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W OE WPSCRE ORHAIWNE 55 0T iR I S B R H A TR . S 35 3R Ll mi LAt
FASINT S8, PR 23.17 X WAL LU0 SR ERE A, IEPkIE T 35 MR AIEE SIS,
SFIAERE 26.06 % o 1 SOCHRHIIBAT 55 SCIR 5 AR, wh ESETE% 2] 3, 0[] 5 1) X A7 i SOGHR A g,
AALAE R R AR B P 25 PR R Ty, T ELAE A 1 A D g iy o 38 o 0 0 8 S0 S 5 T DR A H B
) RN D I R R A SO S A D AR X BB, AT TR O ) R gl
WKL, Sy oh, G5RERM, v TR 2 ) F ATt 9T T & S & /-2 R R de /R ST AA AT
T SCHIWTI, AN SCFE B R R 1 B L ) 2% 0 S0 28 B vy, T L A 0 e 3 2 8 0 3 s (R
AT A ERAE R DRI AE LN, SCH A5 PR T 5 P 25 1R T AR BT X o X — S5 RAESE TP [ 22 )

DOI: 10.3724/SP.J.1041.2015.01318

TEFEAT iR B BRI B 0 5 T TR R A, B RN YO BER AR SZ BT R GRS

K7
SEKS Bs42

1 515

TARENC R T A TR S AR S T, B RTE
TN B B, e N 52 HoRR S TR RGN 2L
Toik X 43— 2 5% L (phonetic contrasts), #ET
T OB R R AR, AT R T
WIS SO IR . bean, B AR I SR A &
I H AR TE S 2 H7E TS Rock Ml Key J&5, &4
PRI N B AT L CHE (Ota, Hartsuiker, & Haywood,
2009, 2010), X4 H N HiEE TR R B/ /A5,
{345 Rock 1 Lock FE 3.0 HL A 7 L DIAH R A9 TE =X
A7, EFEAEES] Rock BHEIE T Lock Fid X
(Lock A Fll Key 1 L KEK),

Ota S NMIWFRZE e AR R, A2 2 A
M (DZIENC R R, BEE RS A s, 5
T POENCE L (2) REEES RGN iR
W RAE, SRR E RN A O EERAE . XA

R H ) 2015-01-28

Tl WL B W SORIKHAIWME S5 B EIRE T R

HAEFARAG R TIRZ 895G .

B — L R LRSS, BEERE
M E A, 5 ARFAR KA, Py s S0k
R R B P A A B S R U, BRI A e
fi 1% (prelexical phonological recoding hypothesis)Fl
EL A E A IA B (direct visual access hypothesis).
FI A, el 32 A7 PR A 2 2% 2 e 42 5 5 1) B )
R B EATIIE S IE L, DA 3 1K 3 BLAF 1Y 3L 1)
[ 5 (Gough, 1972; Klapp, 1971). J5 & WA Ky, Hid
[5e] 152 B A — 45 S ) PR 5 B el T 30 A P, B
TeMA T dnf, T 3% 2 PF 5 138 3K (Becker,
1976; Paap, Newsome, McDonald, & Schvaneveldt,
1982). SR, 7EidZp9JLH4E R, B XX PR B
FIF T B B T AR AN B B S o Ao 38 T8 (R v LT
FRBCA 1930 51 2 ) SR BURE S, AR AT It
B X T4 T 2 19iEYE (Luo, Johnson, & Gallo,
1998), 1M1 7 ¥ Zht B I U A AR A5 T Bk R 22 H0 s =

* EFELSREIESTE (14BYY007) [ IEAC I KA SIS I H (14ICY 12) %8 8 o
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R, RIAELITTE b H 25 B8, S50 k4R Bk
F£5 . MIFECIRAAT S (Baron, 1973)3])8 355619
T HIWTT % (Lesch & Pollatsek, 1993), F£iE X
KA 45 (Luo et al., 1998), D K iF STt w5
{45 (van Orden, 1987; Ota et al., 2010), FtHIFERE X
JEWEFN WA 55 29 5L, Ao A B, MR A
Wy HEA B IRJE 75 AJE T — i SEBE (N flower) i,
MAITAR 2 S R R (A0 rows, B2 rose Y [A] i,
1 rose J& T flower)Z{ & [E F MR IA (A0 rowz, BEAE
Hid), Y5 rose [FE)FIMrEEEE, ixs PFE L0y
(UM robs 5 rose PFE 3230 ) S i A 2 H W% .
T ETE SCIu G A Wi 55 5L, 9l A2 A S
A ()1 ST JC A R, BRI A T
G R AT g R AR HE T T iR .

BEFE R, R HRT L2 R EEES
ALvE T LA AR B SO AT RE, (FR R S &
T IR L AL E 22 3R A 2 AR R — B0 AT (Perfett,
Cao, & Booth, 2013){HJ2&, FRBFFEHRE LT R
FOMFERN, AR X R TN R AR B A ) 152
o AR B VR T R A AEAE G, FEERINAE
WA T3 T . — 2 DUE AT T 3 1l e 132 P () o 1R
AR, — & DPGE A AR 5 b5 57—
Er R EE R R, SO, A
FHEKIAN Perfetti & Tan, 1998; Perfetti et al.,
2013), WF BB RAETE DT R BIE B 2h 1Pk
s, IF HAE DU 0T SGE IR R i 3 2
fEM . AN —BelF5E 3 (I Wong, Wu, & Chen,
2014; Chen & Shu, 2001)E1 &, HSE BN T
ORTAGHIW I BTRR v AP VR (SRR viobd N Bl S B
B, HAEAE =97 7] Ji(optional), 7E55 /7 M,
BT & (A0 Wang, Koda, & Perfetti, 2003;
Cheng, 2012), HEEIEFIH, ZIUEBE R4
LRI REIR, TE I ) e I IR T SCl s 2520
B ] o {H SR K — W A2 21T ) A9 A Y o S
X EEHFSTE (AN Yamada, 2004)IN b REE B EIK R T
FEICARMERS A3 AE ), I8 i 7E g e 524 g > 15
A i H 2R H A 2 &R & i (phoneme awareness)
(Ramus et al., 2003), [fi'E A9 A& N IR F24 2] &
HERERGESRIEE T REN KR, KRBT,
W& Rk AR . I —iE s S 20w, maE
—IBEREERR, AP EIERN R EMERER,

B, BRBIEE RGN RS R, JF
R 52 M B R AR X — R, AN 1970 4EACHE
F 45 51 22 R (WL Goto, 1971; Schouten,

1975), {A 35 E BT RUL BLEG T 1990 4R1% i,
HEL T — 2603 A%, U0 Flege .Best Fll Kuhl %5,
Horh, IRA 200 1 B L 72 Best (1995)1) J¢ Best F1
Tyler (2007)# /8N [R] AL AR 7Y (Perceptual Assimilation
Model, PAM), E45 i, i & B T iEE S
AL R Bk s, 2 B s S EHER A A
TGRS, AR RGEBE R, R4 A
A P RE TR SO, PR B B HRT P S A
REE Ty, B B R A BEE T A
RUERE DU e Az < B[R] Ak, PR xRl Ae
[Fl— GRS, M-S B s B
HE A PRI

B W (] Ak e 28 M ) ) 1 H AR D i A
B O A R T H -V R R H O B
A H B A X —A 8 5B X S & A .
X —I G AR F B S5 (UL Ingvalson,
Ettlinger, & Wong, 2014). %3 Zbsl J& PHHE S 1 N 22 %
JEiEF ) LN 2R B JE T I TT X HE i fe/-/e/ [l 1k
MG LT 15 1Y) /e/ 37 (Pallier, Colomé, & Sebastian-
Gallés, 2001; Bosch, Costa, & Sebastian-Gallés, 2000),
DL 22 i 2] F B e X L& e/ e/ A1
/e/EF (Weber & Cutler, 2004; Cutler, 2012),

B W (W) Ak Y B S R R T R
FURAEAYAFa[H (indeterminate lexical representations),
I RO BERAE AR DR B 2 Fh i, FR
A E LW RS A 55—, iR
(WTEITE BB R £ (pseudo homophone) B4 . X
—AN A, HATE SRR F 5 BT . AL
n, HiBdeE 2] F W72 rock B 2 3006 lock 3R]
FAE(IL Cutler, Weber, & Otake, 2006) . fif 2= Heifi 2%
S HWrE kettle B3R LA E] cattle (UL Broersma,
2012; Broersma & Cutler, 2008), 48—, ;=4 1A
TP e REE TR S T4, (RS XX — AR, H T
ALY E N AMIF A Ota 55(2009,2010) T & 14 R
TGSy o AT A i SOOGTR I T AT 55 AN S
WifF55 230, T H ARSI ) F S h i 0T L
-/ TRIAG SR, AT S BN A SOk B 9 24 132
#] Rock X AR S T lock AYTR] L, MITIRIAN
Rock 5 Key iX IR FE T SLOCHK

ASCHAE Ota SEWFFR Y BEAR [, SRIGE SOCHK
FIWTAE 55, A8 LADGE 8 15 Sy BRI 5 i v [
W2 2 B A B I D DR B s i TR
%o AP INET E2A =S (DIEW -
SCHF U, T R R R TR TR, AR
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AN A WL, H RS — IR . AR R
A B AT TE R ()M LA EZER AT R, AR
TR P 5 R B AR IR, 2 LD D BT
(18272 > 5 el Il I Dl 352 R T AR IR, #7557
W, BEXTDUE N BETE T S 2 ) FH T O S0H
RESRPE— BT R BLAT; (3) Ota SRRIBIESY, T2 LI
T HEF BIFFERT G o AR SCRE AT %) L35 A S T
FEX G, XA — B E T EEE

2 ST IR

A DA B ZRIR AT AL, R i S
P& W BRI 2 BRI RGNS, B
T WG Rl Ab > 3 80 ) B B P LI o i
Ay LB XT LEE , POESEIE TS B H A TR
(L Tung, 1994; Chen, Robb, Gilbert, & Lerman,
2001; Lai, 2010), A4 Best 4RI [F] A AR 25 4 0,
D3t 308 5 Sy B S T A S 3 TR IR
ST Y 0 I 23 S B BB R AL I S,
RS RAE DA HESR, T IRATHT I AT ) — I
] 2% 2] 35 il on B B L IR R S T K — (R
REE, B, 2015), R 1 ERIE A BT E A2
HHLE TG e B BUHE Y o

F 1 ERINFHTIE R EZEIERIETE I E R
A'S R SF it

XF L

e/~

S (bR i 22)
0.54 (0.12)
Jil-11/ 0.57 (0.21)
fol-IA/ 0.58 (0.19)
Je'/-11/ 0.67 (0.20)
0.68 (0.21)
/-1¢/ 0.69 (0.19)
1e'/-1¢e/

[a/-IN/

0.74 (0.21)
Je'/-1i/ 0.77 (0.19)

l&e/-IN/ 0.80(0.18)

A5 B 2 5 R R OR WO R — X LT
BN RE S B9 FE FR(Flege & Mackay, 2004), 4
A SBEET 1 BRI R LT 0 B Uk
PEIRBISE S, Y B TN 0.5 BRI Bk
() JB% N e = B0, 45 B3 7 i2 < /K F- (chance  level)
(W, Snodgrass, Levy-Berger, & Haydon, 1985), M3
1 &, e B B 22 0 W 2 T R T
Je/-lae/F/i/-/1/, LA 0.5 JyZ BEHEAT I FAAEAS t 4G
R BERT X P XS LTS B AT A BUFA R

F0.50 (p > 0.05), FRHAMLATXT 3 WG 41 0 B S
TEAERIME, 55 BB EE 5K B AT LA
DB, 32 PR v [ i 25 ) 35 A B 3 7 4
JUE A I B R A T BRI B S, A A
XL oo A R DOE ) — AN . Hedn, A
AR — S A /i/-/1/%F ot A DU B e, RN
DU TEHE R B HA — /8 5508 1 X A
X HTTHE T o X — 5185 B AT 5T 10 X0 s A —
(W Cheng & Zhang, 2014; Lai, 2010), FKf1LAH
] S 1 2 > 38 % /-1 16 B R X A i, BF 5 A
ATHE PR AT I8 1) I e e st i B 08 S e TR B A,
LA A1 25 DL A [ A

(V) Hp [ 2 2 35 78 S A T 0 ) Y B e i 5
S AR R

() [ 2 > 35 18 20 A7 S0 A B 2 e A
B F IR T

3 SEEIEIT

3.1 ik

HAH 35 KT 11, L 28)FE5 Ll Eor A4
SN T ARSI MR A L & R, iF—,
SERAERS M 23.17 (SD = 1.52)% . #RIE T 1 5]
B R, AT 270 3 G G R )R R S, KERM
INE AR TR 2 T, 2R BB B
4 13.90 (SD = 1.46)4, ¥ ToH E R =401,

[, SRttt iy SRR AR, FRATIEPRIE T
35 #4(H 18, L \T)IEARGEHESINT 2%, ]
SEHIAEIR M 26.06 (SD = 5.73)% . M4, H 12 &
K [ B 2 el e R E TR B SR AR B S . A
23 ¥R 56 [E By B 22 R AR EIE R A I TE R A A

LB ARSI, B RE AT —
()95 55 $ B o T W S IE A T IR
3.2 LIadH

S5 1 O AL R R 4 TR 6 (word pairs) 4]
. 5 — 41 O [A] ¥ 36 X} (homophone pairs), 4Nl
son-sun, 4=HR¥E [ Ota % A AYHFSE(Ota et al., 2009),
—3L 20 XF; B L N LA/ N oG B A Y i)
I Ee /N ST AR (minimal pairs), 401 heal-hill, —34
& 20 X o BRI B — A PE S Fas il ], o 1
F14) 398 RO 74 2 B 3R] X b i B A B L FE DR S 1 R
— AR 200 . R R S 2R R
K, FATR b i B A A5 R A — A, L
1 heal-hill 38X, heal #45 if ia) /& real, hill #4945 il i)
J2 bill ARG CELEX T E00H8 2 1) S i 1) JE AR 35,
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[F) 2 3] X 5 B AT A B ) 1] ST S8 0 O R
BO 1.2:1.3, N E/DR AR DL R E AT 6 16
SR AR B 1.3:1.4, TERARSR e A 1EB
BA D (ts < 1),

A7, AR B — 1% B B — > o1 (] i)
X5 TS5 /N RE ST A LR CE AT DR 2 i) ), B e T Ak
VULH T SCHIWTAT 55 o D7t IR iRl X) 30 e/
X 37 AR B ARE A B DA K B AT 4 i ) 5 ] Y S
— AN BT OB IR BE . e AN W) & R %) son-
sun-sin, fJ# T son-moon (moon & sun [ Ik
1)), sun-daughter (daughter & son AYIE ST |
sin-moon I sin-daughter PU-~ia]%; 11X fa) 1 f /)
%f 37 4K heal-hill-real/bill, F&f1#J% T heal-mountain
(mountain J& hill A L CHK ) hill-wound (wound
A heal 1 X KBEIAE]), real-mountain F1 bill-wound
PO TR

XEE, BANE TR (A mountain) B -5 1r] X
Mg — AN A BL (AN heal), 5 RIPFE £2 ]
WREBL (AN real). RABLT rdiil . 28 P
(counterbalance) 7%, SILMM T 4 B KL
MR 80 dHinlX . WHABANL T ELEX 4 4k
M — BT, XFER A0 G E 2 A
A DA S B /N SEAR R AN B R — A, DU
) 4 il 3]

BRI e SL IR XA, FATEA T 160 XF
FOFEIRD o A 120 %518 SOM B CHK (40 smell-nose),
T8 40 XF W8 SCAN G (4N rough-next), PRI A2 3
B T A S e ARk TR ) T SRR AN SRR Y, XA,
I L FEA R E GF — 2 B RHE SO (B RN ),
—PRHE R BB R R T).

3.3 KWIEF

K E-prime 2.0 12 IS G0 M R 18] % 2 BLAE R
oy, HETRBAT, F5H 405, FIEA
FHAR Arialo 1)%F A% R A3 1) 52 W (26 /45 ) FE 4
LR AT A SO A

JT A ) % 2 B A R e v S A R A A
1000 ms. FRATE R Pl I PR S b 4 1o 12 BRAE
St v e B P A TR A AR TR L AR ORHEK,
Jibq A A R AT HIT(F = 5, 0= J&). X —H
(e eR ey A S N | ) a3 L LA = we 4 i ]
BARZESE R 5 iR X A BRI, A58 2
fie TR e, IERSER TR .

TEIE SOCERHIBHTE 55 2 )5, FRATE X E 2% )
FHEAT T B RN R, ZERAATS 1 LR

ke BT S0 8 i BRI Y SO

g

[ B 25 8 X 1) S Rz B R 1R . ML AR TR
I3t Hh 8 A B T 225 2 100 1) 00T 3% 7 1 3K 194
B —amisE, bREdER 1.2%, 7EX) RN I T
IE AT, ISR A T SO S R 1 DL R -3
1B 2.5 R UEZE A SO0 I BCE (L Jiang, 2011), £854d
XKL I, SRR T E SRR T E 3.8% MK,
AJETEH 1.7%0 80 .

3¢ 2 2P E B 2R ) H MR A RS B AR S5
S A R ) 25 A T X TR) 2 ) AR B /N % ST AR
AT 1 SCORIB 0 W 1 - 349 B o B AR 18

£ 2 #WRFEFIRFIEC &/ W IR FETH B ey T
2 BZ B (ms)F0 8 iR 2R (%)

it S AF Pl 4 F
S s SRR SN B AR
2 )
& 2009 (439) 22.41 (11.79) 1904 (428) 11.46 (12.20)

fe /N7 A4 2022 (433) 31.81 (28.22) 1772 (344) 10.30 (10.16)
AJEIEH

[F353H 1445 (308) 20.75 (9.36)
Fe/ NG STAK 1413 (415) 12.07 (9.24)

1279 (379)  9.75 (10.57)
1500 (511) 10.05 (6.78)

S 4R BLSR FH SPSS 17.0 it ik AT 5814y
Mro R4 BRI N 0.05, [RIAF LG (F 1) A
IR (F2) 2 B AL R 2R 47 8500 5347 o
4.1 [ RZAET

12 [ L2 2] 5 RN i A I o R
i) AR fe /N 7 AARHE AT 18 SOOI A I 1) 7 2 I

R B R B
EEUVTRYRYN

28001 g gy seqk

2 2000 gl
1600}
1200}
800}
400}
0

AEid B R

J 7 i [E] (m

PIEAWIEE rh E g %
Bl 1 i E S ) B A G [R] R DL S e N
AR EY SN B (ms)

PLAH B ([ 2 20 3 vs ARTRIE ) 4L A8 &,
TR 18 vs. /NS S AR) DA By S5 25 Ak (BE 56
SAF vs. BRI FAE) A N AR B, X SO
AT 2x2x2 IRGIRITI T 2508, 45 R Bond
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S L TR RS A = AN R 2 IR 2 A
BN, F1(1,68) = 4.74, p = 0.033, n* = 0.065, F2(1,78)
=4.02, p=0.048, n* = 0.049 (.55 3),

£33 BABXFIEHRENNM=E7TESTER

R AR &
RN Bt T3 1 X
H i B Fl A F2
20971 1,68  31.93*%%* 178 175.77%**
A%} 1,68 1.95 1,78 0.40
SR A 1,68 5.85%% 1,78 22.73%%**
2 30 <3 o 1,68 2.80% 1,78 0.41
20 < S5 Z A 1,68 0.95 1,78 0.27
TR > 2B S 1,68 5.37%% 1,78 0.87

PR T AEAE 1,68
T %% <0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

4.74%* 1,78 4.02%*

RS TR SEER A 2 R A
HRON, FATTLATE (R ia] vs. /NG ST AAR) AL
AR A vs. FEHIF) AN R, X4
(T E SR 2] 3 AR AT SO TR ()
J R A HEAT 2x2 Xa) 7 22508 o

T, X ESE ) R UL, ST AR R
EIDOIES R M v S L el |51 o ¢ B T A DDA 1 Y VAN
F1(1,34) = 4.77, p = 0.034, n* = 0.089; F2(1,39) =
4.35,p<0.001,0*=0.100, Nit—K 5 W& 2 7]
1938 BN, 43 B e X 1) A — > 7K F- (IR 3] vs.
B/ IR TR Z T 5296 S (g 45 vs. T 25 4F)
MR BN, FRATTHAT T — RINECRTAEAR t ki,
SRR, T E A 2] TR S A5 R X [ 1]
X AT 1 S W B ) s 7 R R b R L SRR R
FEHE t1(34) = 2.30, p = 0.026; t2(39) = 5.07, p <
0.001, [AJR, AATTHESE 50 25 AN X 3l A e /N %t AT
A HHEAT 18 SCH BT BF 1) s iy 8 A S e ) S5
WLETE, t1(34) = 4.25, p < 0.001; t2(39) = 2.65, p =
0.011,

XPUTE AR EZ UL, Gt WoR Xy 5 5050 4%
1 2Z TA) A A A I 2 R ) 52 B AGON, JRAE LA i ]
XF A BEHLAR T H R g PE B2, F1(1,34) = 9.56, p
0.006, 0 = 0.335; F2(1,39) = 3.62, p = 0.064, > =
0.085. A, Sk — D46 56 WG 35 2Z 18] A9 A2 H.AU,
SR 1 B — A K (IR 3R] vs. /N Ar k) 2
T RIS (SR 55 vs. & 550 ) 0 ] 500,
TATHAEAT T — RIVEXIFEA tR 50 45 SR A, A%
T A AE 200 25 A R[] 1) X R AT S T

14 5 07 B LA i 45 PF T i 3 T2, t1(34) = 2.64,
p=0.016;t2(39)=3.54, p=0.001, {HJ&, A1 A
T B/ INX 37 A B 1 ST ) s iy 3 ) 2 AN —
FERYBEE, MATE S0 45 T SHEHIA AT T 09 S iy i
FEA X, t1(34) = 1.24, p=0.23; 2(39) < 1,
4.2 $HIRE

[ 2 S v [ L2 2] 5 RN AR T 1 A ) [R]
T TR fe /N XoF ST AR SR AT 1 SO I ) DR 1 - 34 4
BORRERE,

S LE 5% 10

3 30F

3325-

P& A
i 20f
5 15t
@& 51
0

A BAik | AEE Bk |

PRI H RS T

P 2 R B 2 S R AR R i L
AN S PR B RS RR(FT 43 EE)

R A B (TP 2 2] 35 vs. ARG TR ) 4]
Ap g, AT (R IR vs. S/ IO SEAR) DL B S5 ) £
RS vs. BRI WA N &, XY
FEIRFFEAT 25252 MRS BT 220 451
TNELIN | R RIS IR A A R Z AR Y
ZLHRN, F1(1,68) = 4.93, p = 0.03, n° = 0.068,
F2(1,78) = 8.49, p = 0.005, n* = 0.098 (L3 4).

F4 HNEBEXFAMHEREN=ZEHTESITER

[SERINESE S
BRUNE Bk pIE=eEibo)
H g F1 H g F2
250 1,68  3.34*% 1,78 1.18
X 1,68 0.57 1,78 71.11%**
S S 1,68  38.51%%F 78  61.24%%*
2H 5] =] %) 1,68  3.40% 1,78 9.78%*
20 9] < T2 B A A 1,68  5.45%* 1,78 4.51%*
TR e e S LE 1,68 035 1,78 39.52%**
AR < TS5 1,68 4.93%* 1,78  8.49%*

M. ***p < 0.001, ** p<0.05, *p < 0.1

BRATIE SO I —HE, SHAFFELE ) . Xy, I8
SEAF Z ) B 52 H ROV, FRATTAL LA X ([R] 35 6] vs.
T/ SL ) LI Y SR A (SRR 25 1 vs. PR
NN, WA P EE . RRIEE)E
Frifs SCORIHN B If A B R A PEAT 2x2 W) J5 2253
Bre
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B, MR ESE A S OR, Giit e R Bon
1) X 55 S 6 4% R 22 8] AE A 2 I XLIA) 38 AR,
F1(1,34) = 5.05, p = 0.029, n* = 0.093; F2(1,39) =
11.76, p = 0.001, n* = 0.232, NiF— KR H =
[i) 8 58 EL 500, 4 7 1) %o B4 A 7K S (R 35 3] s,
/IR STAR) Z TS0 S (S gm 45 A vs. T 25 40)
() T BBy, FRATHEAT T — R t K50 . S50 K,
o [ DT 2% 2 3 A S 2R X [ e R A T
FIWTHT BT AL A5 IR 2 L i 4 N E £, t1(34)
=6.53,p<0.001; t2(39) = 6.01, p < 0.001, [FHf, fib
TTHE S 56 25 4R %o il ) e /N X 7 AR A 1 SO
W s T AU A R LS LU AR S5 T R T £, t1(34) =
5.29,p <0.001; t2(39) = 6.31, p < 0.001 .,

X HE ARG E A KL, Gt a R B RS
S S5 A 2 [ A A S 35 AR 32 AL, F1(1,34)
=741, p=0.014, 0’ = 0.28; F2(1,39) = 27.91, p <
0.001, > = 0.417, [FFE, At—HA 80X 555K
SN Z B 22 BN, A3 AT iR X 1 B — KO-
([R1& 98] vs. fe / INRF 7 AR) 2 F S 86 251 (S 56 45 A vs.
Tl S W T BARN, FRATHEAT T — R t K50 .
SRR, ATGE ARSI S 6] R R 6 A T
SR T A T A A A B B ) A B T
t1(34) = 5.08, p < 0.001; t2(39) = 6.53, p < 0.001, {H
S, AT IR S5 /N R ST AR 1 SO 25 SR A 2
IAR—FER B, MAT7E S IR 45 T SHH A N
R AAELEX G, ts < 1,

5 e

51 ZEIACHAIZEMMESERHE
ARSI A IR RN, v [ o) A R A R
FARARL, AEXT [R]E EX6 (A0 sun-daughter) #E 1715 X
O IE H W B, AN AN A R R R B L A AR (an
sin-daughter) & 3 5 5y, 1M HL7E AR H ] iy B ) 3
Wi F g e ud, MAT7ERES] sun WSS T
HIBE T RIE(san/), FEMEGE T HE 318 son, MM
T T8 SCHIW . T SO HI T 55 K2R bk
TR AR e B LA B IR] () o SR A, P e X Fh i
i S QA O T e v i N | RS A e S B SN AL
H shi s St 7oA 09 uEds . X R, FEANT
FEHRC A 1 (lexical entry) i [l & 18] Zad 1 2 B £k
MiEE . By, RN S SO AN B0 38 15 R
LT 0 9 58 42 28 b ML B 2T B4l R i ah, FR
AN AT BB AE 52 56 UL 2 21 [R] & 1) X (sun-daughter)
5 HPFE #3117 X (sin-daughter) BT 26 81 1Y _E R 7E

1% SRR S oy Fof ) k2 22 ) o SRR b DR 4 )
i sin) 5 HAE R A A9 1E OB (A0 son) HAG —A>
TR 2200, TEALSE s FEARARL, a0 2R S5 A
PR T I 3K B3, TR A5 1 3 m e & AR o
TN, e s FiRFH R i) SE IR Es R

JoHTAE R & R (Wang et al., 2003; Wang,
Koda, & Perfetti, 2004), H T2 HiEBEKRRTHE
Y2, o D T o) 3 R S i PR B AR B TR
FREEF 22 S IR TR S 5 R, e EEAR
AR B o ASHFFE & BTN 1 i R el 20t
THE LM T8 W 25 RO S PR . A,
A5 A1 ) T S FF Yamada (2004) 48 H Ay« — i iE
H RN AR (L1-phonology-effect Hypothesis), HJI
BB T ARRMAZ B ERRER KR FiE
BT R BB A A R % [ A o) R U,
YR R e e AR E R EEEHNEE RS
A, 75 iE R e IR rwy, T EYE
2 HE RSN Z BIVUEE SRR SIEE S
PR & B9 B 1 52 0 (Taylor & Taylor, 1995)ifj 28 ¥H
5B T O BRI T SRS A o) B 22 8] B R Y
25, HIRBEE 2= L DI n, AR SR SiE
LA A B, F & WS E ) 2 Dy A
T S o] 132 0 TR T S I [ 2 36 B4 BR AR T
WA BAT X

e 2 0 5T £ KA (A0 Perfetti et al., 2007;
Perfetti & Harris, 2013), —.if=% > 78 Bl A [H] i)
PERRE, XA F SR RS i
YA R, X A 2 A5 R AR N 1 ] 5 e 2
W e 2= B o B2, BIVE] 4k (assimilation) AT i
ifi(accommodation),  [AfbJE R IEAR M TR, XN
THIEE R, BIEDOE —FEH LI, Wi e
Hevd, QI — L2 E” (Perfetti et al.,
2007:136), {HEHEEEF Z MM 2R, XWlE
WK — oty il [F] A S AN AT RE Y, PRI b SR L5 24
Wt R, CHESH R SRR S T %
1 AR & (RIBETE) B fig [7] 4k 19 BR B2 B (Perfetti, Liu,
& Tan, 2005) . A IAHI#H 2B A FE & PH(Tan et
al., 2000, 2003), B & I 7R i ) 5 45 14 Y 3
h 2 DI, B Re S S 15 S KT s
REBERE Sy o TEARWETE, i [E 27 ) 35 R PG B
ARG —RE, AN A T 2 i B2 38 ik 1)
GORFF T XME

KA 2FE K I (Mei et al., 2014, 2015), 2~>J
R 288 B F A SX 8 15T e g8l
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SEMR . I bSO, AR AR e Ll
A, CaWfA Famiabmal, B4,
AT AE A I 55 v 2 B B4 DU e 352 A9 ) Y3
IR E R R Ry A2 B T AT S 2R S RN D I 52
M e ? B MASHIFFE i £5c 8, FRAT AT 0 Il 23X — ]
A, T RN SR AHIFSE Y S R I R AR R R BE ST
i s 5 SSTe SN | =l g g (1 (1 S Rl ES =85 a8 7S 1 N 1
BRI S B H S R OE X — 25 O A
FE IR, e B2 2] 3 B IR B i A K
A BSTE F A TILERAL TS uE A
52 RERICHEMBIETESTTIN

AV LR IR ol sR 3, rp [ i ) H TR
X FR 3 I i /N X A7 R TR A R A S 56 e X (A
heal-mountain) i 17 18 K H Wi B, A ALHE 55 1R
B P (A0 real-mountain) i 3 &, M
LA T A () s B A d R A e, FEAR
SEEG Y, FRATIREL 2 B AE FI BT heal-mountain &
T AEAETE SOCHRET, PR35 3 35.71%, 1T
real-mountain F W YFFIRFA 05 X HIH 0T34 )
iR 2052 ms, 15 A 1860 ms, {HE, Hif
ARTGEHH I A RPN 22 5, AW
BRI N R, S AR
25, EaRgE LI, FEXT iR e/ N R S AR A

P8 S 56 1) Xof R AT 1 SCOGHR BTN (40 heal-mountain),

Hh ] B O 2 ) B SR /N X ST AR B — A 5L
heel) MiIE T 35 /NG ST AR Y 55 — B 53 A TR 3%
AIECAN hill), M BHE TP, (A2, R )
A BAEAIOEAR GG # & Lo IE I SER7
T PRI IREE(Ota et al., 2009, 2010), H T3
FEE G R R 52 M 3 B0 R 2 2 3 Rk X o dt
W R G (U /A/-/1), DT R R R XX L A
A TR /N X6 ST AR TE O B ] YA R AR
[, 2 S BERC R R E T T4

HEA ] BB AEHIKT AN heal-mountain J& 75
FEAEVE SCORIRI, J2P°h heal 5 hill ML AL,
T S S R A i, S 7 R W2 S 4 A
PR, DB A R R IR R B — R B,
ARSIt 546, AT PRE 15
il T iy, B DR S 5 ) 5 A i 1) 2 1) A — A SRR
22 5% (10 heal 5 real VA JZ hill 55 bill), 40005 4
PLde TibE TS, IBAeFEhl &0 T WA n]
R, (RS AR T A1 T RIS R R 5 I
VA g3 A e M S L

SEHT AR AER TS TR 5 iR TR, K24

HETE B BN ECE LA RN (W )3 . [
n, ARHT SR, H AR 2] TNy,
AT HEFENT 2] write 1S & 1M A &1 light (Cutler
et al., 2006); faf 2 Hif2= ) &, W T/e/-l@/ iy, M
11T AT BETEWT 2 cattle TS e “fi [7] ¥ 1) kettle . 2%
ARFE ] — AL TTBARTE <X % (phantom
activation) 2 # i X Fh B £ (. Broersma, 2012;
Broersma & Cutler, 2011), JFE 4315 FE RIS
R, BEA Ok B 478 32 SO0 SERIE IS (Weber &
Cutler, 2004; Pallier et al., 2001; Bosch et al., 2000),
WA K A TINAH 2B 22 S5 YIRS (UL Pallier,
Bosch, & Sebastian-Gallés, 1997; Cutler et al.,
2006) {H S X 3 5 1 el Y R ) s Y R T
TIBL T BETAMNRANZ, ARATE R S 2
Rt — R X P F I TR AN AT RE
A R R v, W R AR AR
el i3z o i ek R A R BRI SR, FROTR
IR R 2 5 Bl B A MR o A R A P [
A2, AT BN B, A5 AR £ il 1
HinE TIRR.

B F G T — s iR s
SR — A R R A A A U B A
FHALLREE T & B2 9 8, e . &5 s
(Weber & Cutler, 2004)7 22> 5i) [a] i 3 i i Ay B
it F) A BT, B E I SE A, WO 2 Y AT
AT TS AR AR 1 — O R (MeQueen, 2005)
JERTRFR R, ZIH& SRS AT 2 AN
ffil (cognitive control) AT 3K, P i > R4
B AE TN T 2 HIE E g, XA BT fE
ok A Tl F NER T e 2 A 515 4 B (Blumenfeld
& Marian, 2011, 2014), o, K HFWHITEF W
AT BEONE FE OE S B9 1R 3E 4 4§ (Broersma &
Cutler, 2008), AWFFEAILEIE X — WG fE it T
FE IR . S b, iR e X
SETESCIG BT, AR iLkiE 5 2 2 RS BRINTA) i
17 o B2 il 2 A WA OB AR X — g7 A
AR, ORIk — )4k 3 & R NIk
590 A BN TR 52 B 1 2 G050 Wil T JC vk X 40
FLUC T IEXT O, RETH SIS TR AN B R
1, 82758 41 (Nakai, Lindsay, & Ota, 2015), X
BERT DAy i RS s, nr R i B
TEHCRE I A RS AR A 2L

RN B BETE AR B A S L R B TR
e T RS ) A —A> S ) A7
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VIBR 2R, ARG O B ) e S ] 20 4 A LA Rl
IRFLO IR PR 2T R4 e AR
ILE R RIE TR S 2R — N R RN
K, BRSO B TR PR N O 8 o T T 4L
(Lukatela & Turvey, 1991, 1994), % 4N BF 5% & (Luo
et al., 1998)MUITA Sy, RIAf.Co B iA] 22 02 DU R 4 1
e ALY, (H 2 28 Hh 5 17 38 2k 310 35 10) 22 1) %
2R 12 S PR R R I 4 . R AR IE B 45
RIS WA 2, (B8 S 7E iR
5] 132 B5F [ 2 30 I PR i T 38 8 ) RN A X —
R B RORE—MER AR R R Z B 7 1],

FAh, X AR E R, IR IE S TR
RAWULI T 7 g B, i B R A
RIRIEZE, JLHIER A 504 3 T EREF W
rhE e A o F ok U . FRATTEE = AT DA A AT i
Ao PRME A T 53 By 18 B 12 B 0 7 A= 0 e R O 4R
WY IE B A A A ROV

6 45t

ARFFFEAF LR FELEE

(V) [ 2 o) 2 PR TR AR 5 1 B AL, A
TV B S 1A AR F B, RN A R IR
B ) a1 AR T Ak o AT AE X R T R A T
T SORIRFIWTES, AR R 2 s 55k
R, T ELE AR AT A T A S

() B i 2 2] 35 N 32 BE TR SR R WS
FEBEERNLC D Bt B b R A R A TR .
AATTAE X T8 Xt H 3 (U /A/-/1) A8 P TR e /N X
SEAARTRI AT OCHE R W, AMUAEFS 1IR3 R 2L
LA S 2 T, i ELZEAE MR DT Y 3
P E NS (R, MR EHIEAR S & AT
HAWGEES L,

G)YFATAT LA AT 5 3 H s & TS
AT, o b i b A A R, I SRR I
B 1) A 80T s
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Abstract

According to the Perceptual Assimilation Model (PAM) by Best (1995) and Best & Tyler (2007), learners of
L2 phonology will assimilate two non-native sound categories to one native sound category if there is only one
native sound category close to two non-native categories. It follows that L2 speakers will encounter difficulties
in perceiving and producing the difference between sounds in a second language (L2) that are not contrastive in
their native language (L1). As a result, L2 speakers exhibit indeterminacy between L2 words that differ by a
nonnative contrast. Previous studies have shown that native Japanese speakers tend not to resolve the difference
between English words such as rocket and locker until the second half of the word is heard. Similar effects have
been observed in native Dutch speakers using auditory lexical decision task. These speakers, when hearing an
English word including /¢/ or /a&/ (e.g., cattle), are faster in responding to its minimal-pairs counterpart (e.g.,
kettle).

In order to investigate whether such cross-lexical effects exist in visual word recognition, we devised a
semantic relatedness decision task that builds on findings from visual word recognition research. 35
Chinese-speaking English learners, all pursuing their MAs in English, participated in this experiment. In order to
provide a baseline for comparison, 35 English native speakers were also recruited. The critical stimuli were
constructed from 20 homophone pairs (e.g., hear-here) and 20 /i-I/ minimal pairs (e.g., heal-hill). A minimally
different spelling control was coupled to each pair (e.g., real or bill for heal-hill), with the constraints that the
control differed in only a single grapheme from either member of the pair.

Results indicated that similar to native English speakers, Chinese English learners produced more errors
and responded more slowly to the homophone pairs in the critical condition than in the corresponding spelling
control condition. This provided direct evidence that viewing a visual word automatically activates its
phonological representation, which in turn activates its homophone and causes the semantic interference.

More importantly, results showed that Chinese English learners produced more errors and responded more
slowly to the /i-I/ items in the critical condition than in their spelling control condition. No such effect was
observed for the English native speakers. This lent support to the conclusion that cross-linguistic phonological
interference occurs in L2 visual word recognition (L2 word reading). It can be seen that the transfer of L1
phonology can occur not only in the perception and articulation of L2 sounds, but also in the phonological
coding of L2 lexical entries.

Key words second language; word reading; semantic relatedness decision task; cross-linguistic phonological
interference; phonetic contrasts



