La Heij, 2004; Bloem &
La Heij, 2003; Morris & Still, 2007), %I 4 3B
SR AR WS L BIRRFENCZ o R AL
TEME S Z AL R 2Z 8], 2 A vess a9 30 H &K
S BRI o FERE -1 T, A R
R 15 BAL R 3 H AR &g s, IR0 AE BAL %
BT PR TENELS S FEREE, RS )
WS B T SOCIR IR A 48 A, 3 HBOE K
Vo T EARREESS S MATE 5545 RS T,
H BR AR & 4 50 0T A B 08 15 B BR R R H AR
TR TRIE A, i, TR L B R i SOOI TR] A )Y 45
Mo AER, IRNCES A0S TR, BEAR S Y
O DU RE A% PR AP A B R] o ZE ORI A5 1 TR)T 45 0
AOPETE K, T SORHRAY T LR A BE G 4G /5 B AR
T At R R TR e o 1 TE R T LRI Y
REEah s TS 2N 8 i SCRIERBOE D 1L, A
RESSIE UM AL R34, PRITXS H ARME & R AR A 4%
WREA T 15 ST IR0 S TS R Ge
TS H AR HE &S RAE AR 5354, KAAE
T SOK o S PRI AN 3] | — S Sk Y 5
¥ . Lupker (1982) 2R Bl i Wr I Fr 2 75 S S A 3
Y, KB BRI T SRR, HA s
2R B AR R B TSR TAE S A4 Bk,
BT TN, XT8N Hh ITE 18 i 44
MOHT S B2 B . Glaser A1 Glaser (1989)%
BIRAE R TR, &I SCOCHR I 7E-75 ms il
100 ms PIFP SOA Z5F T T AARE iy an 44 o fil
FHJG 28 R F2E 7 (postcue  procedure) [ AF5E & MH, T
e B R d o B tr B R ) 4 44 (Humphreys,
Lloyd-Jones, & Fias, 1995). T4 & F AN75 B hl
BB, T SCT PR B e 1 A Ak 2 1] i o
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RS, X — R T A B TP 1] B SRR

SV B % (Response Selection Hypothesis)
(Costa et al., 2005; Finkbeiner & Caramazza, 2006a,
2006b)I\ Ny, TEF G E RS, fEAEE B —
18 By 3 2% v 4% (single-channel output buffer), 7E -
— AP R AR — A SO R AN R A
G, BSOS OB R R PR S RAE . T
PLial A SR AE RN R AR RAE, JF B4 T
s < AR H AR SR E AR SO . A AR B bR
KR, THRwde ki, 2o TR RO 4 1 5
g by, Ean g K, A S TR B Y
Rb T UERG R 7R RS W FRAF B 38 8 i th 22 vp s, FH
| 7/ A EI SO IR A= OB 7ivE < S B AN IV v RN ik
5 AE B SO 32 BAY SR BE A O . T4 Sy 52 B A
W HbREBAS R . BT H bR RN SRR T
TN T HERR, P, 33X — i SRR A e vy HE B
1% (Response Exclusion Hypothesis). F T J i 1%
BERAETEREIE RO B, Bk, 18 TR0 A4
1E J5 A JL /K °F (Costa et al., 2005; Dhooge &
Hartsuiker, 2010, 2011; Finkbeiner & Caramazza,
2006a, 2006b; Janssen, Schirm, Mahon, & Caramazza,
2008; Mahon et al., 2007; Mulatti & Coltheart, 2011;
Roelofs et al., 2012; Schnur & Martin, 2012), iZ &%
N, AP B HERR TP SO R . (1)
R AT 255 B 18 LRGN K R F Tk
1) B 2 0ME B R PR — MR e dk 2 T &l
R B2 B BB S AR P b W P2 B . e [ B W 4R 2
IS, AATTRERE AR I /Dt 115 BV S 251,
IR N2 S W AN R RN 7 N S D B 7 R
FNBERYIR A TR MTE SR, D2
L RE IS AT R X 43 P B E S R, R
A A —18 U B, 2 X W P HES R AR, B
SRR Z2 (I R A T 2 1 XRIPEAE R . AR
A R ] 22 ] Y 20 DG PR e T T IR A 3
SCFRAEBEHERR B9 3 B DL K B AR A S IR A B T R
BEIHE] o )R CHR AR . SOOI, RIAE
H AR NS AT B AR S BBRE o E H AR SO0 AT
G BbR N BARIE, HERRAOMERE LR, B A SO
FUEA B I () A RESE B P, ez, HERR B9 ME Rt
AN, H AR RO R RE 05 B M A5 Bk #E . Costa,
Mahon, Savova Fl1 Caramazza (2003)#&H T AIXT3S
K1 (Relative Level of Categorization Theory),
AR e ] -] 0 3T 1 SRR Y T ) B AR
5 55 1 OGS T PR 5 H s e R AR A& 22 18] Y

AEXF 217K o i SR 9 25 AR AE [l — 2 0 A AR [R] 7K
Sh AT ST RO AR P AR A IR — 2 51 1
ANRIKA, e A i AR RN an R P 3 A 7
AR R, 18 TRV g, i
FATEAR R ZE RN AR A, 18 TP /N
v PR AR B T IR 4 24 1 55 Y X (Dhooge &
Hartsuiker, 2011; Janssen et al., 2008; Piai et al.,
2011)., FHiaEHZLN (Mahon et al., 2007; Miozzo
& Caramazza, 2003). k&4 T 18 BT iR
AT AR VEAE FH (Finkbeiner & Caramazza, 2006b)
FEAR - FR 43 S K T $ 18] 14 42 9 /E FH (Costa et al.,
2005)., i X ES L5 (Mahon et al., 2007), 4
R-FhiR 2 JERL N (Mahon & Caramazza, 2009)5% i
FEEE RS, AN, Janssen 55(2008)% FH 4L 4y
A%, SeEIE R 1000 ms, R TP, =
KA TR R Z G4 R, 3R RI T 15
AR, FELZERT 1000 ms Z )5, F R AREE
ik, HEAREEREFENL K. T TRy
WAL, ZABRBEIN Ry, AR R B bR 5O B
i LE O o LRSI o AR ) OB R PR v, AR R
BT O KO- A RE i 18 B e BE B e A in] A9 3
T B BRAK, 75 22 AR A0S AT AT D3k 31 6 45
PR o e A0 174 1 1) B PR ) e 1] R A 45 381 T e iy
I, EATE R RS TR S A, R b AR
iy 22 ph s b, DRI T L B HERR T . R,
P=E S B W DO S R AN S D il = O 7 v A A9

Xt -1 T P T AT SRR YR 5 IS TE 4k
2, R, AT RE TR —Fh BIe Reas T 4 TiF
SO RS, MECR T LG A RS A Re T
A TH MO FF RS A R RO . R & 8, T4
1) E bR A 2Z 18] 1 SCORTR M R e 7 SR 1) R
59, HJ2, I OCHM R — MRE 2SN
=59 Z [0 AT DR & 2R s SO (TR R A,
B, RE =, 2008) Flan, wiiE SCOCHR B BT
Ma, TR R Z AT DLEAA 2 500E e
6, BFHLin 5 B Asial g T R —A1E OG0, e
M FRIE S B M AR, =8 ZMAEAE R s KRR
(taxonomic relations), N« 5«4 4 id Fl H
Frir) 2 [ XCa] DL EAT 8GR (thematic associations),
BRI BT 58 45 e — F2 U7 70 5 A7 508 BAMIY G
FRo HA FHOCHAFY), Btz [ 7T 5e A Rk
SR AL, 2 HWE R R T AR 2,
/(1 17 | R Rl s B R SV L /N o (BT B w g ]
MY E ARG RIR R AE—; TP H H bRin Z [k n]
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PIFFAE 25 36 T1% S/ SF BE & (script-based slot-filler
relations), ‘B fI17E B bl [FIAEVENT . 1%
5¢ (script)Fg — Fh = 4 81 5L (schema) . Lucariello Fl
Nelson (1985){LE Rz A “HFEHE (slot-filler), RJ
CINDACEE7/RC D D 5 et i J (1 S o5 iRy ST
DIEFEAB " <7, S0, RBOEYIE, <R
A rli BLAT DUELFE a0 4B 3k R, cHl
G, THLE AT B AR Z A ] IAETES ad hoc
X & (ad hoc relations), Ad hoc ¥t R & 45 76 HAR A 1
BT, BSE Bk SRS, BT FeE &
AR, BAnEE S X THW I HIRTE ad hoe TR AR 11
Wby BB A A I, /N ET . CSTEE .
HRATAEIT . B RCmE SO, MBS )Z R
F, ENE TR LA S, o E) B %S h)
A | DR E AN R o (IR, TEEF Kb
THREBCE ARV BFRZ T, ARERE H SR T AR
HWAHSTE—R(EH, KA, 2009), BRSO
BCVE BRI 7 28 2 B R 09 N, PR A H A
Z 1A i ORI A K GEAK . BJRKF-
TIEAF) R X 43 RMEFER—20 . [F—K P2,
TP iR A H s iE] 2Z 18] B 15 SO Y 5 R AT R
A FER—Z00 . Rl—KFZ2 W, TS B
) B T I 4 5 BE T L 2R B R IR 5 R 2 R )
SCREARL P FR R AIG o T 5 3] 22 ] A 1 SCORERL 4 5
T SOORHR 5 BE SBR[z, 1 SOOI Y i il
55 o SR A AE T BE SO PRI s O T
THeiE 5 H s e F AR 1A & 22 18] Y A X 2 1K F-
X SCRON B SE IR o SR, 558 b, FE[R—2E5] .
[l — K22 N, ASIR] 2 ) B B 22 8] i SCRR LM
QIR P =7 S 71 (1 e R R/ 1 AN S R 1. G 151
HRAFAE A R BITE SOCER, e TERE T sh#r ry 28,
HR B T A A& o AEE, <Al A <Ay 2 ] T 1)
W SCRFIERE Z2, S SCAHRL S &, BT X
235 [H) B 7 B T S < i i 2 ) e
M SCRAIE LD, PR i SO ARG, BEATTHE R
s ] i A6 A R TS o PRI, <Al 5 A 2 ] Y
T SCOHR Y 98 I L i 5 <l i 22 (R ) T SO
IR B 5R BE K19 2 . XANTEIR]—280 . [Fl— K Fry2k
B 22 ) ) i SCRBARLE 19 v A AT T B XS 1 Sk
oA L RE R AR, SR RS AN T AR O T Ak
TARFIZE . AR R K 0 TP i) A B A i) 2Z (8] 1 i
SCARABL: XT38 U0 B 52 o 3R A, TR [R]—28 51 |
[Fl—7K P2, B R RIEWREY S Z /D882 WA
TEVE CORHRHR 45 1 SCOCHRI T BE o AR K 7 3Rk

M F ) SR 2 W& Z AR o SOOCHER, 1 SUOCHK
M BERLR, Rz, 1 CORERI T RN . I,
31y AN S 125 A T 7 = W N 74
N o N, FEHEA KA AT 55 v, W T e A
B RAEAFYE T RN, e B
{2 TTE B B HES 48 SRR3R AR, B E S
Z A SRR 1 H A 2 S i D ) M A A A R SR AT,
fEA 24 AR it 2 5N B e frE i £,
T IERE A SR RME . QNS E R R A S
M & 2 AR A o SCOORIE, i SCOCHE Y ) FE ik
N TEREA K- AT, HARE AT s
() 5 22 A DRI 1) H A 288 5300 e, B3 1) M A2 &85 i RN i) Y
KL D, TEfr 4 HARE N 2 510 5k S e 3
FH D, LIRS HRE S o TR BIK P 44
55, BT ORI B AR TP 8 T 6 —if
MG, AT 22 W20 B Z AR A T
B, 23WOE AR 2 W20 i 51 I RE A 25 A, TR B2k
WEE S EE L, SRR ATN G5, IS
S E bR ia] AT P 1] AR W] — i S, A
FA D 2 53 8 D 22 IR A 1 SOOGHE, A i 28
G D, IR B AE mAERTE , XF 2
R 44 AR HEVE TR/ o Seni B oE AR G T
BN 18 SO S, AT AR T 2 1) R/ N X 1
SN BRI o I, ASHHZE R 4k Sk 5 1 R 5 iR 2
(] ) 18 SCOCIRAE X 1 SN e, it T 2 AK
¥ LG 1 B SR A A OB BRI O
SCRRARLE )R B -38] B3 2T 10 3 SRR Y 5
SCHG 2 R SR 2 A B SRR TR (R R
/1N, category size)%f i SN O RE I o SEE 1 IS5
2 Wil SOCHR M IR @ 1E H b (B R &)+
Peinl & T [l — 4322223500 | Il — MR KT (3 2
AT RE ) B RN, 43 501 D5 B ) B SR AR )
T SOOI MR SOV s, R ] 5 ) 22 18] (1) i
SCORHRPETETE SO0 A VR FHAR LB T 2%, JF%
5O A B RE T

2 SEEe 1 A E DR RYTE SO
LM X 38 SCARNE Y 52 i

W AL (semantic similarity)J& 38 PN HE &
Z )= SORPAE o PG 22 ) e 5 i o SCRPAE
Wz, EATZEHAR Bl (Maki & Buchanan, 2008;
Sharon, T-S. L., Kurtz, & Gabrieli, 1998; 7¥FH
1992), TEAHFFEH, 18 SCARAL A & 48 76 [R] — 281 i
P A KV A 22 ] =23 SURPIE Y 2270 il 4,
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AR KT SR G i R A S 2
F7EEAS . S5k o e =i 2 0iE FRIE, &
T2 [0 FR 5 SCRRARIPE SO R <X =T IR <<l - T 25
X RN A FY) Z RS | il dhe bt
T SCRRIE D, BATTZ BT S RIS . 52
55 109 H 2% 8 Hin B R =Z 005 SCHT U Y
e AEORT P -1 PR R AT SO Y R
21 A&
211 #Hik

34 ZARRMVE, AFIRTEREITE 18 5 & 23 %, W4
1% 19.6 %, HLcg2, W) IE R SO L) EH
212 wit5#H

KA 2 (B -1 2Z (B i SO : & %) x 2
(B Ry 2GEE: & ) < 2 (AR5 HEAOKF
s KK 4) EEWERT. Wit B
() AR A o H R 25 60 SURRME 5 3B 2
] 22 HAE ] o SE bR dE 42 6 F 84 41
Poidl, AP . KR B Gl T H . REE.
FE 6 M LR BT AME RSN, SRE8
M R ok A &7 A2 . RT3 I OK IR 4% (1989) 18 1T Y
Snodgrass Il Vanderwart FRyER, HAG® &0 E 4
—EHERIRG B, Horh, 21 R A GBS,
21 R B BGRYEAR . 42 DT 5 B A 598 X
ARIMES (21 A 2 B R T4, 21 AR
BB R 0T HE), anRg-58 | RO g s 42
AT 5 B R 88 SCHEAPEAR, aneig -2 «fg
P -vKAE” . B PR BRI, A0 1B R i 24 R 7
7 HARE R, A0 P R — R
(A8 SCARARUE: v 0 0], SO 55 — B R 3 SUAH
RIPEAR A THEiR] . FESE50 2 A, 78 2 Wik 7 A%
IRV T 5 B S = R A3 SRR, 1
Pl SCHIITEAIR, 7 Frm i SCHTIME 5 o 2R Pl
HRYE PRI TR AT A0 SCRRIE (AR . 451 . 1)
RESE) RV P 2Z (A1 (38 SCARAUEE . PRI 22 [
A I SCRR R 22, 18 SO RUPE /9 DF 0 30 1
RZ, 18 SR or AR . BEIGE SUARIM:
(215378 5.0 DL B4R S SCHBUM: & i T
Peid), FE53AE 3.0 LAF W FHeia i SCHAU AR
TP t K gn R W], X AR Fr, 1 ORI
1o B e 1) 5 08 SCARARL AR B e 1) 14 S 25 58
FAME /K25 57 0.3, t = 18.57, p < 0.001; XK
BB, o SCHRE 5 i i) 5 o SCRH LA 1Y
TP 7 ¥k SO B s Rl 3, t =
14.36,p < 0.001 .

WFFE M, R i B9 Ja PE s GR v . iRl
P B SRS A AR A R T O
MELT, TR, 2009; Glaser, 1992; K%, T1H,
XING, 2011), R 2R S e (] e SRAE I 4 1Y)
LA, IR R, PR K
f4) ML 0 2 e ] R R AIE B S X AR 2R A R
Pk, 2 R RAEM Y 52000 F R AR . 5
Jir Y B A LR B2 e R s B R RAE I S B A = Y
FMRFE, RN R e . AR AR
BARAAOC, BRI 2 SR AR ), {1
TH IR R Fln, FEerdrh, R R RE
PEAR R, BLAUVEEIARAG o 1) B EL A sz i) fir 1% 3
FYWIE LM, FYRIES, Wi R RES . K
R A AR L BORIPE S BRI S
T BRI RS TS Seili A 22 5. Rz
BEMBNEK, MRS RFEE, ARSI E
Mk, At T R R i B4 4% A 2k BTN R BB S 4
AR R T B BRI A IA . R, i H LR AR
P A CHFUHIBERA 5 el 7 SR TIEE,
FHHSE Y HORbRE 22 2 25 Fh s PR 0 2 B E L R I,
TESLE 2R, k5o 45 Z85CR 7 4 B R v EE
TR L BRI R TP e i AR M L SR
LAY, 1 SRR SR a BT IE R AR, 7
FORBENM: . MR EAREIR R S AR,
L ARBGEE PR EE S B E R R E, t =
9.42, p < 0.001; FHHMAIESHESFARE, t =
1.74, p > 0.05, /= 20 B A i 28 T H0 iR 1 ARk
MR LB P 22 R AN T3, t wan = 0.63, p >
0.05; t wur = 1.34, p> 0.05; t spn = 1.26, p>0.05; 1%
BB R W2 TP A OC 8 M 22 AR B t
waw = 0.20, p > 0.05; twon = 0.98, p > 0.05; t uyn=
0.89, p > 0.05, PEACE K 1944 FR5 T Heinl i a4 LA
LA LTI EEEL, p>0.05, mHEE 51K
BRI R Tt B 1 P 1) 7 8 A e | ST 2 B
P P EARERCEE BN ZERARE, p >
0.05. SLIMEHEAFE R IR 1. LMk
& 13 M 5 0 2Ok ot 37 B R A T,
LA 28 9 7K P-4 A1 SIS Y T R R
WA 8 WLk A KA, e sEER
S5
213 {4FE

K E-Prime Zif2 . {X#5 4 PET-SRBOX L £
FICRAANL B R A0 [E e 2 PR TS HL
B b, TR F B R 0 R (FEAS RIS LT R
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F1 REIMWMBFRIHERE
; , WA AK Al B R W
K
k2 128 B I e e e ¥
BREER 5. PEIN. vKFE . AMTH . W, 857 6.30 5.94
W SCHLE & i 3R 1. )N, WKiE . RE. Bk KL 5.36 6.37 5.43 5.25 14.57
1 OB ARG 1 1 4 30) . OBET . B R, KRR, KR 2.86 6.29 5.28 536  14.52
KRB E F OBk, SR WU, SE . B 4.71 5.69
T SO AR 0T P ] WRLORERE . UKAE . ROMY. kR M 5.42 6.14 5.36 5.33 14.48
W SCHRUEEAR 9 4 ] T, AT . RE EE. BT 2.88 6.17 524 529 1452

TR T YR ] R i SRR, T aa] Ao
FE T HH N IR EE), B0 b 38 1 PSTSR-BOX 3%
et e R sk o SEIRMORH 2 B0 T DR
;B B SCER FRTHSR LA S . T A ms, iR 22
£ 1 mso BERAT A B E R i 30 oR .
214 ERF

KB, FEZ st = h i T, L5
Gy 2 ANIXE], —AN X R FHREAR K P 44T 55,
T3 — A X AER R K Pfn 24T 55 o R T ABBA 5
KVCHL 2 A KBTS X2 N, R E
ALK, — K5 ORI & TPt ia] [R] e 2
B, — RS 1E SORLL AR A P i R e S, g 0
B R 1) 2 BUNE BEALHES . R, 42 iR I A S 2
T 168 K TEFEAIK A 244155, TR Z 0%
B b P i R e b v s e R A R
FMIK A AT 55 T, TR G Z 0P ia] v &
FT I8 B AR . AE R AT S5 JT ih Z H, F4A A
MR o FEIE SRR A S8, FEBR
JAR YR BLAE R R DA S R R 44 BR, R
63 MR F, 42 W& & A L s i B R, 13 iR E A
FHFEE R, 8 WEE R MR A R TR X s E]
Ao e IE R Sz R, SR RIC R B R 44
PR o AR a0 i P61 R A iy 4% B T AR, itk
T IE, fEESLIRET, BTy h g 3
PR+ 400 ms, SRJG 2B 400 ms, 3%, TEHEHE
Ry e S B R R i), B A 45 SR,
A &k . Eks 1000 ms 5, FHHT—
UOR I RS, LRI E, AT 4s
W WRPHRBEA X E R S0, 78 2000 ms i,
FR K Heinl A shig sk, OBAFic 2000 ms, A
SRR o FEAIK iy 44 RS K- 44 B S50 AR
A R R/INR 320185 < 212 R IEIR/IN N
24 SRIK, TEBASLE R, BOARE 1R,
22 HREHH

S5 BT ) 25 B R R N B R LA M+ 2.5

SD Z AN, 52 EdER 0.86 %, #HIATES
AT W i 24 45 R R ARARAG, R AES T4
Mro SEEREEIRILE 2,

R 2 TRFMEHTE. RABHWERSZHTEYR

N7 B (ms)
- FEAK A 44 20K - 44
el AR W SUAH AR W AR
ks AR ks AR
EEGE 808(74) 824(67) 789(82) 796(79)
R#E  817(81) 864(93) 815(93) 813(81)

VE: RSN IR bR, T

AN Y 7 22 40 A 2R, 1 -] 22 ) Y i X
ARRUME A9 ROV AR H 3, Fi(l, 33)= 15.64, p <
0.001; F, (1, 20) = 6.86, p < 0.05, [&l-iaZ [a] (RiE X
AR E BT M = 807 ms) L i AR PEARRT (M =
824 ms)[&l J- i 24 WU il 24 4T 55 1 = RN B o B
W3, Fi(1, 33) = 6.68, p < 0.05; i H/MHrAS 3%,
F2(1,20) = 1.04, p > 0.05, ZEHIK P45 (M = 803 ms)
B FRTFRAIK T4 (M = 823 ms), FH HEGE
PER ERON AR B3, Fi (1, 33) = 26.63, p < 0.001;
F,(1,20)=8.11,p < 0.0, mHAEKK LM =
804 ms) It TR TLAKE (M = 828 ms), [El-ia]Z
() 8 18 SO 5 i 44 1T 45 22 1] B 28 B AR FH it
MR B, Fo (1, 33) = 11.81, p < 0.001; i H 43
AR, Fy(1, 20) = 3.46, p> 0.05, fAIBAZN 43 HT 2%
B, TEIAKEAvgarh, B R 24 10 SO e s i
AEARL A Bof d8 25 eSS RUMERS, F (1, 33) =
31.90, p < 0.001; 7EZRHBIK P44, RN FHTERS
PRSP I 2ZERA RS, F (1, 33) =
0.15,p>0.05, -l Z [l /18 A . fr 4455
5 E R 0GR = Z 18 138 BAE FH B0 B
#, Fy (1, 33) = 4.33, p <0.05; T H/rHrihs o,
F,(1,20)=3.61,p=0.07, &8N IITFRM, K-
1) 22 () B SCRFARL 1 T v AR (81 1) AR K -1
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FR 3, F (1, 33) = 6.02, p < 0.05, XHMEHEKRK
A FAIK A 2t 3, F (1, 33) =25.19, p <
0.001, {HX} 5 . KGRI R B2 3K i 44 5 i 34
AW, F (1, 33)uusms = 0.46, F (1, 33) wusmy =
0.06, p > 0.05, FEIANKFamAES T, HmAKE
R O A R L IR SOMIMME SR T A ZE 16
ms, (KK E R 1 72 SO e i A SCRI LM A%
P TFAHZE 47 mso FHBEAT UL, FE-1A) 22 ) (43 SORIRIME
e (PR GBI i 42 9 52 i) K %o v AR T e
AR, HAB RS EAR A 2, p> 0.05,
2.3 it

SCHY 1 A, TR 2 R T SO I
Mg ] -] P 20 B3 SRR . S8 SRR A
W) T PR A L, 7 SO & i TR IR AE R T,
Bl R i 24 B, AR T I SCRE UM R0 (semantic
similarity effects). {HAZ, 15 CARRIMERON H H ELTE
K i BEA KA 24, R BRTE R i 28 51 7K F
g S 1 IR, - 22 8 1 SRR X
IR B R iy 24 00 52 M) R T X6 e SR L RS2 )
SEES 1R BT A AT S RN, R K- i 4 st
[i) i 2 L T BEATK - By i 44 AL T L A Y 3
MR, 1o A B i 44 B T Jnd 35 TR AR
Pl By i 44 B T]

30 SRR 2 RBIR/INHE SN Y

Al

C A AT 5T 5 1 28 01l 22 % P -] TR
T SCRON OS2, B0 s g —JE T A
S R R S BT s 2 A A, TR
1] 5 ] A A0 = Wy 1 2 0 rp Ak T ] Al 7K P (Costa
et al., 2003), JfR ¥ K THinl 5 B B2 KN
IR BT, 28500 K/ X O T2 B A 5 25
(Stephen, 2001; Forster, 2004; Karasawa & Brewer,
1996; KRR, #E K, 2006). L, S5 2 2R
W0 TR P A A 20 19 001 DR/ o T - 3]
PLIETT T8 SO FE i
31 FH&E
3.1.1 ik

32 AARAE, FRIEE 18 % % 23 &, V4R
%202 %, AR, MOIER s B IR
3.12 wit5#H

K2 GEAIRAN: R /) < 2 (TR 2E 8
THSCRHE L B LTER) x 2 (R4 AE55 . BEAK Pl
2. KK 4) mEWERIT, ERXSLR AR

ALF5 60 R & F, 30 MER A 525 mFLsh . B
TR 4 AR, 30 TRk H RS E . ARy, KA
MR 4 DRG], BN E R BN 6~9
Do B TAME R LA, 48 K280 K Rk B Er4E
Z5(1989)f& 1T ) Snodgrass Il Vanderwart b ifiE &, H
A B S —BEmMERR %, Hag, EWsh
WF5% (Forster, 2004; Karasawa & Brewer, 1996; 5KFH
K, #EH, 20060)1 7520 /N FRAERE . /N
IREGIECAS AT 30, TESEEGHT, =% Mcevoy Al
Nelson (1982), Nelson, Canas #1 Bajo (1987)J#/F 5%,
I BR I 28 5P S0 R/ . ¥ 15 DI AR
FTERFELR I, FEHLHES, ZERuU8 ] fE 2 h 51 2
FERN IR, BRI RRES 308D, SEit oA wt
N2 B B SE BRE IR AL, OB . HE
. e | RS SE R 210 2 RFARHE
Z5 TR RN %, GitRM, SAZ0N RS
BOM: B3R 60, 5254 KE 47, WAL 38,
FHL 28, ARAN 27 ARESE 27, K H 21, EUE
M EHA LTS 60 > THLiR, 30 R KRG E A
A SOOCHR TP, o/ NN B i Lo+
Peinl, Sish 30 BRI/ NS E R B iE SO
i), SMORRIHIE R By LT THeiA . A fT
Peinl g MR | R | B 0P E R Y W) S 5
1o t eI aR MY, KIEHE R 5 /N5 K A (73
AUPE AN AN 2 F A B3, twen= 0.63, p >
0.05; t wan= 0.56, p > 0.05, 1 SLRBM TH1A 515
SCTE R B T PR AE A i s o a2 o B
SR E . twon=0.30, p > 0.05; t wzn=0.25,p >
0.05: t = 0.56, p > 0.05; t wwz=0.01, p > 0.05, JC
e R 2651 B R 19 44 FR 5 /N2 1 B R 19 44 BRI Rl
VT & 44 Bk 5 1 4 il 1 il DL 9 28 4 3e] 1Y
W, MBI ST E B LR 3. LM RHA
12 08 5 SO ORHE] BTy 3 7 B R SO T ],
DL 28 00 7K P 24 AT 55 v B A1 SO 1B
o, A 8 TR K M A Hiin
313 EF

FEAR LR T8 1, FEAK - 244555 5285
K A 5545 2 A X TH], R ABBA Jr I AL
WA DX BRI . FEREAS X 2Z P, R R
a3 i 5 1 SOOI 1] AN i ST e TP iR 4% R B
R 60 MR 15 7 ST E R B 240 W B4
WS A mk, FaskE 1k,
32 HREH

— O TR T 20%, HEdEAS S
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GIAIT o I NE B 43 A B ) 2 8 58 S 1 580 F M+ 2.5
SD ZAhayEdE, AR N 0.73 %. POXTES
FhZAE T AL IRAR A, BORTESETH oM. 555
LRI 4,

MR 2200 R M, 251 K/N 51 44T
5 W22 BAE AR 3, Fy (1, 30) = 8.45, p<
0.01; W H T WE, Fy(1, 29) =2.83, p > 0.05,
TR BRI A3 HT 26 W, K. /INZE IR f iy 42 Tsf Ti) 26
PR R B RR S  AESEAK A& b, RS E
(i 44 B ) d KT/ NGB R, F (1, 30) = 3.90,
p = 0.058; TERGIKFamah, KRIEHE F 4
Bof 1) S 25 0 T/ N B B, F (1, 30) = 4.81, p <
0.05, THLIAEM ST s HAEM S, F (1,
30) =56.49, p < 0.001; F5 (1, 29)=16.68, p < 0.001,
AT BN A M 2 BH, T30 TR 28 RN JEAR AR SF- 1y 44 52
i 8 s FE I SCORHR 1R 254 A 1L A iy 44 1sF 1]
WERKTAEELTTXTHESEFET, F A, 30) =
19.12, p < 0.001, HIL T CTHRENY; TPk
X} 257K -1y 44 I 52 A A, 0 2« e R SOORIB TR
W SN By LR i 44 B ) S 3808 T il TR T4k
WZAMFER, F (1,30)=42.14, p < 0.001, HITiHEX
PRIERLN o FEHIKIN | Aim 24 AE 55 T T iR 26 80 =3
Z A i 22 AR 90 B 2 35, Fo (1, 30) =9.83, p <
0.01; I HAMr A3, Fo(1, 29) = 0.20, p > 0.05,
fRT BB A AT R I, FEIAK R, K. g
S R B i 44 B TR 0 TGO TR 2 T 22 5%
AR, F (1, 30) =0.53, p > 0.05, 7EiH LEBET I
AT 2ZERBIE, F (1, 30) =446, p < 0.05, K3
SR B 44 B ) 25K T/ NG B e, R 5)
KBEAE TR AR TR I AE2RIK -1 44

H, R ANERIIE R B 44 B TR R TR SCTE G T4 6]
MR 2R ARFE, F(1,30)=0.10, p > 0.05, {Eif
SMARKF A T 2R EE, F (1,30)=10.87,p <
0.01, KZEHIE i 24 B [a] 5 3 50 T/ N5
FE I R R BOE SUHE HERLN SR . HoAth iy &
BN AL HAE AR B3, p > 0.05,
3.3 itig

S 2 FB, 1 OB LR AR AN [ 1 R A
RS B RRFIMER . AR a4, 15
SCRHE T e T & fim 44 BA 1 TR, 7E28
B2 H, 18 ORI TP it & R i 24 A 1
SCPEFEAE T o 2B I/INEZ Wi 8 SRR AR 55« 1 X
FERNK, Al R A KA 24 i SCT R
TR, LA R 2K 24 R i SCIR E RN
TR, P EC T R E R B AR K i 44
18 X /NS B R B BEA KA 44, R RIS A
14 28 B 7K -1 44 i 3 PR ek /NS B R 1R 28 1K
Wi 4h, IR R AL, R A R IR
ISR

4 ZEETHE

4.1 KT E-RFIHERXTAIE AR IER
S 1 R, AR T HCIERT HARE AL T R — o
e 2 DL R I, TEREA K Ay 44 AR 55, 18-
iRl Z () Y 8 SCARBLPEAR I, P R i 44 B IR E) 4G5 14
- 18] 2Z (] B o SCARARLPE @ i, TR i 44 18 B[]
S TR SCHIMUAPERLN . E A B BIS X LR X
PRV o AR B i AR R I, TR AR
Al . AR R R LA B B, FERE S KA
TEFE AR HOOLE], BRI BB S R A A & 5 2 %

R3 KW 2WMBFEIHERR

R Sy S50 b4 Ak 2 B3 -4 B A A -2 B - 49 2 T 4
KREHE R VLRAYCRE Sl 5.76 5.80
T SCOCHE T4 8] B AR A T 5.38 6.09 5.63 16.06
5V v S e/ | JB I 35 MR 5 25 1A
NEFE F B B K L 5.86 5.91
T SCORHR TR IER S R E RS 5.43 6.13 5.71 16.07
B X IE T B ARG R T3
x4 #il A KNEHE R8T RN F (ms)
" FEAIK T 44 FHK A 44
FEH RN - - - -
SOOI T A TR T SO T A WX TEK T
il 913 (59) 882 (65) 872 (62) 915 (59)
NI 891 (65) 875 (63) 900 (50) 918 (62)
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IJAH G A S R A AH B JATE, O0E RR BE O T H
P Mg 5 AR B ARHE g S Rl A i . 1 i B
T, AHE TS R R Rz, A EEE Y
EE R (AR R =1 21N i B W O R VN VA WA
JCZAE(Caramazza, 1997; Dell, 1986; Levelt, Roelofs,
& Meyer, 1999), 434 z0iC A2 P18 (Distributed Memory
Theory)tH I\, PRI/ TE SCRALLME &5 A9 3RV RR IR T
T, WIS LA X, — A B OIS RE NS EHEAL
3% 31 55 —~iA] | (Sharon et al., 1998). 7&K -1 T4
i, R A s B SOMRUME: & i T4 )
AR A5, U RE A TR B 2 o SRR =
) T 1] A Mt b, ROMRE R b e B K,
T T R 2K T s Rl &5 05 B R R s e
T SOMARIPEAR A TP IR S 48 s, WS 83
SCARARL AR A TR TR 45 s i Bk AR K .l 0
() BB B A R, TS E I 4% rh 0 8T HIORS 328 5
(Collins & Loftus, 1975). K, S XA &Y
TR L, T SCHARLEAR B e 1] A A8 2 4h s
R4 R AR A B0 255, FLREAS s
TR, # RS e PR, TP ial ik b A
R SRy S O S SRS N SR Y (v Y N R e £ 0 wcs E L
ST HLE A SbERGR A itk —3k, FEiE SO I
TSR, B AR B R i 44 B RN i K,
FEVE SCRAUPEAR R TR A4 T, BAsE R i
B ) 07 12 o AR R e B se i, T4 Y in]
TEE5 S OE KBRS, S H BRI 4S s e B iy
KW ZE S O AN, TR TR0 . an it —K,
T SCAHARLYE e B8 B0 18] 3 7 3% L i AR RUPE AR Y
TG K R T AR . FEAR S 5 SRR
e, mTEI . EE. 45, Difeds R E L
T SO RUPE = ) T80 5 R B Z AR A 1R
e AR, PR, 1 SORERUME: @ i Tt el B = AR
AR B AR SO sl s BE AT G B AR i iR e, HEER
PIMERE R, B bR RN ) BE B A & R K, 2 s ik
Pz T SCHIMEAR R T 4R 18 B TAEIE A (454 .
I ReSF AR AE 1 5 B B 22 0] A7 76 2 B Y AH 1o
PR, B A AR HARBOWAT G H bR BB bR i) 2 B
AR, HEBR BOMERE /DS, B bR RN Y PR AR 12
Sy, RETERRZE . an—ok, 1 SOMARIME S T
P 1) 53 07 3% LT SRR AR AR A9 T P 1) 45 ok B 5 Y
THAE 5250 1 45 R 5 X eSS BT
PRI, 77 2256 HALER IS A RE A5 5 L M B S e 1
Jiv & IR 18 SCAFARL PRI o

ol 75 18 I X 4% 15 (Swinging Lexical Network

Account) (Rahman & Melinger, 2007)IA 4, 15 XA5
STERE A& KF a2k PN i 2 e H
b R i 24 B A A o AR KOT- 1 T2 S 808 LR
ROV, WNCAKSE I T2 5 808 TR0 . H
REA R 3l AR AR AR T 5 i e 2 se g S iy T+
PAE I Z B A A, v 1 B - T4 XF my ik
SR T SRR R T TR E - & A i
SCPRFEREN, AR HEVE /N T P E 2 AR i X
TR o ARHESE R B fy (category membership)
FIHCAH 5 ¥ (associative strength) B4 E, o] DLt
Ak T[] — 7K S 1 PR A A A& 22 R Y o OGHR 43y =
. 38 5 KK (semantic categorical relation) .
W SCHRAE SC K (semantic associative relation) FliE X
25| AE Bk (mixed categorical-associative relation)
(Rahman & Melinger, 2007). J& T [a]— 251 /1~
WE & Z (R RG] RBAAFTE & 2l ny i I 5CHK, N
R RTCBR AL, 0] BEAFEAE A 1 CHRAELOCHR, a0
HRN A [FAEHD, EAA T SCIBAR JCHR 1Y P S HE
& Z B BE A REANAFAE G Al iE LKA G R,
“ERORCWIEE >, P BEAEAE A TR SRR, N
“THEL RN WIS BRI N, TEE A P FEAR K
i, T SRR 0 TR ER TE SCTRE T,
T SCRAEOCIR ) TP in) = 20 E SRS VE ], A0dE
FEAR-ER 3 S R AR TN« W R- Bl i) 2 3E 3500 45 (La
Heij, Dirkx, &Kramer, 1990; Costa et al., 2005), &
ST A G IBE 8 T e 1 D) 75 e B R g o SRR
i (semantic distant effect), 1 XA TR 5
HbrE 0y ih KRS, &R a4 WO B ) g s i
SCRERRY T4 5 B AR B3 SCHE i, 18 R fiw
£ WBT A5 (Mahon et al., 2007; Rahman et al.,
2010; Vigliocco, Vinson, Damian, & Levelt, 2002),
TESESG 1, o SCREARUME i i T e R SCAH
RIHEAR B TP 5 B bR R Z [ Y fE 7 1 SR
ORI, HRE, HUA T SCHYE & T4 5 B s
i) TR A — 1 O S 2 L 2 S B — A el
N —AN1a, W PRE S 4 TR U2 R i iR
SRR T, PR B i AR G (Mahon&
Caramazza, 2009; Mahon et al., 2007; Rahman &
Melinger, 2009a, 2009b)., i SCAHELIE: i B9 TP 1Al 4
R A 235 o 8 TG B A0 TR T T R R E A B A R
ARG LR BE M B v E AR L A S T
IK-o 18 SORBLAAEARR B8 10 1) A9 M 5 A AT
SITETE UM ZEh 1L, [HEATeBusy e 5 2k
SCARARLE o AR 2 A b, P B A R A 45
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b CEFE BARE R BEESE ). WS YTRRRLA
POTE B B A R, — RS A R I R A2 A0 T,
TETBCTE B I B A, PRTE 7R TH U TR i 4
IO 2 #8055 (Collin & Loftus, 1975), 253 AR
RUHEAR 9 TP 18] B 0SB A B bR IR A S 4
S, OIS SIS 2, AR T B AR E R R
BE R DB 2R, B, EMESAKE B, EX
ARARME e 09 T PR B AR HE & 1Y JR sh A TR T
SRR TP . TP in) AL 45 2 U
TE 1) HARME S S U R, a2y /i 52 %
I P AU ARE gl o, 2 T PHROTS AE R F TR0V45 A
B TR A5 SRR S 5 B bR B R TE
Z o 18 SOMRLAEAR B9 0 18] A 8005 1) H A & HE
BB RYR B ARG, & O B A A s st
%, Z 5 ANBER SR L, b HRELE
PP T —XF 2 )35 4* (one-to-many competition),
THAE MR, 9 T T H0iE p & gs S T H
b R B RE & as s ny A shVE T, BRI X B R 247
K T SCTHAEH o 18 AL & 09 TP im) A S s
) 5 bR B R B S ES Y B B AR R, s
HABRESAAXT D, 5 F 58 4 B AE I H W,
A BRI 3 8 ok T — X B9 35 4 (one-to-few
competition) XHFE, ZERNCAKE b, o SCHARIM: &
T 7/ 8 7 R B A R A N = 4 K VK A9 O R 7
) o R T SCAARUME = 19 T4 3] 5 18 SO RUPEAR Y
T ARAEME &K B s Ve S LK |
T HAE T, ASXE A AT G ) 18 SCAARLE RN
X —RE W 5 Mahon % (2007). Vigliocco 25 (2002)
IR SCIE B 240 & — B

SEES 1R R IR, KR KT i 44 B () ik 2
JI T HEAK Y-y 4 B R), P -18) 22 8] Y 7 SO
XN KAy 24 B2 AN 3 6 B R B 28 51K
g, RIS B R R (e <. <R
B ook 85y o BRI, BARKE R RE M
Iy T 2 BLAE, HEeE ¥ m B #, Bs 3
[] P o S8 i — 2R I gt il SR 25 i {5 R
— B R 1% (Message-Congruency Account) (Kuipers,
La Heij & Costa, 2006; Kuipers & La Heij, 2008)1A
Jg, EARE AP B 0 HARES — 3 &7 A
SRRV, 1 SRR TP iR % H AR BE & 45 5
BARAMESMER . B T TP A e RAEA AT
A BARIENC R RAE, BIEH 2 26, A2 5 B
WA ERESE g, AL R T, 2615 A
(CRNR R REIEER ¥ & N N =R K (S D& R

TNCAKSF @55 0 THRAE T, 38 SCAHARLRY T4t 6] 4
B R I B 2 K- 44 4 R 1 SUR s, X —
MO 2 R3] T — P HIEss, WS
AT IE I 25 W) & (Glaser &Glaser, 1989), UNHi
PR, e R i EEAK Par 44 v, i SO T4
T AE RN ZKF X H AR RN ) se 8 5 T 4E4E
N B SR T K P 4 o BT ICRD T35 X
AR 5 1 TP 18] 5 18 AR BRI A9 T It 3] 1 i
AU, TR P SR T AR A R S O A R 1]
AYTE SCHE RS, [, 3 SO & 0y T4 5 ik X
AR R ARG A 0 ] g ARE 8 5 e B 20 I M A 4 A
(A FE B I AE 2, OB 38 2] B PR S 4 AT A B[R] FR
B — 2, 0 HARME S RS Sh R il
SO ORI & TR 5 SO RPE AR T
PLRDT ] (8 2531 i 24 A5 ) 2 SR I 3

S - I B i Dl [T R = N B PR G = (A
IR EAZE B iy 44 W52 ) R 1 %o s AR L R i 44 1Y
S, AR RS, 3 A (MeClelland & Rumelhart,
1981), g AR A2 H IL, X 3 Ao s = i 2 3
&, POAXAEI R B PR SE AAL. S AR A 2
PG, HAE S BB gl vl AU, A2 X
AEARL ST B4 T B 1] 9 % L G B R (IREAGR I A iR
AR, L SOMRL s Y TR 5 1 Y i 22
(9 AH ELUOE A TR 48 FR S 5 BT 7K T AE X
A LIRF]SE R . R, AT s B GRE A,
T SCAFARLAAE 3500 AR AP S P i 44 I 38 B R W 4
T 159 B 1) 22 S () s il e 30 1 1 B AR PRI
IR A 1 e 78 P o i 44 A4 55 v 1 B o B[] 4R 1
S TR K Fr

25 G A 5T A B 0 1 SORIARLPE 800 Fn 2 A BF
YR B T SCRE B RN RN SR AR DG I (1) 412 2E 3%
NE, "RV R, TR S H R Z 8] OCER 1Y R
5 ) [ - 3] T 2T A SR A e -1
Z )T SCOC IR BE A 7 AR T AR RN, K] -
) 22 [B] B OCIER B 55 B 7™ A v ST AR
42 XTF@BEZMELNK N AREFEEYE

X3 R B =2 i

SEEY 2 WoR, 1 SOCHRR T A R B 1 A
T AAESS AR T AR T SCRRON « FESEAS KOF-fiy
HAE S5 A T TR, TEZE AR 44 1
G5 R R A T U RN . LIRS IR 5 AR
2L 2Pl (Caramazza & Costa, 2001; Costa et al.,
2003; Glaser & Glaser, 1989), ZJl7K Py 45 o (115
SRR HE RSO 7P AE AL 2 2 FERTIRAE T M o 7658
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55 2 th, 48R 28001 OGN TR 5 H AR TE Y
SRR . B AR P4, S5iE
SCARARUPEAR B T PR A 1 B2 0, 18 SOCHR I T4
TTEMEEKF EXF BARES R s e /N, FEiR)E
FROF_EXT EBRENC R TR IR, B4 T X
TR o X —2h Bt DL B 4E Ui (Response
Set Theory) M PAfFR . W AEBLIN R, FFAETA
132N N RIER 2 5 T H AR i % 52
G, DA RBES I EA S5 BRI R
Gro TEHEANK VA4, J8 T HEAACERES T3
WJE TR E, B2 5Ep IR T
ST, TESAK a2, 8 T A&
TS T RMEMTH, HimAS 5%,
K, R RERR JE Bl B prinl 1 1 SCERAE X Fh S 2l sk &
RSN, IS4k T HFRiEY 4 (Roelofs,
1992, 2001).

SEE 2 R, R AT IR A R SO RN
RERE 52 M 18 SO 9 55 o T SO SR (5 B AR K
P4 TR A EE ST RN B R, (A5 25 K- i
A4 B SCOE RO S5, PRI R T I A S )
K/NRL o 18 R, SRR i 2, BOSTE
BEE M & h i B B R 22, SO A A S S iR
INZ; 18 U/, ZENR R D, WO HON
AR RD, BTE AOAE M R TR 2R
HAK-Ar 4, T RIS T 2, KI5
R B i SCORIBE M 10 I % A A R R G
FUHB AT AR B 20 & 45 5, JE L T 2 X — (many-
to-one) MIHEEJT 2, M3 R &2, SiR1S T 5%
A IIRE0E, PN REAE 15 B PR i S /N5 R
TRBI O, /NG E R R Kok SOCER T4
TSR B & 2 A B G AR X D, TR T 2%
— (few-to-one) (AL & JE 2, Sz PRI T4 o PRIk,
TESR B -Ar 4, KRR E R 2 T/ N5
M R o X UL, 7EZRGIK a2, i SR AIR
RERE i TE SCOR HE 500 S I i K o AE B AOK P 4,
B TS P IRCRAE 2 5 T B s ialE A% 55
e, XPRIEHIE Frn £ 0F, S 5100 EE e 4
W2, HAnNCSEEEER R, 18 SCT s
EwaREL; /NN E R ar i, 2 5Nk
T A 1 1] 25 AH RE /D R T B 0 M BE AR X /N,
ST PR AT 55 . X FE, TEFEA K17 44
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Abstract

One of the workhorses in studying spoken word production is the picture-word interference paradigm
(PWI). In this paradigm, speakers are instructed to ignore superimposed written distractor words while fulfilling
the picture-naming task. An essential finding in picture - word interference paradigm is that people spend more
time in naming pictures when distractor word is of the same semantic category as the picture naming (semantic
related word) than when the distractor is unrelated. That effect is often referred to as “semantic interference
effect (SIE)”. A reversed finding is that pictures naming latency is shorter in condition of semantic related words
than in condition of unrelated words. That effect is referred to as “semantic facilitation effect”. At present, there
are several theories about the nature and level of semantic effects in picture - word interference paradigm.
Lexical selection by competition hypothesis assumes that SIE is the result of competition between the
representations of semantic related distractor word and the target word and then arises at lexical level.
Conceptual selection model interprets the semantic effects as the result of competition between the
representations of distractor conception and the target conception. As a result, semantic effect should arise at
semantic level. Response selection account proposes that there is a single-channel output buffer in word
production and the non —target response would occupy the buffer earlier than the target. It will take some time to
exclude the non-target response from the buffer and induces SIE. So SIE arises at the post-lexical stage in word
production. Each account has its experimental evidence and each has its difficulty in explaining some semantic
phenomenon.

In the present study, 2 experiments were conducted to investigate the universality of current semantic
theories and to explore the roles of semantic similarity and category size on semantic effect in PWI. In
Experiment 1, subjects were asked to name pictures accompanied by words with high semantic similarity or
words with low semantic similarity at either basic level or at category level. Results showed a shorter picture -
naming latency in condition of high semantic similarity distractor words than in condition of low semantic
similarity words, leading to significant semantic similarity effect. Nevertheless, semantic similarity effect
occurred in basic - level naming rather than in category - level naming and the effect was stronger for low
familiar pictures than for high familiar ones. Experiment 1 also showed that latency of category - level naming
was shorter than that of basic-level naming and high familiar pictures were named faster than low familiar ones.
Combining previous studies, these results suggested that the intensity of semantic relationship between pictures
and words would affect the direction of semantic effect in the PWI. Semantic facilitation effect will be found
when there is strong semantic relationship between pictures and words. Otherwise, semantic interference will be
found.
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In Experiment 2, subjects were asked to name pictures accompanied by semantic related words or by
unrelated words. Thirty pictures from large size of category and another thirty pictures from small size of
category were chosen for this experiment. Results showed that semantic related words had rather different
influences on pictures naming in different condition. They would promote pictures category-level naming, thus
giving rise to semantic facilitation effect. However, they would interference pictures basic-level naming, thus
causing semantic interference effect. Category size had a prominent influence on these semantic effects.
Semantic interference effect would be stronger for large size of category pictures in basic-level naming and
semantic facilitation effect also would be stronger for big size of category pictures in category-level naming.
Combining previous studies, the experiment suggested that the range of semantic relationship between pictures
and words affects the size of semantic effect. When there is wide range of semantic relationship, the semantic
effect will became stronger. Otherwise, the semantic effect will be weaker.

Single current theory of semantic effect couldn’t give a proper explanation for the findings in this study.
Results in this study were discussed with reference to the equilibrium between conceptual priming and lexical
competition. If the conceptual priming overweight the lexical competition, semantic facilitation effect would be

found, otherwise semantic interference would be found.

Key words semantic similarity; category size; picture-word interference paradigm; semantic effect



