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(Scott 2019 ), 1A T E e iH A > F s D15 Th i — Kk, BT AR R
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rh 2 ) F B TE AR EAR Z [ (N LT 2016 ), A7 — et 58 T a4l et
25 ) BB R TR AR B P AR I R0t v [ 27 20 35 BB R 2
PR 5, S5 DI Bk () A PR 58 185 B H S 15 ML -

R 2R o) — EUR AR A T B R R, — T, IR F AR
I TAEIEZ ( working memory ), FRiA P10 12 ( declarative memory ) FIFE J3 14
1812 ( procedural memory ) 55 f FE R 5T b\ Btk 22 21 5 J5 A R B9 f e AL, 3
T BE R M /R ML K ( Declarative/Procedural Model, UL T i #% DP £ =)
(Ullman 2020 ) SFFS R, I3 —J7 T, WFF0 N 38 I 1900 # it R 4 B
PE2E ] R E 22 2T 6 L i PR RN B i 38 IR o6t — 38 & e A AnsE
Wi ( Ellis 2006 ). B3 H A 1k, A OCATSE 325 FI S8 R 12 S A5 R I, % i ) 24
M58 ZAETE BTG , D25 IR 2 A e s 2L . AR LA
25 ) B W GOETE P AU S R SE s &2 i F B, 454 DP A, X He i
FBR RN o6t v [ 2 2] 15 I A5 B VE T RSP R I 2k 07 =X aner s e —1%
I 215 RS AR RRCIC IO FR o

2. X HRGRiA

2.1 DP ik

DP #2248 1 BUARE AR LB TR A ) i B rh 5 £ Bh iR PR iC s Ry vl
NN FE BIEAZ R Se (3R R 5T 2016 ) BRiR M 02 7E AT 1 2 Jif —
B, AR T I DR AR E | 78 AR 0T A6 0B 5 B P P ICAZ FE BRI PR 1R 42
KA AE )L AN B A DR BR AR A, B2 4F I 80R ( Buffington & Morgan-
Short 2019 ), WEEEHFE M5, /LB TA] P A A0 TR 2 45 = SEHO/ FRiA Y1012 5 1)
B il - 75 EE R 2% > (speech-sound category learning ). & 75 Fl 7 15 (147
i (articulation and speech production ) LA X} 5 15 (148 ( speech perception ) 4B
FEAMREER P ICZ . WA B2 7 S F MR, 2 2] ) Ot Rk rEic 12
G A8 E T A e R IR, A PRI PR IO AR ME IR B BB K
( Ullman 2020 ),

DP #EiA R T AN CZ 5 W RPN O &R .l Bk e 2= )
YIRS — 2 2 AR (E PR SR R el i MRk e 12 2% >, Bl B
P, A BT D s AR SRR E AT il AR I A S W R B Y i
FRARNT U8 AR SR ZAEAE AT LA E Sl T, iy FAC R R B9 RBORA T MRk v
B2, HREERIE, DP RS, 2 2 AR T (Y12 ) I U AN Al 255%
M) 15 X P A2 A AORSE , IR 3802 AT | e R RO AR ) 1 R T
DI MR PR A2 R R i A2 2 AR et Fi 5 RO g AR
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AT B (RS ) 2 fdisy S e m MR P PETC 12 . Ullman WA FIAT 5256
FH L 7 V552 T 2 S SRS RN S50 X0 A SR TE F A AN T8 5 A1k 21151
SO W N TR S 04T NI As R BN  Te4 2GR s 2 A2 1a00HE it
ORI E IR E— BB IER RIS 0 P22 7 (BB A5 R R Bk
YIZRFCROET AR s % B AR TR 5 A0 9N B ER A 4 R o , AN A
BT ) i85 2 HAE ERP O b BSR4 2] SR T i i )
Bk 1 DP AR )R S AR, (B3] H AT R 1k, 1 AT B 5 1 7 LR
S TR 348 /b SEUEAF 57 04 56 3IE ( Brill-Schuetz & Morgan-Short 2014; Faretta-
Stutenberg & Morgan-Short 2018 ).

22 B RS IEIG

A4S DP A i Ak R N 2R i 8GR L e R 0 4 B 3 245 T TH
FIBFSE AN T84 T X —45 9. Ellis (2011 ) 48 1 @2k > Fisabtss > R w4
ANTFI Y b AR, 38 2 15 32 SR EE LTI By Bk 245 M AE 20 vhad ok v
T,k ) R B RRE 2R ST h B , AT LA AR a1 . B
SCEGIIE T 2 ) RO M S A E s )k 245 19 B 246 ( Cintron-valentin
& Ellis 2015 ; =08 2 4l 2004; 52 1 2011 ),

N AMATEJE YIRS B0 25 R I A58 25 DP B3, 41 Gorjian, Hayati &
Pourkhoni (2013 ) 48 T 45 3 XHE A 7= VR, &5 S 2 B B R4l
ARSI AL TR . P2 A i AR (RAE L FIVIRE- 2010 ) 52
Wi (A3 2010 ), PR + BRA 05 (Sl 5 BB RUE 2015) B3 FDT
EE RN (R R TP 2018 ) DL R AL B3 ( FH T 2018 ) 2577 T4
el e ) BRI ik, o BRAE FVIRCE (2010 ) A1 (2010 ) BF5EH Y
AN T & BT BE 2 S B TR ER A S 8 BB R (2015 ), 75
BRE BRI SKEFE (2018 ) RNy (2018 ) FUBIFSE 2 i BF e 2 ) 328 4
FHOC BRI AR, SR S A T RO IR L S AT, 8 T I 2. B R,
PRI 2R 07 AR RE P 2E 5 >0 3 i A= o (3 BRI AAE LA R IR 1) K
EZ AU MR CE KRS S gl 2 N g Wb S K wh AN ol ey | i R N R A =
BRGNS L T S BRI 2R sl S x> F R AR T (BB E TR A B
S R PR R U DI 2R ] 2 TRk 4 ( Liu & Tseng 2019 ), ZEA W
Ptk S BRET AR AT T Mt T (R SE (PRI skt 2018 ), 2) LR UL
AEAE—E AL, AR (12, mir e a5 I 2B AR ], 30 HERR I Rt
BEEE BT, 5% 3) A A Btk 52 id i R G E R

YT, AT ST DP B, XA AN [FC 2 R G Tl i, G
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YA 137 5 B LR 1 s Uk, SOt ST BT, A0 B U ki ] A
PN AR ) SER N ) o B IR 45 s i TEVIZRES SRS H s
SEINAE R JE I, BN ZRARCR BE T PRAF o AT B TR HE A | Bt ZRxs
w27 2] F TR D AR MR, 5 PRI 2507 200 iR S 1 5 A RHE I &
GiZ (8] F AR BR 982 >0 & e S L] . BARGLAE LR = AMF
[ it «

1) f BRI G v 2 > 25 i T ] > A5 FO 2 R A ] S ] 7

2) i BRI Zhont 2 20 B PRI SRR AR A (T S ) 2

3) 5 B PEN 2R AN RO B N AEBR REATA 7

.HRTAIE

31 Zik

R TR R R RS AR BOR — AR DB Ll e AR 2 i
TR A R J7 S HLIX, BRI T RSB PO, ARl i R i N s
e JIAh, I F W S E A BB T2 h S IR E b > 25 Y
ZAko SZIRBEREHL A AR PEA, BEAL 16 A Bkl 15 A TS AEAS ¢
K ue 26 % BIZHAUAERE (t=1.364, p>0.05). 2 HIEAERR (t=0.273, p>
0.05 ) FIHLIEIKF- (t=0.879, p>0.05) ¥ LR EXER.

3.2 iEk
ABEFERI I GRiERL A5 A ) R —— i A — e Re ) 4] 2Bt s
T A TR PR AL AR R DU = RS, fR e e

G FAPRS (IR 1),
& 1.l ZERERY]

)%l 5154 FARH]

What did you say? Harry gave flowers to Lily.

i~ Who gave flowers to Lily? HARRY gave flowers to Lily.

2N
What did Harry give to Lily? Harry gave FLOWERS to Lily.
Who did Harry give flowers to? Harry gave flowers to LILY.
What did you ask? Did Harry give flowers to Lily?

SR Guess who gave flowers to Lily. Did HARRY give flowers to Lily?
Guess what Harry gave to Lily. Did Harry give FLOWERS to Lily?
Guess who Harry gave flowers to. Did Harry give flowers to LILY?

RS SRR R
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WA AR S B 43 ) R T R S RN 28 R A5, S5 £E #5 Fl What did you do/ask? 5
RN ﬁﬂuﬂmlﬂ S B IR AT PRI e
NBTERL, G 10 d/m) 1, A BURIAE s AR A S YN s kHAR TR

33 ig’jﬁﬁ

S AL A I U0 GRS 0 A B S DU AR (UL 1), BT R
i’%ﬁ’f‘(ﬁfﬂ%ﬁ\]ﬁi‘: A7, VI Anim AR 1 FH RE -3 (2019 ) Jﬁ'ﬂﬁrﬁﬂ i xPerception K14,
xPerception A LATE 7 & SCAS L 7 9 [R50 8, 3 AT LA SRl 32 1K &
Wio AT R IINZRSCR SR A 32 IR AE RTINS WA E 5 0 o A TR 7
S (PIALAZ IR AR S IR B J5 DU, 7653 Hr RE ) i I B 24t ) XA oK A7 1k e
W O R FH TR B A5 8 B2 , s B A DI ikt . Ak, 32
R e P SO IR ( Digit Span Test ) ( Unsworth e al. 2005 ) iE 2
A2 ( Continuous Visual Memory Test ) ( Trahan & Larrabee 1988 ) 152
B3 SO AT-55 ( Alternative Serial Response Task ) ( Howard & Howard 1997 ), 43
BN o & A O (SR AN/ S % TR vAv 16 Y el v

H—R: R VUK PR
Hiril UllE I UIlﬁﬁﬂéﬁj plE ) Jei LDTF()”'
I TARILI PRk FeFFIEICIZ

RS HURES IRy pRE

1. BRLRRIE

3.4 IR

PIZHZ N 2RI TR1 240 3 5K, B RN ZR N ZR T i TRI 290 1 /NwE o 7E 2%
THUaRT, A = AR B 2 BB . 7EZR Tl A b, A0
F—VEF A SR TR, 1) R A2 AR SR i A e A — JBEBE [l A 8y 8] 512
By 2, I B R P v e AR R 2 FEYIZR AR D, WL e
FE PRI, 2278 B0 1 SO HR B AT IR P, SR R RO s 6 IR
pric CULIE 2 28, 4400 3 52 M B =0, B ) SO 7P o 00, 2R i 2
SRAZ AR SR E T TR IO 1. BRI IR S
PELHAR ), (HAZ e 25 A Rl R 20A) 7R SCA (LI 2 45,

1 IR S IRER G, f ROl R g 15 58 5 & 04 %) o B — 4 2 A 43 9 38 3 ( Liu & Xu 2005 ),
Gussenhoven ( 1983 ) {9 £ 1 2 5 HI 8 3% ( Focus-to-Accent ) SHie , B3 i 3 bR ) 7 s L
o CRIVEE S Do Rt £5 A5 35— R R ) T 1A% O L

2 iBEVAE ] ProZed 22l , A 3 v A FE A, WA TE R 1 L THRIR i 22 A AR Ak, 108 LA 3 4 e
K, BB ROR i (Hirst 2015)
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b : [E—a o

A: Guess who played the plano at schoal.

B: Did DON play the piano at school?

(=8 = 0 A: Guess whao played the piano at school,
e (6)
s .

o T = Irs B: Did Don play the piano at school?

gt mssken)
=

il 7
as- = | poi | 100

e e —— '

|
B 2. BEilgRE (£ ) MEilsRa(4)

AT RN RO, AT T B 8 B - A8 ( Pirrehumbert 1980
IRk BTE 2009 ), I AZ O F o7 T S By 2R FHJE = T 45 32 i
BRI FAT 4o IR O SO B S E B8 14, B0 0 435 B
AR EE O H* 5 HAL, 30— B ) A% O i o L* dz L*H, 1% 1 77, amu
0 73 Rk m) i SR E L%, 30— M 5BE h) ) il SR 02 HY%, 45 1 43, /00 0 4
NCIRRIIY TR

4. RS

5, FRATT ARG S5 A 43 o PR AR &, AN (] CRipil s ) Al 207 =X
CHME B S AR SRR R 2208, A5 R BN DU (] =200
#F,F (1,29)=27148, p<0.001; Z I =NFARE, F (1, 29) =0.18,
p=0.678 > 0.05; I EHEXL HAEHABEE, F (1, 29) =1.38, p=0250 > 0.05,
UL AR 2507 AR AR

J T HRANS NGRR3R D S B B a3
PRSI AR EAS A el — wirm )k BRI AR &, AYIZR Ty =X ) RN AR A 0 1R A
I TR E . SRR 1) XTI I AE R, I R
NN NG RS B ERN EE, F (1, 29) =414, p=0.021 <
0. 050 ] RGN A AT 25 SR N A S B R ), ARG B BT

AMENIZE, F (1, 29) =6.62, p=0.015<0.001 ( WK 3a), 2)% T HEG M
ﬁiﬁﬂéﬁ,ﬂllﬁﬁfﬁi&&m@%, F (1, 29) =739, p=0.011<0.05; %75
REEEMEZEBNEE, F (1, 29) =796, p<0.001; 405 AR
RN = HMN B, F (2, 58) =335, p=0.042<0.05, fajBA%0
OYRTEE R BN, — B In) ) ) £ A B AR i A s, R I SRR B
T RaPEd (A8 : F (1, 29) =21.05, p<0.001;%)d: F (1, 29) = 7.01,
p=0.013 < 0.05, WK 3b ). 3)XF Tl SRR UL, IZR T X A B R AE i o B =
HAHN NG, F (1, 29) =249, p=0.092 <0.1. fijBAR0N srHras 1
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TR, — MRS ) ) 1) A 57 R R i I, BRI R BCRISOE T WA VIZR,F (1,
29) =299, p=0.094<0.1 (LA 3¢ ).

[ o 05 i
| B
(X} a e
02 I 0 L ‘ '
I ' o += ey i -
(43 o
Wik R Bk _R)rh B A el e ReR) f)eh BE AR Wik RV Bk Rk Bk K el )R RER) f)h SER AR Bk R Bk _meh Bk RO e e SER] Ry e _fA
o N 5
a. ML HEEAE b, H BT c. L5

S < LA R 2 U 9 53
B 3. MAZRHEN S HEN

A R SRR BE A PRE , AL (a) ) Bt s ) Al 25y
o AR, T2 N E T 220, A5 on KA (B =30 B 2%, F (1, 27) =
532, p=0.029 <0.05; 2 F L FERA W2, F (1, 27) =149, p=0233>
0.05; M ] S YNGR LA BN R, F (1, 27) =019, p=0.668>0.05. £
HIEREER R, ARz A 22 A2, ¢ (1, 27) =-1.30, p=0.204>
0.05 ; Bk 2H Mt | Z I AAAE D & i 3, t (1, 27) =-1.97, p=0.059<0.1,

REiE PN ERE P R T 20t it S0 s B EIE REVE TR PR T SR T 43 ek i RiE P R s B R30S, e i, b

GALLMELIEIT R R |

as a5 as LR B
a AL ALE b. EE S c. LR

FE < YNAR R A S I S Ul 2 0 A 23R
4. MAZ R ER FN S EEN
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DA B 0 T Sy RN B A o0k DR A | et i | g Y
FESALE N F AR &, X P BT 2 R 3R 225001 8538 om  aC (al fr
FRONAAE Bt DAL O AL B O AR i i, F (1, 14) = 10.07,
p =0.007 < 0.05. MKl 4 WA ), A0S0 B e A AR AR I, b iz
B AT B R R T AL, DAKERS S I o 52 Ak (RER S - J5
W) Sy PR AS e, ANy =X R R A S [ AR i, EF T 2 O 2200 W, 4
AR KB P22 54 B EERE X B UL, BRIIZ07 20RO mT AR
R, B R A, AL 2 R AR 2 B 25 5

5 N TR BRI RSO AN R RS AL, FRATT 49 3] LA i 000 0 A i
Je DU A3 B0 A PR B, URRIA RIS B P M As f TAR IS S R AR &t
ST F AR AR, B RAEA RN 20T, BB IR 5500 X R
PNFE 2 W] UL B 2 T A Tl DS A R A B e 12 1 S5 S P2 S T A R Ak
(1) 1m] DA AR 3 25 W8 3, OB IS i 00 5028 A ) T DA R AR (8 3 4% [l A (1 72
B IRABRMEIAE 1~3 Z 0], UL ER 22 AN AEAE AAHOC . BRRMEICIC R IF R 1EL
ATAEICIZ ) VIF (HISTE 1~5 Z 0], ULEHIX =3 Z RIANFEE A E 06 2R (5K
¥ 2004 ),

& 2. BEARB IR ST
PRRE o (i ol fire - TARICIZ BRidtEiCtZ  BEEELiC

A

o

- R’ {8 KAME  VIF{E VIF VIF {8
BJ5-H 0004 2166 0.090 1.283 1.359 1.063 1.294
BAE -5 0.001 1325 0.265 1242 1.623 1.145 1.452
B -/ 0.027 8268 <0.001%%*  1.574 1.517 1.796 1.304
FREE - )5  0.030  10.12 <0.001*** 1594 1.517 1.796 1.304

3 BBRIBEICIZ RIS TAR AR RE AR i 21485, v LU
W BRI R0 2 ) F BV S AR 50 Z [ R B TRl . FE S5 D43
B AR R B2 B o BB A S TARIEIZ (B = 0.102) FIFE Pl
1B =0.020 ) EIEAHIE, SHRIRYEICIZETAIE (B =-0.231) ; PR 535k
A S TARICIZTC EAE ( B = -0.022), SRR CIZMFE e S h %
B3 BRSSP AA R, SRR EICIZ R IEF (B = 0.066 ), SFEFHEIC
TCRTAIE (B = -0.007 )o FEIER I I 7305 A0 Y [T RS AR v | Bk 20 434502
5 TARCICRIEAIC (B = 0.127), SFabtEidf 2 A (B =-0.129), 5
FEFFPEICIZTE BEA I (B =0.012) 3 DALY [T BRRN 535
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& 3. TIEIRIZ FRiR MR I fnig g IZ R A R R

o TAEIdIZ BEiARMIE 2 I
OBt pfi BME tfH pfi Bt pff
W5 - B —0.022 -0.872 0.384 0.066 1.690 0.091 -0.007 —-1.876 0.061

FUE — BT 0.102 4.571 <0.001*%* -0.231 —-4.269 <0.001*** 0.020 2.238 0.026*
FRIE - J5  0.127 5396 <0.001*** -0.129 -2.250  0.025* 0.012  1.342 0.180

5. i°Hg

5.1 @ BRGNS v E 2 5] 3% S5 15 I 5] 43R5

MINGRCERT , PIALSZ X0 e 0 53 508 2 2 Tl , d B A 2507 =X AR
REA AR 2 ) BB A 0 2D 15 AR A 22 57, 2 BV BRI 451
(LB RFEI X T AR 7 B R ) ] T B — BB [ ), S P AR A O F AL
B ST S A o B S T R AL, B SR I o) 2k 2] 2 A
BB Sy R A R R T R 2. FRATTAY AT IIRIF Y &
B, AEVE R S I b 2 20 3 B MR ) i R S SRR 2L, AT DU H* B
H*L e SE BRI ) 1) e B, A2 — 8 ) ) 45 s A ) 1 R ) e e, o [ 2
2 W ICARYETE BB —FE ] L* 5 L¥H SRS = 8 3 (Ji, Wang & Li
2009 ). FEFPRIBAISCI Y, [ 2% 2] F G L R L*H 9B 45 SR A Ik F H*
a¢ H*L (Wang, Li & Ji 2010 ), 3 156 W% 2] XK 0 0 2 A AR I8 RIE . 7F
I, WA G i K R FE R R R 1 A% 0 T 35 6 B I Sy
3, A BT 2R A5 0 A 1 RN A o R — M B R) 4] P A2 B {0 R B 5K
7=, IR A . X —45 2535 Ullman BT T35 5 A1 I R4S
AR —F A B 02 4l (2004 ) X o [l 2 2] 35 3008 56 2 WA Ah B BLG it
F14 BaPES A 2 R I 25 S s, X T oG R N ANE:, bk
R BB LT et 2y, AT X T AR5 0 I A3 AR R A % Ullman
WFZE TR 7 A A — B0 I B U s, 2% 20 3 05 M de St il
BRI SRR IC s T FE S F2 Al RIS P TR IR AR A TR O R A
B, SRR B R R . TS IE R AR IC TC B R 1 )ik
PR Bl a2 DU 2 AR ARRAE | I SRR AR T R 1 ko

52 B BREIE RSO BRRA

AL, PRI ZRTT SO0 TR 15 B RCRARHAT F AN, A2 e
I8 73 RO JC 28 28 S AEOEAZ O B T 57 ¥ T, U H A T 5 (L A R R
AR, B EVIZRCR A3 A PES T AR ISR BRIGEISE (2013 ) B4 T R R
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AR SR FE AT I SRS 27 ) 2 AR S AR R I I A5, G5 5R A B, (S i
Jeri s, SR AR A RSO0 T AR R AR i e R 4l (2004 ) WA B, LR
xR BT ROR B EFF AN . X Al RESE PR A LSRR AUTE < A Ak
GHEVRFAEAR LB A o AEARWTTE R, Bt R 2323 Sel i Wi ot ) W A%
DHEHRNE, R RS E AR SO EE M AR, 3 /PRI
i a] Al A 2 LR R S R AR B SO B BRI CR . A2
FRIE IR i I 3 B AR AT SR PRI 7 A B A O, IR IR 127 ) %
XA TR A RITR A SR B S8 Ak . BATHEEN, XT3 DL bR iCh) —ik
TEIANR, BRI SRR ATE RS 38 TR I 2k, (HX — s b 7 2T R
(] AT R 1| RS S A B

53 B RRPENAZCRAE R N AR K

14N Ellis (2011 ) Frid , ilad A5 5, 1hme ) 2 iR Bl Eaas > R i sk
Al LA RO A 9 35 2145, Schmidt (1990 ) tH48 H, 24 1 AR IEJIUR AN i
G AFTESEBRIUAI o 388 1 ) RAETE X SRR |, = il 18
BB A FEARWEGE T, W AE I 2R il B vhn] DL s 7R 8 B K S R
BRI S OB AN S T 2, 2 ) — e B ) g R i R AR T B ZH AR
St B SR R 2 04 S A0, AR A 2 v o A A B A S By =K, TR
Al RERE— 20 g — e B n) ) iy B S B 2 BRI, X T ) o LU
HRARHIE, BRI EOL T Rt 25

H I AN B AT 2 > B TR H S A5 7T LS K Btk > . Ao R 3
TERRMEIZRr 22 2] 3 Wi JH 2 A5 5 TARICZ TR PRI 5 TEAR DG ; T 78 %
Y, 22 3 FHE R S5 5 PR M IEC 2 1IEA G, X5 Ullman A A 5 5]
RS R B8 A FILZ Ab . Faretta-Stutenberg & Morgan-Short (2018 ) &
MR AXIHEE N Z Ak I8 5 et TARCIC R IEA G B %>
BN 2 Ak 185 TAE IR WRiR P C As TRy Hc i AN BAT AR OC .
7E Morgan-Short et al. (2012 ) BAFFEH, TERREIIZRT | 3218078 2% > W13 04
5B B I NA00 2800, 755 21 Je W R 3L T 5 B i T2 BLY LAN-P600 XU
A, MAERAENER T, 3272 WA BLE A ERP R0, 7E27 2] 5 1] H
BT P600 RN o X U BRI T A2 X0 7E 2= > I JWH AT RE MO 1) & 5 BB g vk
TN AHLH] , BRI 42 i 04 ) Sh 25 #4945 2 ( rule-governed automatic structure
building ) FIZ5H FF 74T ( structure reanalysis ), H h&5F SRR 41212,
SEER I NTEE TAECIZLNZS S, HEES EiRAE SIS0, e
CACFN TAEICAZ AT LAFI Baetk I 25 F 2 2] 1808 2 15 A FR B i PR I 25 2
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)3 R S AR SR S RETEIN T2 A ShZs Al @ S5 = oAb
BB 5 FROAPEICIZIEA DGR H . X UL, BAEIIZRn] IR o ) B TR
R R T F TR R BRI S rh T BN B R A R (H TRl
o7 ) B TR S AR SR e g ORI L  JE BGHTEAY A3 in T, R, ok
K] BT R T AR T S BRI ZRARAs & i 07 20, AT e HE T 6 > 14

6. &it

AHIESEAR B S8 057 2 T B, % L AR A B ot v [ 2 2] 5 S i 1
PR RSN , S5 R B, PRI 257 SR RE A 1k v [ 2 ~) B O ST >0 15, (0
IGRRICR 52 3 /) BURIER fUAL B RS20, X T s 57 88 m) i V) v i) — i B )
), SRSt 2] 3 2 A% O di 6 RN S R AR AR P i KT
Bt gR. MINRECRAFRFANERT , MR IZR DT XA GRCR S T A Bt
AR ANE L AR5 . FATTIA N 3k S THIH T A AR RMEAT G, TR T 1Y
HRATE TR, 3R & R WHER IO T 0 Zih o5 8 U B R HERR 1, Rt
TEE AR, SRS T Hp 27 ) B A AR R AE BT, T L S B 2
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the diachronic changes and the distributions of gei in these constructions show that gei has gained
syntactic status. Moreover, the distribution of adverbs relative to gei confirms the verbal nature of
gei. Based on these facts, we propose that gei is the phonological realization of Voice p,, rather
than the marker of passives or unaccusatives. Constructions with gei differ from those without gei
in that the former is a Voice-stacking structure that has an additional VoiceP instantiated by gei,
whereas the latter contains a sole VoiceP. The presence of additional VoiceP may lead to various
pragmatic consequences.

Revisit semantic prosody for compound lexical items (p. 41)
ZHEN Fengchao (School of Foreign Languages, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240, China)

Semantic prosody is an important concept in corpus linguistics that expresses something close
to the function of language. Since its birth, semantic prosody has been under constant discussion,
and at present most researchers tend to accept Sinclair’s (2004) ideas and analytic framework.
Sinclair proposes to analyze semantic prosody within compound lexical items, associating it
closely with their inner elements, namely collocation, colligation and semantic preference, which
to some degree reduce the dynamic interaction between a compound lexical item and its extended
co-text. In the present study, employing Sinclair’s classical example of semantic prosody analysis,
namely the compound lexical item with “naked eye” as its core, and analyzing its Chinese
equivalent compound lexical item of “rou yan” ( AR ) for comparative purposes, and applying
the analytical procedure to “incidence”, we re-examine the features of semantic prosody. Based on
the analysis of corpus data, we point out the problems in Sinclair’s analysis and propose solutions.
This study is of significance for researchers to critically re-evaluate semantic prosody and refine
related theories.

The effect of explicit/implicit training on English intonation acquisition by second language
learners (p. 66)

JI Xiaoli (School of Foreign Languages, Jiangsu University of Science and Technology, Zhenjiang 212100, China)
ZHANG Hui (School of Foreign Languages and Cultures, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210097, China)

LI Aijun (Laboratory of Phonetics and Speech Science, Institute of Linguistics, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences,

Beijing 100732, China)

This paper compares the effect of explicit and implicit training on the English intonation
production of Chinese EFL learners and investigates the mediating role of training methods in the
relationships between declarative memory, procedural memory, and working memory and learners’
intonation acquisition to explore the reasons for different training effects by these two methods.
The results are as follows: First, both training methods can significantly improve learners’
intonation, although the explicit training group outperformed the implicit group in yes-no questions
with initial and middle focus. Second, the training effects of both methods can be entrenched,
while the implicit group showed a slight disadvantage on statements with middle and final focus.
Third, results of standard linear multiple regression showed that procedural memory and working
memory were statistically significant predictors of intonation acquisition under implicit training,
while procedural memory exhibited a negative correlation with intonation acquisition under
explicit training, and declarative memory a positive correlation. The retention of intonation showed
no significant relationship with procedural memory in either training condition. To conclude, the
visual representation of acoustic cues can facilitate learners’ intonation acquisition. However,
explicit training might block learners’ acquisition of intonation shifting to relying on procedural
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memory at the later stage of acquisition. The combination of explicit instruction and implicit
training may be an efficient method of intonation training for second language learners.

Effects of L2 proficiency on the semantics and prosody processing of emotion words:
Evidence from Chinese English learners (p. 79)
ZHANG Gaode & CHEN Fei (School of Foreign Languages, Hunan University, Changsha 410082, China)

The inconsistency between the semantic valence and emotional prosody adds barriers to
listeners’ emotion word processing, which is known as the semantics-prosody Stroop effect. In
this study, Chinese-speaking L2 learners with different levels of English proficiency were asked
to perform prosody and semantics tasks. Results showed that: 1) low-level learners had a shorter
reaction time on the prosody task than on the semantics task, while high-level learners did not
show significantly different reaction times on the two tasks; 2) high-level learners reacted faster
under the consistent condition in either task, while there was no semantics-prosody Stroop effect in
low-level learners; and 3) low-level learners showed a shorter reaction time in response to positive
words and sad emotion, but high-level learners did not show bias towards any semantic valence
or emotional prosody. The findings indicated that during the processing of L2 emotion words,
low-level Chinese English learners showed a prosodic-channel preference, while no channel bias
was found among high-level learners. There is a positive correlation between the intensity of the
semantics-prosody Stroop effect and second language proficiency, but improving second language
proficiency does not necessarily mean the enhancement of the ability to deal with interference
information.

A meta-analysis of the promoting effect of the production-oriented approach (p. 91)
WANG Junju & ZHOU Jie (School of Foreign Languages and Literature, Shandong University, Ji’nan 250100, China)
Using the meta-analysis method, this study investigates the promoting effect of the
production-oriented approach (POA) on foreign language learning, analyzes its overall effect size,
and explores the moderating effects of different variables. Results show that POA has a moderate
overall effect size on foreign language learning, and its main moderators include teaching mode,
foreign language skill, research period, and foreign language proficiency level, all of which display
significant moderating effects to different degrees. Such variations in the effect sizes of different
moderators are attributed to factors like technological advancement, the Learning-Using Integrated
Principle, intervention intensity, and cognitive load. In the meantime, the target language,
educational level, and research method are not found to be significant moderators of the promoting
effect. This study confirms the promoting effect of POA on foreign language learning and has
implications for foreign language teaching and future POA research.

Design principles for concentration courses for undergraduate programs in Foreign Languages
and Literature (p. 104)
ZHANG Lian (School of English and International Studies, Beijing Foreign Studies University, Beijing 100089, China)
Concentration courses make up a major part of the overall curriculum designed by the
National Quality Criteria for Undergraduate Teaching (Foreign Language and Literature Majors).
Based on a brief analysis of the meaning and significance of the type of courses and a review of
the related literature, this paper suggests four general principles for designing and developing
concentration courses. Finally, the paper reviews a relevant case.
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