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L2 AT 55 B BLAR 2 BT 55 R & 0 35 2% 2 HL[A] b 3K 459 T — 280 Y %0 (Waring & Na-
tion, 2004 ; Nation,2013; Bordag et al.,2015) , 4 il I £E [ 41) F 3 B2 0 ) 302 ) s R 2L A+
Sy BRI FZ I BT AR B TR B0 2B R o o s iE B AR A B GE R RA D .
M AR S A TSR IR ) 1 A R N 2 2 2 ] DR B b AR A ) i 2 R AE D R) S (van: den
Broek et al..2018) . 3545 B nl DIARE 1 SC PN 283 73 S i 1A 60 5 4 A0E 18 3 B0 117 5t 1Y
T . X — A B s BRI 27 >0 IO RE DR AIF 98 BRI 1 3 W 28 1 58 X0 3 1 SRR A
TR EEA . AIFE A5 SRR WY L TE K PR i 45 vh o ) B 0 AT LA A 0 AR n] L (H 20 A5 A9 AR R 3 SRR
ANTE] SR S B v a] LA 2T 45 5 AR TR AT G 00 28 ) SCRTTRUR 3 AU SO, T3 00 R AE T
B H{E ) 15 40 22 59 28 15 X H14R (Ding et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2017; Zhang et al.,
2019) . A% T, 3 AR R R i B b A [) 2 B A AR R A 2 A 3] L S [ 6 B Y i BE
LR RN 27 20 ROR Y 52 Wi 75 AH [R] | 3 26 0] AT 5 i — 2B AR . b — 3G T 8 A X

sl R I 4 o R R SPR B S R LR I G 2 B AR M Y R DL AR SR A8 BRI 58 3 R )
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B P TRV AT 4552 W 1) 76 20 B 0T 5 26 B A= ) 3 Ml A A A P 3D 5 ) i 2z ) HAT v
1% (Uchihara et al.,2019), 43R HY— B8 HF 5% A& PR, 2% 2 A= 18]t 7] DL 2 48 16] 1 B9 358 4 0
iH (Borovsky et al.,2012;Brusnighan & Folk,2012;Yi et al.,in press) . 4 3CF M iE 55 2 it
A8 SR BB K AR DI 0o AR AR 1 5 Sh VR4 S i BE Ak A i R L Ry rh R s b
DUIE a2 2] B 4% fil— YR A= ) B 00 R BE R 1) S A B0 . B R UG L 7R AL S RS B )
TG, e 2] A BR A AR ) b A [ B o B e R D A= R 3R] S i SRR B 3R )
F3 ] LUK AR OB 4 18 3% e 106 ZJ IBUWIR 28 75 T A4 1 SRR 7

— HRE%E

PLAEWTFE 2 B, B aal i & 0 32 v i /K F + 43 G 8 (Mulder et al.,2019), % ZifH
T2 2] 32 313 22 V2R 52 0 o A0 2 S B T8 558 0 4 Ak 3 ok 4 o B SCUE SRR ) A
2Ok ULE F B (B JB #F . 2003; Webb, 2008 VLT . Fr 6 5, 2012 214, 2014 5 k4 %5,
2017 ; Bordag et al.,2018;Elgort et al.,2018), Webb(2008)#5% T &35 B+ & 2 % X &
WO HAE 9 th iRy 2 E RBP4 S i 52 e, 45 R R IR B R R 1Y 2 /D 5w i) L
RCR . TEFE RS MIEE T, 5 2 F BeAE 8 O B B 40 8. Mulder et al.
(201 B9 1 BETE Ay a7 22 3 1Y 9 o 1 2% ) 35 78 PR A [a] 72 32 1 B8 S 9 ) 5 v 2 &) 2 )
MO0 . ZRPEIR A RN AR B 25 SR 3R] 7E S 418 5 22 0 058 S 5 1 /) b R 2 ) OR B A
H )71 AF B SRR 7 Y BN AR A 23 08 27 2T mURB0™ A 52 . kI A5 (201D BF5E 1 LT
AR B A I AR K S R R IE B T O a2 S S W = T IE T
M. L AT SE A R R B R AE B R B R RS TR 2 R AT e S ROR B

P FIEEE N 2 R AMUAMAEF B F B E L WA IER LA RN . Daneman
&. Green(1986) & H 5 55 £ 2 T LUK B 1A) SR [W] 75 18 19 15 B, - 26 AT — 700 56 F T AR iC 12 XF
1) T 2 2 52 e B A5 o s BN D BRI AR TR B v Ay ) A de) ) iR SR A B T ] A3 TE]
KIgMIGEM IR ERF R HIEL R, (IR R — PRI KAE R LR T .6
L2 T WO R B AFAEZE 5. 1 Ding et al. (2017) — IS0 B 5 75 (93801 2% > BF 58 o ik
TE A1 34 R0 e AE B R B VR 9T BT 2% 2 AR 1A (A= 3 3R] L 0 B B Al i S8 s R B
TR A BT AT: 55 08 sl i) g 2 20 B Be iy A 1) o B AR 1) A 3l 18] 9 56 28 A 45 ME A8 0 0GR (A 3
X N A LR | 3 REAE O LI R G RN TGO, B An 27 2 R E SR S RP I OK 4R 7, B bRl ok
COKARTERLIL Y AN R A R A DG H AL R R [ I e S R T R R AT o A A
R A P SCHRE 5 S I KA I s A A R 2R AR G B bR A 2 B TR sh 0N L T
RIURE O B A 18] A H IS 3800 R R S s T AR R SR AR R A OO R B T U
9 N400 , [H 2 75 1 378 Zh 4 1Y o 55 b £ A00C 28 B ARia) H B 1 LPC O I 73D 8800, 156 BH 0K
A BERMINT. B L E ., Zhang et al.(2017) Fil Zhang et al.(2019) K FHAHFE A F o230 =,
2R T E S B 5 A DU B AR R A T 18 SR B SE R A SRR L BRI DA
B2 2] A dn] 5 R RRAE A 1 BN R Bl R T DA E S 2 0 0% ARt T DL A R RO R AR
WM S ER A EE IR . DL DOEREE I 2 S BE5E AT A R A 28R Y IR SR A
KRB XS IR o SRR 27 2] 7 AR AN [R] Y 52 10
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PLSR I 2 Ik #2552 T Coffline) 4R 28 Mk 7 i A7 I &t . 9 4. Webb (2008) #1171
— A 5 Az ) ) SR 22 3 0 4k, R T3 AR o) 3 A I A 8 0 e B 9 AR 1R Y 3R]
T3 Ab A i ORI AL IR T SO R IR, TR TR I SC2E 2] i R v, 2 o 3 Rl O 45 R X
O Z2 0 1] [ ARE 1 S 2% v AR S Y A T IR R S BRI IR B4 U 4% 1 A (X SC R
S5,2019) o A 0 2% v 1% 3R] 1 0 2ok A b O SO R BRI & L Hh UG &R (thematic rela-
tion) F1ZE Hl| 3¢ & (taxonomic relation) J& W KT Z #Y1E X 3¢ & (Murphy, 2010; Estes et al.,
2011;Xu et al.,2019) . 25l ¢ R A& 2 (BAR §i5 e Z2HR4F (shared-features) #E 37 g ok 1 J2
PO F A — 2N B RE S AR A AR RRAE b B A AR AR o A1 Jb A B0 £ 2 AR A 22 T A PN 3 6 &
(Murphy.2010), #HHZF . 8056 & W) 3 F A& 7E 1 59 A9 3L L (co-occurance) , (B Y
JE MR A 22 1) B SN IG 2R L B = 9 e B IR L 2 1R) 2 45 5 I B9 BX &R (Lin & Murphy, 20015
Estes et al..2011;Mirman et al..2017), WFPIE X &R A9 2 5 0 AR BUTE 28 91 56 R ARH T X%
1 AR 25 A SR TN T T T A G 2 OB T 3h VR A s TR LAY I T (Kalénine et al., 20095
Pluciennicka et al.,2016) , XF T3 L OC £ 31X 28 W HR A 2% 2], a] LIk F o U 3l 52 50
It oE . 18 SUR S e i 9818 LA SV AN T 09 8 229250 35 X (Bermeitinger et al.,2011), JF
I R 3 A8 R RE CTC OGS L L 2 B Ax ) B 3l s 2 A T OOC R B Bl B A
TA) (4 S N B TR BE AR 1 A B R T SIS B T BT R B e SR AE A TS B
W5 2 HAT i X R A TRE (53R TE W McNamara,2005) . 7E3#H XS shi = b, 208 3R #)
Wi AT 55 2 28 W AT 95 22— TEX AT 55, a2 0 W B e ) 2 30 30 2 A 3A) 4 2R
PO T SCRH OC H A 1) 08 B2 I s TR 6 3 X6 1 SCTE ok B B ) 19 S iy s U8 B o B T S 3 Ak
I (Jones & Estes,2012), PATERFSE & B, 24 k3 3hia) A1 H br ia) 22 6] 47 78 3 18 56 2 fn 2 ) 56
FI 18 SR S RBON 2 1 B HLR sh A B W 22 S AN 32 0 1A A A A i) 2 [A] B
(8] [8] B% (SO A) 52 (Estes & Jones,2009)
28N M Cn 22 T g ) AN AE 26 I CAN il SO 3D A 207 R 22 5% . 8 5 B i iy
S ) FFAR O WA RS AT DA sk o o) O B S 0 L R Y A O A
7] B9 B 2137 ( Trofimovich & McDonough,2011;Elgort et al.,2018) ., B4, Tamminen &
Gaskell(2013) 45 i o 2 F WX (%) 75 28 138038 5 > 09 S 2 B Be T 78 40 0 I B o o /i il
FAELI IRy T vk . DATEBFSE A B, B 35 4 B 38 B3 45 J2. 7T LA >0 45 A= 1) 4 28 031 A 32 iy
% Z AR (Borovsky et al.,2012; Tamminen & Gaskell,2013;Ding et al.,2017; Zhang et
al,2017;Zhang et al.,2019), 1B FE AYAH W5 LW, 22 ) F38 % 0T L2 15 A4 1 28 5)0E X
KFEZ MR (Bordag et al., 2015) , 1 J& 75 0] LA 2 45 4F 6] 3= @UiE SCHTR, AT 75 2 — 2B i 5% .
Elgort(2011) B 5% v 1 3 a3 B 2% > AR 1), o6 A 1) 0T 3 B B, 1 FH 3 SO sl =X
AETRE S IR B i) L SE B A5 R Won A2 1R AT LUR 3 5 2 A TR SR R A B bRie S 2 [H
Uree Ry R IR T FHOCR
g5 LAl IR B RS e ZiE AR BE RN A S B BB R AT DU A B R S
i) SC, I H 2 A AN W] 5 T 1 O R AR . Ak BTN PSS AAZE LA T LT B A 2 5 5k
PR i858 2 X0 18 B R AT ook 43 o i e v BRI B MK R B AR BN AT Ay, ok
TEAS [F) i 2 AL A 2 RO R 2T A9 52 ma i AF 70 LU A PR . Ok B IS R B il 2 ) %
T ok B P TR > A5 T DL AR AR R B 2 s SCRN R 38 ) 2 B A S e 6% ) 45 AR R Y 2 R
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SCHR . SR FEREBEVE 5 20 S5 R 2 2] 3 BE A 19 A 1) U DG 1 3 SCRITEUTS SX A
Rt — L ERVT . Fem AR L AR I D7 T BN ST 8 0 40 A I 355 T S T e )
Xof S M R AR CAnR) B 3] SO B S 48 A7 0 A8 P 52 0 I 25 07 125 10 s 2 20 38 1L i %
FRARM BB A TR — 0.

A SORE AT 9 B B 1Y) S5 o FE IR TR 2% T B B s 228 Hi N BIE 98 B R AR T 4 (LA &
PRAFAETEBE) S AR S5t 58 (LA fRTPR S o 558D 0 ep PR 38 B8 = b o 355 ), O A ) 2 2] 2 it
AR AR B SR . e vk bR H O 3 B 32 (self-paced reading) 1 7 2, % >
A E U B b 2R BB A R D S R R . A R D 3 5K — 3 T A R A — S
[ A4 R0 22 W58 v (Bordag et al., 20155 Elgort et al.,2020), X —J7 i 0] LA 7E 2840 5% 1A
TN AR O BB 32 5 7 rh A 5 22 A 0 0T R o — g R B ] DA R AR A ) 15 SR gt 1) ol
F(Marsden et al.,2018) , e B Bt » SR FH 1 s 0 3 2R B0 AR IR] 40 W 4T 55, 12 53 3 X
H bR i) 647 520 B 75 B e T) . 3 2ok 454 i 2 i) A H A de] 22 1) 0 38 SCOG R 28 A, FRATT AT LA XS
AR ) B AN TR 5 ) SCRN PR AT I L A A 2 0 0 T SCRIR IS B Dy o ) B B
1 A1) H A e 4000 5 05 shin) A 280 06 &R LB BUOC R MR LR i i 3 T g
BN 5 B 286 50 w32 R4 1 1 B b a1 52 I IS TR] 3 T X 1 SCTEOR ARETR 1Y H AdE
(4 52 07 B 6] D058 B 32 ) 35 78— B E b G BNt 7 Az 3R] 3R] S5l i B —ih LOE RN
A1) 5 B 4R 1 BGR) BN BER L 2] 1K — T T R SCHNER . AR SORF BRI RL R A
[R] 7t ¢

(D Hz b — R A R A4 B0 38 5 2 5 T LUR 96 05 458 05 B BT HE DU ) L7 AN R 28 AU iy
HEER T FAROREEA ER?

(2) qn 5 i 35 AT LU Rl A 00 3] SC AT 2338 Jo ey ol i SCOG 0K A 1) 5 © &2 o 1 R T
HSTHRR? AEEEE T B 5 09 41815 SRR 2 S AR [F] 7
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3.1 W9 ik

3.1.1 ¥k

SR IR SEVUE S AR E I 48 N Hirh 2 A9 D S B A T TR R B AR ) Wi B B4
i 1 Ak R iR S, 3 44 B a6 52 5 v AR TR B 2R R R AR (2 A AR AR ) S Y
50%0) 5 1 2wl ) F ) 132 B A (] R0 1 0 A 2R AIK 1 70 00, 2 44 9 7 AR IA) 4 A 55 o B
RIEBRALTF 70 %6, X S8l T LIS BR . d5cJm B AE 39 A ik (BB 16 N, & 23 NO AR
Bl . Ol REET SRS A BV R BT R A DR KR AT R R S
Hzgemt 2/l 7 HSK 4 9751 (S 55 K)o B2 S DOE IR 3 7E 1AELL |

3.1.2 Skt

LR B BhiA

ABIF 5T 2L B B 24 A HLAKR HAR T 3 B EE A LIS X 15 44 TR0 4E O 2 20 By B i) 2 1) R
W B SR . AR WF 9T 35 B 56 T 1 B A BN 3R] 1 2 2 B 52 ) TR O 0k BOAIG OF S8 B AR
GNP S AT [ NI | SR 1A £ 5 WA o 1 1 S e oS K = ) G a1
WFFERRPIP PR AR T . FRAVRZ T 12 2 D0EBEE 0 A2 08 9 B AR P (AR
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B G iR R SGEWIEE (Likert 5 R 1 ARAEY] 5 MREID #HATIFE ., TFESLS
R A 1 3 R LR 1A SGE B R (M =2.5.SD=1.2), 715 10 & P X
W2 B (BARS 5 IE SR XA 1] K 4 BT 1 20K B R 47 7 8 (Likert 4 B3R, 1 48
FMREA Wt 2 REN S EREAAEZE,3REEAR. 4 REFEFEAT . s
SRR AR R B R R (M = 2.3, SD =0.6), %F ¥ i 2k 3a] () 0 57 i) 8 7% JE 38 v
(Mo =4.0.SD yy =0.1; My =4.0,SD g = 0.1 ,

EEA

L E ] e S e w7 72 AMEEE A . Horb A e BAE 3 R B BE ) CREAE 1 5E
AVERERAAM PR AD P, B ERE AP 1 KA., 28 Ding et al.
(2017)F1 Zhang et al.(2019) B ST . - 1E 05 55 /) 35 B 4 34 A 18] 19 0 9 5 1E (perceptual fea-
tures) , % 55 T B ) 32 B AR A= 18] 19 AH S Sl VR AT DL B 1 B L v 1 o 0 ) O R R B 1Y
WA RLK D, MRS F ISR 1, FE 6l a) - oy e B2 G i 3 AE sk B MK E s
FATHESE T 20 ZDOEEEE XA 1Y 0] B0 P 2R AT PP 8 . XS] F 53 ACB AN RRUAS .
IF ok 56 B 32 (9 75 5, B e g b A ] B Bl AR i 0 B A5 B E AT 4G 1) B A, T AR 908 4 3R]
TE A RT3 ) T B AT SO . P 4 R SR BT A S 2 R HOI 1 80 Y0 . R AIE I
e ) S K u] T Sk 78 0 o i MR IE S A I u] B R 006 . EE 45 RS A IE A L AR
ZH Wilcoxon 5 8k FVKS 30 G0 1125 R R WY, FRAE 15 35 FOA% 5018 B3 (9 v] B0 PRI A 1 35 25
(z=—0.602, p=>.05) , FRAETEBE A9 7T 30000 P b 2 v 1 rp PR B 09 T B0 4 (= =4.295, p<<.
001) , 1 5% 18 B 0 AT T I 8 38 s T v o 35 9 R B 1 (=2 = 4,297, p<<.00D),

TE 27 2 Y B A T 45 /) I T2 R — A S 3 0 DR g ] 5 R e A L A0 D g i D ) e )
FMEFE R AR, AW Ko mg b AR dn) 75 G 25250 o, ) 15 A A 1) TE R 25 R TR R A
50% . DLk, IERRSE R IR AL S 16 AJdE A,

x1 XBAAG
EEXE | ERN\F
FAEEEE | FFWNTAMWRMW, 22 Ran, Sk FARANE, SRV, S UL,
IR | FAEAHEER — RGO REMBTZ L T — N RS EZE 0T .
RIS | FWFRMREUONSE M R A A B A A — R DA TR R R R,
H#RiA
SR S SR b A A iR (B AR PO BWECA 3 A H AR . 5 R shiE 4 Bl B A 200 06
F AR L FEE R (] /N2 BUTH TR HR (B i) . R Bh SEgm A& 72 4> Hpwia
F 2 B CDUE K RNE 5 DCF SR KA ) i B Haa M o 9], AT ZE T 10 Ak
I DU 3827 2 R 25 A DUE AR 43 516 H bR i8] 1Y 24 7% B2 DL KR 3hin) A E Bk e 1Y 1
SCORHREEHEAT I E . 20 Xu et al. (2019) (311 18 ORI BT A48 = AN 53 55— 43
TR I 2 WIS IR IE TR ) OC R b 00 SOG4 0 0 SR e ) T G A ) 1 AR R ROG
2RI B = o SR R W A TR e B AR TR X B SR Bk . P AT, 3K )
AR RS T A 1 SCOC R 1Y SCRIVH G A i R AT ] B 7R 58 e PR 2RI SOR R T . B
WA TR IS [0 4

AR LV E L RATT G IES 04 288 Friedman #5048 1 45 2R W 7R 0 AS [6) 7
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MR EARRAMABRELRA B E2ER () =4.07,df=2,p=.130) . i LRBKEPFE />
BAFE A B0 - AE S8 Wilcoxon £F-5 8RS 56 W 9 AL 25 SR 3R B 78 0 DGR B I, 2%
WK R AT PP B35 T RO RS T (2 =4.257, p<.001) Rl TG K 55144 F 17T
43 (2 =4.287, p<<.001) ; ¥ FRCHSE |, EBCR KM TR B35 8 TRIMNEREMT
) (z=2.445, p=.019) FIif L TR M T W7 (2 =4.258, p<.001) s fE 3 LORHR B I, &
BLE R AR R MR I3 TC i 2 57 (2 =—0.543, p=>.05) K JI 5 R KA T 1PF4>
3 T LT RS T IIESr (2 =4.287, p<<.001) . 6 R &M TF 3F4r B m T8
ST F 5T PRy (2 =4.287, p<<.001),

A Sun et al.(2018) (i w1 SCIRIVC E D, FATTUCHE T H b 3] 14 28 I A A el 4. 3E S 8K
Friedman fa 30 45 R 2 W AR SO R0 M =R BRI Ay =1.083.df=2.p
=>.05) MM E (' =0.729,df=2,p>>.05) LA BEES . Higa AR E B W
£ 2, HHEARSIEEICE T 3 MR . A RUER Y 144 DU R A CBUE K- 18
TC 5 DR RAN )T 0 H HF SR A5k BTG T 905, I R FH Bl AL b 5
WA 144 ASPCFRENLAL AL 72 A .

*2 BRAREBEEBRRKITE

P FHEXEFR EXTX

Ti9E FRifEE FiyE FRifEE T bR E

B 3.60 0.46 3.87 0.17 3.71 0.40

T 4 24.57 37.74 21.91 23.33 18.56 16.61
ENEE 14.38 4.59 15.33 3.60 15.88 3.07
2 39l Bk g 5.91 0.76 2.43 1.08 1.47 0.44
ENUPY 5.15 1.50 6.10 0.76 2.35 1.09
SR HE BE 6.12 0.77 6.19 0.68 1.79 0.92

Y QOB A5 T A5 (2) H AR AR BETTE R 1—4 45,1 AR MOk A Wit 2 4043 L3 (.
AR 3 R R 4 MR AR (DI ORI E R 1—7 4.1 4 WA .7 4
S8 A X

3.1.3 S

AR SLB il F 5L T Python (945 B 43 i) B2 ¢ OX 5 85 A 90 47 17 V143 . 348 jsPsych J& %3
Y A PR FE L B S R R F (de Leeuw, 2015) , i 3 2ok g 2 0 3 R SE 56
AR A AE — BB B S8 T 45 b B A 08, SES A RE SRS 3 A MUAS | B — AR AL 4 40 A
AT (24 A LB )L 16 A TR D) AT 144 RN (72 gl B XL 72 g ABGR AT | B 4 Bl B AL
Sy HC BN Hrp— AN RAS . SRR FH O B AL A 5 CHE R S X 5] 152 B [ L ] — [l AN 25
B 3 W, X T R g 5L [F A5 Bhin) 2=/ R 6 Mk A S FOR T, [ AR Y
T R AN 2 S A 3 kL

P2 2 B B CH o 1B 52D /) R s B A A A R R B S AR R L KNl 20 B,

@ http://www.chineselexicaldatabase.com/index.php
@ https://github.com/fxsjy/jieba
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B AT IR bR L e L 47500 220, 5 A8 b A0 52 0 Y i ) 32 Y e o mlie] 41 L gtk
TR 58— A1) T B 50 B — T8 PR S A, VR B 58 WG R AR AL S 1 800 — 1400 220 RS
PN =)+, MR B G SIS 3l 52 50O 734 FH B 2 5 0K 52 352 56 il i, 745 o 32
%, 2% Bordag et al.(2015)fl Ding et al. (2017) BUBFST, FR % 4 2 B« + 7, B [a] & 500
Z0 ARG VR SIS S A0 H AR A . TR RE S 500 228, 55 shia) S BT [R) 4 500 Z 8. J 3
SR B AE H A i) Hh 0 S PR Wiz R 2 A5 Dy L AR] IR AR N A R B RN . #3500
2P R AT AR A B R R B — Mk, B iRk Z B A R 2000 280,

SCE o 2 A PR B ARE 2 43 TERA S AT 55 E G E . Bl e M e B
e LR S8 ARG S8 B — AL R > AR AR S O 0 A B 1 1 ) A5 PR G SE I O 4R T A
HMgOX ARSI H . LRSS AR g T 2 58 B — PR R A R R A A S
o B A TRR E AR R, B AT T 58 B — T RS BRI RE 1 [ 3T 1) % (Bachman &
Palmer,1989) , #&ASCHRFLE 35 3 45 35 i 50 45 o5 B 15 21— 1 i

3.2 R b 5 o By

3.2.1 Hds sk ¥

FRIETE SR N B 22 2 B D A A il 0 - 2 BT [a] 2 1607 2280, 1 5t B8 N o 1529 2
Fb RIS T O 1596 22 FP, =R BT T, i el 132 BEA 1 7 B E R R Y T 8500, ELl
T H WA 55 v B A A5 1 T I S IE A R B i T 8006 . N IS [ N S B ILER 3.

3 EBRAAMESPZEEZIENFH RN E (B4 ZEF)

FFAEIE R BRIFE HE IR
RERE | BHME | REEE | B3HEE | REBEE | BI3HRE
e3P 1081.59 23.28 1063.52 23.69 1067.86 24.35
F K F 1064.90 39.97 1037.13 50.09 1079.31 12.90
BT K 1104.87 — 1087.21 — 1092.21 —

TE 8 B0 RORE I 3153 5 1 A i SCTE O S A0 T I 52 7 B ] 9 2 288 ) 06 R B 06 R T I SR A IR]

TF B I AR 1) ) AT 55 v A 2 B A IE 0 % 4 Btk 0 TE B RN T 70 %0, T 5 B bk
T 7E 2 20 B 1 4 A L B R B o RO 1 1.3 06 5 B BR A R RN L o5 RV 19 10.9% . 5
Ab e Bl S e, 24 S ) 3R Bl RO B AR IR B0 T B 52 B s 3h & 2 Ah Y H A A
B 5 7 A 0 B g R[] AT e R R R A A BN T B AR . 8 G T ABIESE (Tam-
mien & Gaskell ,2013;]Jiang,2012; Qiao &. Foster,2017) . M4 B 2 o7 B+ 8] A< F 2000 =2 Fb o
/NTF 300 ZRP A EHE . 5 REERY 7.4% . BT A SIBR B 5 BB R 19.5% .

3.2.2 B4l o #r

FANT7E R 7 (R Core Team, 2015) f#i JH Imed fJ (Bates et al., 2015) 1 lmerTest £,
(Kuznetsova et al.,2017) ¥ 5 2k V£ IR & &0 A5 AU (linear mixed-effect model) , ¥ 4 Ff 15 45
SR B A 2 RN RO 3 B AT T AR SRR A A . BRI A T R OE R
FNZE 5 Z2 Z6 AT 1 S g I [B] 2 A5 5 1 SCTE R A5 A1 A S 0L I [ 7 7E 1 35 22 S G 5 11 B
TiE R . goit @Al A e KUK I (maximal likelihood method) #E47 . I H AL $% 56 F
Bl Y BE LR AN OC T 500 H (% B ALECEE RO RTARLTT 4R L S TSI TS OC R X — 78 5, 7 ) A B
AU N 27 2 3 RRAE AR T ) R AR AR DG Y S B DU 2 T B DU ACBR e ) A VT 43 8K
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l5e] 152 B figk ) 8 A0 AR 1) € AR L AR IR 2GR B B b iR R0 L E A ] A8 TR 2SO0 DGR L
RIOCER B T SCOCTRE /) 7] T 4 ) 38 o Lo 5 L A 8 ) B B AR B AL L SR I 38 28 45 n G
T AT H 9 BELRER  JF AT BB LA, it R OB A . BB B T Tmed 4 vh
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acquiring thematic knowledge of novel words from descriptive episodes. Frontiers in Psychology 8:

The Influence of Context Type
on Incidental L.Z Vocabulary Acquisition

Wang Weiqi Yi Wei Lu Shiyi

Abstract The current study explores the influence of perceptual features and descrip-
tive episodes of sentence contexts on L2 Chinese learners’ incidental vocabulary acquisi-
tion. Participants were exposed to target novel words embedded in sentence contexts provi-
ding different types of semantic cues through self-paced reading. Their initial vocabulary
knowledge was measured through the semantic priming paradigm, using a lexical decision
task. Mixed-effects modeling revealed that reaction time for taxonomically related and the-
matically related targets was faster relative to that for semantically unrelated targets,
when the novel words were encountered in episodic contexts. However, for sentence con-
texts describing perceptual features, no priming effects were detected. Such results indi-
cate; (1) different types of semantic information provided by sentence contexts contribute
to word learning differently, with sentence contexts describing episodes facilitating second
language learners’ inference of word meanings better than those illustrating perceptual
features of target novel words; (2) under incidental vocabulary learning conditions, L2
learners can relate novel words to already acquired words through taxonomic or thematic
relations, given only one exposure.

Keywords incidental vocabulary acquisition, context type, self-paced reading, se-

mantic priming
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