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B E ONTHERFS MRS 525 6] - 507 N 4 i BE-A R0 (spatial-numerical association of response codes,
SNARC R )45 F A A B — 06 R, 5250 1 LA 36 44 6~7 % LEE . 59 44 7~8 & JL# | 69 45 8~9 % JL# Al 31
ZIRNNHAR, WA SIS A AW, LTS5 SNARCRUMTE 8~9 % JLEH A B, {BIEFF5 SNARC
RONAE 6~7 2 L P e B, EES AR 2H LB A A ) B AT )L 38 ERBUIE 23 B /R Bl SNARC 243
TE— 5 AR P P REFFAS S Bl A AR 3 BT & AR ARk ek, F B AR5 5 3ERF5 SNARC 8400 8~9
G ILEF KU, FF5FHERFS SNARC AUNAHRANE & o ilE—B R WIF SNARC #5002 1543 AL A AL
i, SEE 2 X 137 44 8~9 & LEMA T NI AERIB R, WA FEROEST BN, mEiciemasiag). Masim
8T (LA BE FLO IR ) . TARICIZ(F 16 TARICAZ A Es 3] TARIRIZ) A5 FEHERFS SNARC 546, 255K En: &
ERE SR 0 TAEIC IR A5 SNARC 00 W0l 7 2, #as [l Be S Andlas 8] TAEIC IR HERF 5 SNARC 30
525 53X Fe B I Pl SNARC 48 HL A AN R A H L hth WP R 25 3R S48 T A5 5 SRR 5 SNARC R0 19432 st If:

PR T RS e

KA 175 SNARC AU, FEFFS SNARC 25, ARIBLE], A fdsam

$ES Bs/42

]
BTN R PR IS AR A7 R OCEEE, AN
X B Y B B 2 e — A AR RE I H R
P L4 (Chen et al., 2014), AJEHYECF S5 &
Hopn TR R — R F N I, Hor, —
AN B R AT A A (B Bk AE,
2022) . 75 (8] =BT BN G A B A 810 (spatial-
numerical association of response codes, SNARC %{
7 ) B 3 3 DA SRy s A ] RN B R AE 2 [A)AE7E B % K
B A 5 Z BiIE (Imbo et al., 2012). BRI MALTF
AT 258 /N A 50 S g SRR, A TR A58 R R 8 I
R HEER A — P L% (Dehaene et al., 1993), X%

R I 351: 2023-01-04

A BUFELRT 5 807 5 (Nufiez-Pefia et al., 2021),
W AR AR L S R4 5 Sl (Prpic et al., 2016;
Prpic et al., 2020), it fEAR Z WP HUESE T 87 525
[ AR A e ) 2R R e R R B, 5T
P ER N TR M 2 2R W F e R e G
Y] (Cipora et al., 2020; He et al., 2021), [k, BB
SNARC RN H) & SRR mi B L NTENLHI AU B T
iy 715 BT W 25 1] A Qi e] Bl AF 0980 22 16 LA KA S
HAERFS SNARC RS A MR 22 7, F &A1
KGR EEIS, 18R] LA ECER I T 5 807 R R A OC
(2 S e AR At B S S B AR .
1.1 HFES5ERFS SNARCHEHNERER
ELT S SNARC BN i 77 7, (B
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PRI 2 A5 SRS 23 [ S IR 5 300 Y i 715

AR K R IR M AN . B AN, Berch 55 A (1999)
DL NAR 2 92 L i, R FH A0 2 Wi AT 55
PITHAT S SNARC RN W & JRIEDL, 255 K 9
B )LEA B IATS SNARC R0y, HLFE #4518 (0 1
K, ROV TR EE 25055 o 1T White 48 A (2012)2K
FAMEIAT S, ZBPE 7.5 2 )LEP BT W
F TS SNARC S B 5, Yang 55 A (2014) % 81
fEh EJLEREA S, 5.8 2t E AR B E NSNS
SNARC L, H SNARC RN F) 558 B I AS 23 il 4 3%
3T = AR Ak, RS R TP AT S SNARC R0 H
AR R T IHMEE W ILE ., (AR, &k
Wu % NQO20)FEVEAE T E 8 £ 10 X LHESAFS
SNARC R [ & JRAE BLRT, AXAE 9 %A1 10 % ()L
#wHRLIT WEMS SNARC W, X—45 8k
TESE TR ELESFS SNARC SO0 0 5L phy ]
AL, RS E X TS SNARC U0 i H B
AP S AR AR A LA T A5 B S5 18 A7 TR oI

WEENE, ITAMIRZETERS SNARC
S, RA IR R RERFAEFT 5 SNARC
RO Y AR AR, TS FIAERF S5 SNARC &%
I K AR S A L o TR RS R T 2R G
I JE— A AT S5 A R GE, & REHS Bh M A
FEE A S SOE A 5 S BT #6259 (Cheng
& Kibbe, 2023), KL, #FTIERFZFikk SNARC 2L
7 B J A A BT O A T T AR 5 )
BRE5ae hm e, MEmMNE D EIERS
SNARC R A58 iR AFAEA S A 45 5 . 4N, Bulf
HN(2016) & BLE R AL 77 8 35 1 HEFF 5
SNARC 41 » Nuerk & H:[R]55(2005)7F £ & i 4 A
MR 2B T W EAERT S SNARC &0, 1
Prpic 5% A (2023)7F 3 [E] R 27 A= A4 v [m] IR 5T A
S 54ERF S SNARC WUV BAEAE, 25 REHFFS
1555 AE7E W& 9 SNARC &0, 1 AEFFSAT 55 H
FEARFEAE LAY . Chan Hl Wong (2016)7E L i [H 2%
% 17 L E gk e i A R AR TS
SNARC % A7 TE

Zi b, TEAYS SNARC BN (1 % 45 o5, )5 1
BRI F AL LB B R B T W 3 A 5
SNARC %% (Yang et al., 2014; Zhou et al., 2007),
BRI 5E N ATS SNARC &5  H H B AE
O TP IR 332 1E B2 2 W28 LR IR, 32
PN HH LRI (Wood et al., 2008), 1E 8~9 % ity
f2E H P (Gibson & Maurer, 2016; Wu et al., 2020),
FH AT 8~9 % W] g 24455 SNARC Uit LAY

EEM, FEIRRTS SNARC BN ) & R4 5.7 1H,
AR E AL, EEY S EgiuinE] T
Z 3V (de Hevia et al., 2017; Gazes et al., 2017), |A]
I} Ebersbach 4% A (2014) Ik JyAEFF 5 SNARC &)
MY AETE AT e b S T IE S B s fn gl 2% ), i ]
WAEFF5 SNARC %W Al BEFEAR IE B2 HH 1
DI 2N ARy €

AL, T ASC T SNARC R0 & T
RUPYAHOCHIESE, AT D 2 B0 H o e B i) e R A AT A
Ja FRF— s BULAE RS2 38 A 5 R A 3R
GEARVIPI A SNARC R Pl 4F % 2 Je A8 Ak i LA o
T % 33K — 0] B A R T AN SO B T B 23 ) 3R AE
1A B TG AT S FAERT S0 TR C R, WA BT
A THLM T il MAECF 5 23 (RIS RE 1 0 A AT o
1.2 S 53ERKS SNARC SRR F N E &

H & SNARC 00 1 fg BEBLH 7 T, AR
Mt (Gevers et al., 2010; Paivio, 1986)fYff J&
HRIL SNARC HUM BN, A SNARC &0
M EEREMTREFERINS S, W25
e =Y, H, FiE6e IR AARLEXS 45 1 5k
FEE S AT Tay b, XhEE s Bk s H
HIHE 71 (Wagner & Torgesen, 1987), £l &1 &N
(Phonological awareness, PA), i H 31y 4 (Rapid
automatized naming, RAN) I 1214 (Phonological
memory, PM) =™ il{{43(Yang & McBride, 2020), &
TR YU IR MRS R ERAE A OB s L
MY HE 71 (Krajewski & Schneider, 2009), i H 3y
g — T RE A 1% S iy 24 it A& A5 () an - B
745 I RE 71 (Kirby et al., 2003), i #5042 00085 &
BT B RIE, AT R AR TR Rg )
(Wagner & Torgesen, 1987). &M 2 FF SNARC
BN A TE 7 1 SRS, TAH SNARC BN 2R T
T MRS YERE,, B RS A A e A
FHIER, BCF R/ IV FZS A< 20 4 AR (Gevers et al.,
2006), A SSIERFSE L & I 5 g s S Bk 7 A ) Bk
250 P HLH (Dollman & Levine, 2016; Fischer &
Shaki, 2016)., 40, Jonas %5 A (2014)i%H T4 JC4L
S ) I A8 A A0 HL it I A5 2 A P T 55, 45
RPN TEF=4 SNARC RN B}, #4325
FHEEMPENY . Imbo 5 A(2012)WTE AR LL T 23
[ g =X, s MRS TEK 2045 % SNARC &%
IO 77 TS B, I 4 R s (RN 45 1 1 e )
ML LB st e B 8. BbAh, Yang Fl McBride
(2020) L 3IE 55 5 1B 1 2 S M AR A5 S 50 n T,
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MAF~ SNARC R0 i T 445 5 &t in TR 5207 1,
F AR 5 AR 1 545 SNARC R0 % VI G .
R, HET AR REFTIHRDSENS
SNARC R 5GPt F1ERE ) 5 WAl SNARC
RO 22 [B] & A AFAE 26 5 M OC R AN T BE i — 2B IR 5T .
P23 ) BE S8 MR RAE | 4 sl A iU 58 %)
%E"Jﬁ'éjj(Tosto et al., 2014; Van Garderen, 2006),
P H 8 (Visual perception) il 0> P i€ ¥ (Mental
rotation) & H:H AN EHZL {8 /1 (Yang et al., 2021), #i
R SR AR A AR AL I 5 P 2 22 ] 25 ] OC R 1 BE
ANVE B AR sl B O BHE e DU S A X 25 ]
15 BT I 28 2 0 BRERAE I RE T o O BRECF 2 3
& (Dehaene et al., 1993)3# J# 450715 BAL b 25 8]
T i) E A, I MR 2 B IR A a4 R Ntk
17725 (B ifith, A48 /IS B I DA 2 31 4 114 2 [
I3 . BAEDABR TR MG 5755 SNARC
RN K R BT, 45 R A —3, Bachot % A
(2005)% b 1 A5 2 (6] fE g ke JL 2 5 5 )L B AT
5 SNARC RV IIELL, KIAFS SNARC &AL
P L B, X RIS (A B ) Al RE A5
SNARC R R iy —HE R, SR, o5 —L
WFFE AN & A 2 25 8] g 77 b 9 L8108 (Gibson
& Maurer, 2016), 2 =40 PEIERE A8 11 (Viarouge
et al., 2014), #5455 SNARC &N Z [0 I ASFEAE
EOCHK , HeAh, HRT AR A AT R A )
fE /1 5IERT S SNARC RO K &R, HABZHIF
PR 1 W25 (W) RE ) AR TS5 B in T2 [ 1 G &,
0, Zhang F1 Lin (2015)L) & Yang Z¢ A (2020) 4 BF
FEGE R 7R A3 (8] BE 7 BN e T D S 3 S
JLE 11 DHEWAERSH AR RE. MAER S
SNARC &4 I /& JE £ % Ho & hn 1T & 2 07 1|
(Ebersbach et al., 2014), &1tk o] DL AL %5 6] GE
AT REXTIERTF 5 SNARC RN 1Y & Jie BAT B AR .
R T SSUURR AR 1Y S TR R AL S R BE D,
43k van Dijck 1 Fias (201142 H TAEIC 2338, A
4 SNARC R0 LI T E0 78 TAEICIZ h i =5[]
FTAE, BT, SNARC RO 1Y 7™ A4 & i T TAEIC
T2 B BCTF 9 T 5 7 5 204 28 TR Uik 45
M7 B — SR Y L BT O IR 2 . i, F
55 5 55 N (2022) RY T 5 45 SR A SCRe 1T BE, IESE
BOFAE TARICAC R = R RAE 5 Z G B R A T4t
ICHT— L SRS A BLLE AT S SNARC &0 A
A5 LS ] TAE I 8 2 A G (Wu et al., 2020),
157 5 8 TAEIE /W) 520 (Herrera et al., 2008). T

Deng %5 A (201 7)WIWFFE R BHR ST T 5 18 TAEIEIZ .
23 ) TARICAZ 5555 SNARC W KR, 4
RIAH L2 (0] TARICTZ, 5% SNARC & 55
HTARICIC ORI T 5% . A, R M ARA I A
R0 7 AL A (8] TAEICIZ 59655 SNARC 24
NS FR, HAVFE RIS B TSI SRR S
How in TR O, filin, —BiLL 120 4 4 2% 6
2 )L R o i B AR SE T 5 K A & () AR iR 1L
HAEFRF 5 & 9 T 18 A7 7 0 3 By 0 m) A O
(Formoso et al., 2017), Kk, #2356 TAEICIZ 7] fig
XTHERF 5 SNARC MU 1Y & e B A HEAE .

o 5SS M LRGN BBl d, 45
RGNS S RGAR TP, FF5 5050 TR
i R AR, AR AT S B AR AT Bl R AR
(Sasanguie et al., 2017), F&TF I, AW PR S
FEAERFS SNARC 03 ] GEEA AN [ IA HIBL ]
— B SERE R A UE 1O AL, 140, Imbo SFEA
(2012) R BAH L TS AL, HiEpLE e 9K sh 9
& J)LEFTS SNARC &ov EERIE#H [y, H
A V2 U8R S8 A N P R 5475 4K
HINTZ BB Y], S5AEFF S8 i T2 [T
FEMIZE(Yang et al., 2020), FL73 [EH1 5 H 545
SRR I T 22 A A OGBS AT S R i T
Z |8 A & i 3 (Formoso et al., 2017; Gibson &
Maurer, 2016; Yang et al., 2020), 1fii SNARC % hi1E
BN L — S 2 T, AT AR 2 S B
I THFFEAR LAY 45258 .

1.3 AHRIEZR

ABIF 5T T 5 1 P TR B K I A 18 9 R R AT
S HAERTS SNARC R0 ARSI LA BT 6
% Fe A H T & B SNARC S8 H B AY fic e 1Y 4 0%
Z—(Yang et al., 2014), HZWAi2 L6
FIR SN BL, T iz L B R 7 s [a] 3R A
fiE 71 09 K& A Lt b # % (Hoffmann et al., 2014),
(i) i AR AAE 4y 2 BR AR B 22 T #4858 SNARC 2%
I AR AR AR B BOE Y — I 6~7 % L
7~8 % JLFE | 8~9 & JLEELL KRN B Bl s, 5
F5 54EFF 5 SNARC R [R] isf H 300 S FEAT %
Mg, xFHFET M 6 D H W nLE R, #t—2 0
Bl SNARC 800 08 5000 PR 2R D K — 35 DA L il
25, S A RRIRIE, BU: ()FF5 SNARC 2
N A RE B TE 220 ] 8~9 B LR A, JEFF S
SNARC RN AE 6~7 & JLHREHATHE 2. FF
SHIEAERFS SNARC UM AFTE 22 S L], H
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Ok, 55 SNARC AN AT RES FHIBRES) . Hif
TARICACAFAER R RHR, AEFT S5 SNARC 250 Al fiE
A ERE ST . LA ) AR ICAZ AR DGR (LA MR i
BALINIE 1 FR).

2 SCEG 1 A5 5AERTS SNARC AL
N B I FR AR S

SEE 1R AT AR5 A R 55, R0
FF5 MEHERF 5 SNARC RN 1 & JRAF LR
21 XKWAHE
211 #Hik

VEE P&V, 76 0.05 B E MK TR isE
80%FEiH #6486 11, il G-power #k B B HEEA
W >24 A\, BARSFILARA WA TTIREI/NY: 36 4
6~7 % JLE(H A 19 £, FIAFEI 6.42£0.47 %),
59 % 7~8 ZILE(RA 30 %4, FHAER 7.56 +
0.42). 69 % 8~9 # JLE(J A 32 4, “FI4ER: 8.40
+0.38 ) FIH & K31 A (B A 15 4, FH4F
1% 21.76 + 1.46 2) ki, B gl 4 R F,
MEE EAES, TS aE, R JTIER,
AAFAE2E T BERS, H¥sE RS e 2 ss, S0
FEUETHT, A LR FA A A %8 T
MBI . #A40 H 2 Jb T bl K2z A St
SRR B U B AE R AC B A 23 DA I AL L
51 BIFUPSY-2023-005), 156858 2 5 Fl N 4%
ARG .

212 EIEigit

Hoffmann 5 (2014) AN WAF5E i, #1474
(W 6~7 %, 7~8 | 8~9 % . WIN) x 4 (&2
FEHN N R HEER) x 2 (RS AL fF S
HFIWTAT 55 . ARAT S A HI AT 55) B TR & S 4 1k
Tho Hrp AR il AR i, AT S5 IS R

SCHL, B
T e

TIGETARCI

TIRZ 6 TARIEIZ

A1

SN

EHEICZ

NS WD S S B ) VA D W e 8 5 S VA L e
72(dRTs) Jy [H A2 &
213 SRIEHHE

A5 o R TS 5 AR5 A5 A0 H W 55 ok
AP A5 5IE4F 5 SNARC %% (Nuerk et al.,
2005; Yang et al., 2014), PE 55 3B R Bl 4]
H A5 B (BT 7 A7 25 BOR PR AR ) 2 77 AiUA 2 I AR,
Bt I 10 s i A2 T AR T e A SR S

FF S AW PIWAT 55 . AT 55 A R 5 A7 4L
FIBTHIAAECT <172 “9” (AL FEUT“5”) (Dehaene
et al., 1993; Hoffmann et al., 2014), Bk £ FLH H b
BFH TN Arial, 750 48,

S PIWT 5 1ZAT 55 R ads 1 5] 9
B SRR R, AL ES SAKEIZE” (Nuerk et al.,
2005), & T 3Bk G IR 1) SR TR R S A Y B
FIW, AW TE AR FEAS [R) () A W s i SRR AU
2, BAKIME, el S 29 SEZE H O
TS MER)MEA S ERN: 42.19 8%, 29.81
B3R, 2431 18K, 21,078 FK, 17.2218 K, 159518 &,
149118 %, 14.08 14K . miFFFI S K/NA 110x110
BE,
214 SLBEFRF

S5 A 55 v BT A R A ) B R L E-Prime
112N T R B R A 0 A A, LT
IE S B0 AT g R BT 45 2R, FEDUE R A E
RIBEFRABAEE T 6~7 ZF 7~8 & LI,
SEU R IR AR, BRI EBCRDBUEL 53 i R A1 4K
FUA okt 2 B2 4 L A7 A 0 E 7 ik
(Yang et al., 2014) , X FHABAFEE 2H, Wl FH & %o
A b . 58I 55 () I K 24 30 434

5 SHERF S A AT 55 19 2R > B B, BEK
PAIT Y 10 DUF g ar SO s AL, A 8 Mk,

T2455- SNARCEUN

T234EAF5 SNARCEL A

BB Y
T ¥ T1 B B4 5 545 SNARC 2500 A5 42 il 42

=
=
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BEAPIRTE 25 T B B i IE i R B 3 /0 3k 3] 85%
JE T H#EATERSEE . AEIER ST, S 5EHIKA
B2 SR T S5 R BT R AT R B I R R A K
R BNSH5EFREMMAXAAEXH 1
o BRI A RN AT B, L RN
FEDXZ 2 v, BN SR ) B B e B 5 XA 1 AR o
£ 300 ms [ S, 8 AL 3 (R 5527 1 4 1
R EMMhi AT 1. 2. 3. 4.6, 7.8.9; 9
wre s e sprz [o] [J [ 0]
Fo T E Ememmm— A, et xat,
8 ANHLBE A E AL B 4 Wk, A 32 Mk,
AN ) 7 B b S B R I 2 T B b
4% T RV 5000 ms, BEJS7E 1000 ms A% J7#
Ja EIF K . B BEALT A T X A X ALY
BT o e A X 2 KR 2 438 B4
Z 55 ) A5 MR S A BT 55, 155
Jite 50 5 i ) A T A o e I 1 S A E
155 T 22 F- AT T4 B i) IS0y A R 45 SR e o L
RS AR 2 B .
215 #HEIE

KJH SPSS 26.0 X L H 25 R B TSR A S
Geitartr o MBRBERAS BRI B . SOV IH(RT)
T 200 ms MR, DLEASAR B R B al KT
P NI 2.5 AFRIEZE Y R H (E (van Galen &
Reitsma, 2008), 3256 1 M BR 1 5 (B BT & Hufil: 6~7
ZILE R 7.60%., 7~8 % JLE K 4.83% . 8~9 % JLH
K 416% . WAHN 3.03%. LAk, BHKH A5 R
SN 349 )5 L I (RT) 2Z 8] R A7 78 5 3 AH 56 (FF 5 47
THEIWHAT 55 = 0.08, p = 0.26; AEFFS 270 HIWHT
% r =007, p = 0.35), A WHIRTE 5 8 Fh
SNARC RN AT: 55 I V52 A B I 198 3 5 — M 1A ASLA

BEAR, ASWEFE SR FH R DL 208 2 B Ak
5 SNARC RUz: (1) 77 2450 #rik: 218 van Galen Fl
Reitsma (2008) 5P ab B 1k o 55—, BAMAA7E
FF5 AR 55 5 25 (0 A WHAT 55 ot g A B i AT

T 57 19 - 2 B 17 B ik 25 A2 T L 14 ST 359 s i B
AT BRI AT 34 ) i 22 22 (dRTs), A4 F
o Ze F I BitR, dRTs Mffl, 2NN IEE, 5=
M, HeHE Hoffmann 25 A (2014) 1 Tzelgov 25 A (1992)
RS, A sl G 50 1) A 1 ) 2 A T £
I ] BB Y152 22, ASBIF S0 0 40 i (A i e
ANF PR IAT TR A, B 8 MUF(L. 2. 3. 4.
6.7.8.9)7 K 4 &G AEH /N, 2), /N3, 4), K
(6, YFIHEHR K(8, 9), FA YN dRTs HIE N /&4B
A ECT Y dRTs W FIME . e, DL dRTs S
i, GO 55 AR s R 2, AR i
eI AR, T EEZ I 200 X+
B—AT 55 S AVAAE S B B, Gn SR o 2 R 8000
W) 2275 0 5 21 SNARC %08 (Wu et al., 2020).

()AL 2 Fias Ml Fischer (2005)H)
Tk, VB EER /N D R AER KN AR, £
W LT dRTs Sh AR &, SEfTIIE, 7558 H
[l 9 4F% (Slope) (Yang et al., 2014), Fifi 5 5% JH Bk
AR ¢ 50 A B0 R AT A 21 -8R (Slope) 5 &
()24 5+ (Pan et al., 2019). 2 [A1F &R (Slope) by 7t H.
50H BE25 R BT SNARC #4 (Fias et al.,
1996).
22 LIGER
221 HERBAFIE SNARC M F 5 gk

it

4 MEWAPOEA RS RN L T 5 AT
SEE RS B LN R 1 s, BeAh, am it AR
GRS A A R WA 55, M 6~7 %
JLE RN 4 ADAF R BER R T B85 5= 250 58
14.21%., 14.40% . 13.36%F1 4.69%; 7EAEFF5- 251K
WiE55mh, M 6~7 B ILEEZE M 4 MR TR
FEIRBRAI RN 13.69% ., 14.52% . 12.14%FH1 3.31%.
222 BERKAWIKHFTSS5IERS SNARC A

M EDH
FIRFEAT S GAEFTS SNARC U0 (AR IS &

[o]

5000 msLA Py
1000 ms

Bl 2 755 ar AT 55 (Z0) S AR5 Al AT 55 ()



%61 VEHR 55 A5 ST 2 -5 R N R S BN 1) R T 719
*1 EFERAEFSSEFSHFRAMETSHIHNARFFHREE (M)
o o 75 A HIWAE 55 ‘ EFF-5 75 (K W4T 55 ‘
6~7 % 7~8 % 8~9 % LUN 6~7 % 7~8 % 8~9 % 'UN
M 1629.90 1146.11 1062.31  613.06  1560.70  1124.46  1166.23 740.10
ai SD 336.59 298.49 215.52 88.47 388.00  261.27  278.37 107.14
e/ M 1579.23 1039.76 930.81 531.05 139631  1049.99  1042.01 646.35
E SD 348.54 240.21 212.45 66.49 271.92 198.65  201.40 43.78
dRT M 50.67 106.34 132.35 82.01 164.38 74.47 134.12 93.75
, M 1778.45 1142.37 1040.21  581.29  1623.44 1137.55 1175.93 717.83
ai SD 44536 276.32 231.75 73.68 436.73 25454  339.13 150.63
%N M 1705.85 1140.12 970.47  537.19  1557.71 1097.82  1142.37 653.57
£ SD 389.96 359.88 177.77 62.63 450.18  269.35 27472 105.48
dRT M 72.60 2.25 66.00 44.10 65.73 39.73 43.35 64.26
, M 1839.24 1226.57 1032.03  541.04 1871.93 1529.89  1355.14 859.76
ai SD 543.33 335.68 280.26 76.76 703.93  423.48  397.46 167.72
x M 1797.23 1207.98 1092.73  600.98  1980.72 1618.86  1544.99 935.03
wF SD 542.33 290.52 239.77 80.67 712.47 44128  475.06 254.15
dRT M 42.01 18.59 -54.51  -59.94 -108.79  —88.97 -167.16 -75.27
, M 1880.88 1238.13 985.64 532,51 192638  1536.89  1584.18 913.06
ai SD 389.51 377.97 224.89 63.19 676.96  512.58  520.09 208.92
| PN M 1770.35 1121.94 1056.61 640.67  2127.60  1800.97  1697.88 994.68
wF SD 383.87 272.76 239.75 107.38 708.18  564.96  421.46 235.54
dRT M 110.53 116.18 -68.02 —-108.17 —201.23 —264.07 —120.56 -81.62
T dRTs = 47 F- 289 S s — 22 -1 35 S Bi i
S AL, DAZEA ToF 38 O I 22 22 (dRTs) o PR S &t IR, fE90 . AFEYALFATE 55288 = F Z M 1 38

AT 4 (FEIY4H: 6~7 % L3 | 7~8 % JLE#E | 8~9 % JL
RN % 2 (RS2 55 A RIS, 64T
SEMAWALS) x 4 (B AEF /N . KAEE
BRI 22001, AR ER, AT 5 RAE F N B
#,F(1,114)=11.09, p = 0.001, n2 = 0.09, #—F
JE RS K LARSRF 5 a7 BT 55 1) dRTs W& /N T
TS 2 BT 5 (d = —61.31, p=0.001)., [FIF, 4F
W FERON A BE, F(3, 114) = 0.40, p = 0.75, X
AN ) 79 A % T AR T 7 06 0 T 4 55 R A5 - F 38 I
Jof Bt 55 22 T 2 I I B 22 0 9 22 (E AR A7 A 3 25
S RN W, F(3, 112) =17.69, p < 0.001,
n? = 0.30, RS, 7E“dEH /N (Mygr, = 104.76)
RN (Mapsy = 4975, MEHFF1
N B 55 2 T 28 I R B 22 R Y 22 (R TE, FECR
(Mrzy = —61.76)FI“IEH K (Mupzy = —77.12) > 5k
Gerh, AMARAT T35 N 5 22 T34 s R s 22 (]
2R, XEWREDNERNAIT N RAG S
SNARC RN 1 fa S (D F RN, MEZETF
) g SRR, TR BB, AR AT T S R
FHR),

HAEF B, F(9,342)=2.02, p=0.04, 12=0.05, K
T i — 25 B AS [T 55 2550 SNARC R0 1Y & J
IO, TR ERAEN o By e W1
XA 5 A AW 55, AR A gz a5
AR R, F9,342)=2.12, p = 0.02, 1> = 0.06, i
Jii R AR 5 ) U A BAE R AT TR R AKON S
Mr, &R EBR 8~9 % LEM A EMN B E, FG3,
47)=9.52, p<0.001, 12 =0.16, ERHKH, 8~9 % )L
HAEAEH /N (Mapry, = 11630)F“/N (Myprs =
82.25) Mg rh, A TV B 5 22 TP B
I I 2Z [8] B 25 (6 IE, TE“R” (Murrs = —79.81)F0
“AEH K" (Mapr, = =609 EH Y, HFFH e
INj B} 55 72 - 359 g s 22 8 22 (8 Dk B, 3 U B
8~9 B ILE AT N RIFF G455 SNARC R Y 25
SR, BT RGBT, AR T B N AR,
X TR BT, RO TS R, A
B RO i, F(3, 25) =39.57, p < 0.001, 12 =0.
59 BAORUL, BAFEAEE /N (Mugrs = 99.16)F1
N (Magrs = 37PN, A5 T2 I i
HEFVF N Z M 2ZE A IE, 72K (Magrs =



720 1N B

L

56 4%

—62.31)FI“IEH K (Mapry = —103.11) A5,
A TV S I 5 A T 38 S v s 22 R Y 25 E
7, XULI R BT N R FRERF A 55 SNARC
BN 22 A (H 6~7 % JL#E[F(3,33)=0.34,p =
0.801LA M 7~8 % JLH#[F(3, 32) = 0.60, p = 0.62]H K
R R Y R A AN, X R 6~7 2 LA 7~8
% LE A BB E S SNARC %0 [HEE, A
T BB P SNARC S50 9 A I8 T 1A
RN Y R R AR TR AR IR 25 5, ARBFSEL) 8~9
B ILE RN AR, DR R goh H A &, DU
dRTs R K28, dEA7TH 2 &7 22500, 458 5K,
SR RO B [F(3, 74) = 15.52, p < 0.001, 12 =
0.3915h, 4FEIR B ERN[F(1, 76) = 1.10, p = 0.30]
PRI S 22 BAEHIFG3, 74) = 049, p =
0.6913 AN I 3, X RIIALE I BLAF5 SNARC B 1)
AR A Z [R1Z U B R/ NN FEAEAE I 22 57

X F AL S ZF 0 FIWTAT 55, 4RI A9 ER0N [F(3,
114) = 0.51, p = 0.87]VA M AF#4 5 P 52 HAE
IR B E[F9, 342) = 0.68, p = 0.77]; {VAH %M
TN B F, F(3, 114)=21.14, p <0.001, 12 =0.15,
BARMF, 7E“AEH /N (Mapsy = 122.54) F1“/N>
(Murzs = 60.84.75) A~ 9, AMAATFF- 34 s i
5 22 F - 29 SR s 2 18] B 2505 M I, FEC R
(Myrzs = —98.68)F“IEH K (Myrry = —173.35) 1>
g, ARG T RN 5 2T ROV T 2
[ 2206 R 1R, X R E MR AT A R IAT S AEAT
5 SNARC # iy 22 ik, X seg BRI T 4F
W 20 YA AE il 2 W AEAT S SNARC &0 .
223 FBERAWHIHHFSEIERS SNARC R

ZRMEES R

g i — AR ST FIRIE SNARC 250 Y & B A,
AHIF5T 2 8 Fias Hl Fischer (2005)1975 1, #HFTH
XFHAF-34 dRTs B9 [BUH 4347, DLAR A A0 Y
Slope. N 2, Z553RW, 7E4F 5 ar i FIWE 55,
8~9 % JLH#[1(62) = —4.53, p < 0.001]F1H A [#30) =
—9.86, p < 0.0011AY slope 23 /NT 0, 6~7 % [1(35) =

1.06, p = 0.30]F11 7~8 % [#(51) = 0.87, p = 0.39]JL#
1) slope 5 0 Jofib 3 22 5, RIAFFS SNARC &0
BAE 8~9 & JLEMBATEA T, 6~7 ZF1 7~8 % L,
AR H AT S SNARC R (WL 3).

FEAEFF S5 A M HIWAE 55, P AR 4 ¢ {8
YR, HITA SRR A0 Slope 1835/
T 0, XEWPTAHFRAMHAT BEFNIERS
SNARC W (WLE 4),

[, SRy 7RSS J7 22 53 A 7 vk v s A5
HAEFF5 SNARC U0 7E— 2 i [l N AN AR A 08 22
Sk — 258, AR WSO [F R A S AR A
SNARC RN 8~9 % )L FI A AT A4 b A 37
1) Slope 5 AR AT T AT, ZRFW T
A5 SNARC v (r = 0.10, p = 0.15)iB8 AT 5
SNARC R (r = 0.04, p=0.71), #ikf¥ Slope H4E
W 2 [A] A RH DG M XA AN I 25

WA, B ERTAL, £55 59EFFS SNARC &
AR BB TR, JEAF S SNARC R0 56 T4F
5 SNARC ®U B, MR =8 Z e B AAAE R
Ik, WdEfFS SNARC #UN &R HENAFS SNARC
AR ) RS B AR AR FH o A DA W] B A7 A P
SNARC RN [ 8~9 % JLEE AN B 4, xF
HAEFF 5 AR5 a8 HIBHE 55 T ri33# - Slope
FERIEAT T AT, SRR, i 8~9 % L
H(r=0.13, p=0.33), &EBA(=-0.03, p = 0.86)
R, £7% Slope MAEFTS Slope SATEAE ik EAH
X, XEWARFS SRS SNARC R 2 1 7] A
HAST
2.3 itig

SIES 1 45 R LTS SNARC AUV 8 B 7E 8~9
B0 LERHAR R I BB, HAERF S SNARC R0
e 6~7 % LEEE2Z AR BEh i e 4 B,
PiFP SNARC 0 H B A AF i B BEAS [A], 3 46 & Bt
558 AW FE 1A e 45 S — S (Berch et al., 1999; van
Galen & Reitsma, 2008; Wu et al., 2020). Hiltb A L
5% SNARC RN AT GE 37 2 SCAL B F 45 1 52

K2 SHESKETRENBEREFRBER

A 4]
4520 Al .
6~7 % 7~8 % 8~9 % LN
M+ SD 8.27 £ 46.66 6.40 £ 52.90 226.60 £ 46.64 229.90 + 16.88
155 A7 H T 55 - -
¢ 1.06 ~0.87 ~4.53 ~9.86
M=+ SD 753.15 + 75.89 753.77+ 73.85 "46.16 + 78.69 729.85+ 3031
AERF 5 A R BT AT 55
FE S F R ¢ ~4.20 -5.50 ~4.84 ~5.48

7 p<0.001,



%ol PEST A A5 S AR 5 AR SN AR 13 3500 14 A J 721
T G - S 9 31 EWHE

g o1sor T W’L:ﬁ TR 311 #idk

goweop? o 2, LIRS K £ 17 Je /0 R LN 137 4
e H P S — ° 8~9 B LHA PR, HEAT MIWIKAF ISR U
ﬁ O — == —==—3_ M) (T1) K 2021 48 7 A, Hp 54 70 A, 4k
g 01 ST 67 N, FHYAEME N 8.43 +0.75 % o 5 WKL I ]
& —igg i e (T2)% 2022 4 1 Ao e BiAT LTS R 4RI, B

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Kl 3 REAEEBATS SNARC R
T REARAR MRS, HNARER A A T S i ek AE TS 2 N
itz 22

o 67HJLE o T7-8%JLE
200 - @A 6~7% LE ---- 7-8% L&
150 t — — 89HJLE ----- HA
100 &~
50
0
_50 L
=100 |
=150
-200 |
-250 o
=300 -
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
B4 AREFEBBEMIERFS SNARC 50
PESE - T Y Sl Y WA LY S e D A VA R s S 2B DS VA
Az 2%

8~9% JLEL

dRT(RTA F—RTZ Fms)

(Wood et al., 2008), TAERFS SNARC & A] GEA
S TIER AR 2] 5257 (Ebersbach et al., 2014),
IR, DFFE2s R BRFF5 596455 SNARC R Y
5HR 3 E — AT 0 I L PN TT BB AR 23 B A AR Y Y R
JemiAE AL, AT, MRS A3 T B A Y fE
AT RETE R R SR Bogk B B K, IR 7E— ARl
Bl A PR AR R RS E

A, S 1 ik kA5 59EAF S SNARC
BN 22 [RIASAFAE 35 G, 3K Se 85 AR5 T 4%
S 5AERF S SNARC UV Z M A 4r B K FR . TESLE
R AN HIL Y £ B i — 2P IR S 5 AR RF S
SNARC B Z [ 73 B K R o

30 SEE 2 HiffRS . s AE S A
TAECAZX AT | A5 SNARC
S8 4 TN 1 R

PEHLSC R 1 Z B E BTSSR S
SNARC % i S HEAE 14 B 8~9 & L35 Ml BEIA,
SR A8 B BEHR S A5 5 AEEAT 5 SNARC 500 i 22
SEPETUN P R .

BB IER I E R, JF B IER, AR B
it Bl ARSI 2508, H 558 1
e Al — 2 B
312 W&

KA, X 8~9 % JLEEHEATHI IS PH UK [H]
B EsE 1] 6 A~ H Y8 Bl 4

DL T1 BBy 35 1 RE ) (PR An 44 |« 1B E 1012
T RRR) . A T RE T (RN v A B RS ) . B
TARICAZ AR S [8] TAE IS A T A% &, T2 BrBe iy
£7%5 SNARC H 5AEFF5 SNARC & Ay 45 R A8
i, AR RAE T1 BT BLAT 5 53EATS SNARC
ROWAE AR AR R, A9 B AR A AT B A
313 XKTIH

(1) PUFHFIAESS: TIPSR 18 & R
(Zhang et al., 2016), SZERARMNAE 5 s, 455 FR
Af 3 argpZial, s 120 witik, ARl
AR PR (R B e T SO S 1500 ms, B
JaBHESEIT — MK, TEXMES T, WA
RV AR B L o TR A X AN A S
HE, QiR nig, MP H#ER/RAG . Ik,
TEZAT 55 v o 1 45 i g ny o DU &k s, A
Guilford £ #E43 SAE A JLE 1Y fe 24 il % (Zhang et al.,
2016), MIEARF: S = R-W/(N-1), H R FR
TE A S R B, WSRO A R B Y H R,
N KR H Wi gcat . SR bG8 57 I s 19450
T —120 % 120, ZfE55 1 Cronbach’s o {5 & &
$h 095,

HTE

1500 msBAPY

M mingy 5

K5 BUFRIML S

(2) B A sham a5 A A AR
TRE A shfir 24 66 71 (Yang et al., 2019), SZEA4RHN
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L

56 4%

B 6 Fin. AL —XF—HEl . EiZE55H, B
WEE R 8 5 A IA] B9 B A7 08 4 B R 51,
LIPS BEML I o X AT 55 B SR A ik LA e A 174 38 3
Ut X BT, Rl —E ST TR, Bk o
23X SO R - A e ) A SRy LR Bl 44 AT 55
IR & 8 5. Cronbach’s o REUH 0.92, 14N, F
¥yt 44 B 0] B vt o dedm, RIS 45 0 Bl ik
AT 44 W R )R, PRt [ Bl 44 B8 ) e

AN A Q9 O I B
A 9 0O A DD DN O RN
AN O AN

9

7
2
4
7
2
6
9
2
PRk [ i 441155

9
4
6
9
6
7
4
7
H

& 6

s
4

PR

(3) WFHFEAE 55 T AEAR IS &g
(Baddeley, 2003), {5 nGIANE 7 Piw. LAEEIE
AREHLEIE 10 PAN BT A, pidiss
HAN R RS, #HE SIS EEILER 10
DI, BRI 1 s B 2 Jm 23 it
A5 s WEERRALE, BEUEA RS, 2R
T RIAE TRy A O B 1807, IE SRS
o, BCE BRI A R o B S IR E
S, AL A E A BOE I —A> . Yl 2w
W FE R, LIRS 45 o . B LIl 2L W ik
8125 TE A Y B R B o n AR IR B B B

I SATES by
FHH:2

=T arva

[ ]

K7 B 55
e W R AECTECE A n, W ICAZ i 5 (R AR 18]
ns, GERER 2 A ECIZ A EY 2 s

(4) PBE2s 8] 56 R AL 55 T IR B 00 0
i fE J1(Zhang et al., 2016), JEMHIGERE J1 M5 AETT
i (Gardner, 1996)) 5345, SLIR AR WA 8 P,
A SR BRI TE 3 0B LN, 2 150 ik,
FARRTE 1200 ms LIN . 7EREANERF, 5 4
SRR AR & B ALAE R E AN ER 15k

KR, fAlwmnsh 3 kiR, B R Sk
400 ms, fF55 B3RPk P 22 10 0 1 R S A
TAEAR) 3 RE QUK IE, “PHEERIR
o MeAh, TEIZATE S PRI R Guilford A HEM 5
S VE ML AR (Zhou et al., 2020), FEIEA
A H: S =R-W/(N-1), Hr R IER N - H
o, W R R RN 1 H $ce:, N R H W
PEWUECR . 7 1IE ) A4S 0 TE L —150 2 150, AT
4511 Cronbach’s o &% M 0.91,

1200 msPh N

Wﬁ@miuupg)
K8 MLoEas 1] RAT 55

(5) =YECFHHERAT 5 T LA AR AN A 0 B
Jie 4 fiE 71 (Shepard & Metzler, 1971), SZHy i 2 40 1&]
9 FiN. BEALEGIFEAE 3 B IR, I E 180
MR FERA R, BRI 283 k=
Mg, e —ak, PR MK T8
W T ), Bl sk 1000 ms LUE, ERTH
Ko A5 B RPERTE O BE K B Ty e i &%
e —E MG, TER AT 7 MM sk A k£
5 by MG TE s I A B AR DT A9 (1%, #eQrid
IRIE W B, PR N AT B B o TR Y AR
9 15°, 300, ... 345°, [H]ff#°4 15°, K Guilford #2
HEEL S AE ML IA R (Zhou et al., 2020),
KIEAR N S = R-W/(N-1), Hrp R 8 1IEi 5 b
A H Fa, W R R EE DR SO 8 H A, N RoR
BH M ®ETEE . XTSI Cronbach’s a REUH
0.90.,

HRiE

1000 msLAPy

Wt (s Mgy, ~

Ko =4e0 e 5

(6) BFHFEAL S LA A ARG 75 18 AR
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PRI 2 A5 SRS 23 [ S IR 5 300 Y i 723

it {Z(Passolunghi & Costa, 2016), 155/~ an&l 10
o TR T, gl S e el Ry, %
ESVBEHFEAMILZEE 10 INIET, B8
FREW 1 so BUFHMZ G S S s SR A,
Bifi 5 1 A [ ST, SR AR 22 A rh 4 45 7
AW 8T, ERs B nwih
TKAFIEPAS o B iali%E 2P R E A B, 6k i AT
AFIEIN—A~, Y L IR N R, LR AT
B BE W, B 2 DA% S PR UR [0 285 1 A 1Y) e R BT
i n B MEF I TAEILIC S,

BT 2%
FHH: 2

WL

HEFEZ

]

K10 878U S
e TRIECEECH R 0, MEIEIZ A 5 i (B8 3G R ) )
ns, WEHER 3 MECFNNCIZ A E R 3 s

(7) 1EJPFTHL AT 55 FH LA A (R AR 14 4 2
[6] T/Eic1Z (Karbach et al., 2015), /T 55~ Hl 40l 11
JIT7R o 2% L B0 AT 55 3228 p A2 A RS PR A 4 2 A,
BRI R G, BRkEERET2ERoR 5x5 iR 6
EFTE T, TR 25 Herh 2 BEALAR U B — 2 3K
R, S ZReicE e 2 R B &,
1E5 s Ja, HMibRm S {UERR 555 R EIETT B
T, AT 55 BRI AE 33X 26 Ty P b I 142 2 i
& RO B A7 B I BRPR R O s o IE S5 B B
o, IR I BB 2, AT 55 XERE SR 4R
BRI WA RE, il 2k P s 7 T

RKe 2 B0
BEH: 2

11 IR p AT AT 55
M MR n, WM R R A ARE A nos, WEEHH
A R B2 BTN 2 s

fF, & BN BOE I —A~ . B a0 SRkl 22 el
BRI, DS aE o e I % 22 W vk (01 25 11
i 1) 5 R A 2 BRI n AR R i 2 1] T AR 12421
W55

(8) FFZ AW 55 5 AR AT 5 A A W AT 55
[F] 525 1,
314 XWKEF

TEARBEGEH, IEP AT H BT 55 P 5 BT 55
L35 BT 55 . A5 S ARRT 5 A (0 WA AT 55 %
FH E-Prime 1.1 347 3~5 AHAHEI; #5245 0] ¢ &R
SYINES | O FREERE AT 55 M AR R AT 55 AL £
YE 0P 25 55 (http://www.dweipsy.com/lattice/)itF
17 3~5 NBY AT %5tk 5 sham 2445 55 141
YREE I — X — i .

FALHAAE T By B3 50 BE 7 47 b BT
% . BUPEEUES . WS RICR M . =4k
PEREHEAT S5 . AT S . Bt A shan 4 4%
%5« WP BUESS . 455 FAEART5- 25 (00 i 1] A
53K 9 WAT55 o A Bl T LAFE 1 /NG N 58 0T A
5% MRy 2, R AT 58 AT 55 I
FEARTRL, BLAh, FEERAT 55 45 05 IR 4G T — 1T 5511,
PP SR E 5 o380 LRSI 55 RN FE T2 By
Bl 78 AT 5 SARRT 5 A A A W R WA 55, BT
ABAALE 30 2P P9 T LSE G BT 55, A 55
J )RR B AL L 3R G0 I 1 22
315 #EIE

K] SPSS 26.0 #EATEHRE FA . kST
MrasE, MR B A R R B 8 . S R (RT) %6 T
200 ms FO%RHE, DL AR S i s T a4
YIRNBF 2.5 A H5 M 25 19 5 % {H (van Galen &
Reitsma, 2008). JFTESIBR S H A f5, (11 EM Jrik
XS AE AT AR AN (Wu et al., 2020), B DL S8 T
fEiEAs . M2s 8 TAEIEAZ . R4S [a) 7 (O3 A
D IRREEE ) S TR BRI (R Ar 44 . B & QIS FiE &
B R T AR 5, T2 By B A5 59E4F % Slope b
g FEEEH T BENAS 5ESYS
SNARC £z, R H] Mplus 8.3 AT #4270 o
32 LR
321 T1 MERZTES T2 EHFS. EFS

SNARC %R B iR G it RAHX 7

SRR REA ST A OGN R 3 FR o ILAh,
T HFRSE T1 R T2 BrBERY SNARC 800 & 754 ff s
fb, ARWFFEEXT T1 5 T2 BBt SNARC R 95 B
T RIUEMR T, 55R ER, TS SNARC



724 . T 556 &
x3 IEEETELHAMSITREXER(N =137)
1% M+ SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 T2 E4F5 Slope ~18.89 + 72.70 -
2 T2 f#%5 Slope -13.37+4422 -0.06 -
3 T1 Az TAEIL 2 3.42+1.15 0.41™"  0.03 -
4T1 Fi TR 4.44+£1.70 -0.04 0.29” 0357 -
5T1iEEIEIL 6.39 £ 1.47 -0.03  -0.33"  0.16 0.18 -
6 T1 Pk A g 15.44 + 4.04 0.03 0.34" 032" -0.15 —0.22" -
7TLEEEIR 31.67 +8.25 0.10 -0.28"  0.06 0.04 0.28"  —0.12 -
8 T1 =4i.0o B iEsk 13.42 £2.80 -0.37""  -0.01  —0.08 0.11 0.03 0.13 0.08 -
9 T1 MLENHE 64.9 +33.45 -0.33"  0.15 —0.16 0.20"  0.10 0.17 0.14 030" -
10 T1 JEf55 Slope  —12.64 +97.55 0.26"  0.02 0.23”  0.02 0.09 0.01 —0.13 024" -0.11 -
11 T1 %5 Slope -9.39 + 76.26 0.17 0.03  —0.02 0.17  0.06 0.19° —0.26" -0.03 —0.12 -0.06

e (DEARER Slope A5 5AE455 SNARC R0 Y45 HR, SNARC &0 858, Slope M E08/N, Q)N B, {EFICIZ A FiE .

Wz 18] TARICAZ I B 7 bk,
0.001

BN[1(136) = 0.58, p = 0.57]i8JEIEFF 5 SNARC %%
N [#(136) = 0.79, p = 0.43], 7E T1 5 T2 HrBtAYRTIS
D ep AN AEAE 1 2 5 B 25 S, X UE T 5280 1
MIZE R, H) SNARC 00 7E— 8 47 #8 Yu [ 9 AT g A
23 Bl IS 3G RO R AR AR A
322 T1EiB#EH. T EEEAFITIEIZIZS T2
ILEHE5{ES SNARC M BTN E F
DL T1 BB S iaRe ) . e ). SR T
YEICAC IR ZS (8] TAEICAZ R T AR &, T2 B B i 4%
5 SNARC #4015 AEFF 5 SNARC &1 A 435 A48 it
[ T1 B Bedk il £5 %5 SNARC 2 5 AEAF
‘5 SNARC Ui, #ATEEARINT. SRR, 2B

T~ .38

SHESEOT) oy =
| EEIE |e—oss TIFERS s

Yok p g |« 00

S AL ms, HARAERPRTAKMESS . (3) L3R p<0.05; "k p<0.01; ™ fRFKp<

R EHEE LA 12, A(79) = 1.61, p = 0.054,
CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR =
0.05. 1, T1 BrBeiy = 1 HE J1(B = —0.81, SE=0.19,
p < 0.001)AT DAk 2547 [a] $500 T2 B B 455 Slope,
XEWE Tl WEHEENERBN T2 WFS
SNARC 0 T1 BB yeias mlhe 1 (B = —0.63, SE
=0.10, p < 0.001) & & 1 [a] WA T2 BB HERF
5 Slope, X EWRE T1 AYALZS (8] g J1 BENE 1L ) 7
T2 (IEFF5 SNARC &0 ; T1 BrBe iy 75 18 TAFIC 2
(B =0.45, SE = 0.09, p < 0.001) % 3 1F [a] F i T2 K
BT S slope, IXEMAE T1 WFE TR
Ul T2 BIFF5 SNARC R0y ; T1 BB 2s (8] T

-0.81™

T2455 Slope
o IS
SHOEERE |
TIHFETARE ]
T24E45E Slope
T TG
B 12 B4R ST PR L]

T (DEALR AT R Slope £F 0455 5AEFF 5 SNARC L BYFEHR, SNARC 2N MR, Slope 2408/, AR, 2 T T1 FrBLiy
5 5AEFTS SNARC B0 . (Q)SE4R RN AR 3, MAFRIAEARE, M LBUE bR RE. )" RFE p<0.01;

R p <0.001,
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PRI 2 A5 SRS 23 [ S IR 5 300 Y i 725

FEIEAZ(B = 0.29, SE = 0.10, p = 0.002) . 3 1E [ T 1]
AME T2 BB RS S Slope, X EKE T1 M s
] TAEICAZ B m 300 T2 M HEFF 5 SNARC %, 45
RIT] L4330 i AR A5 SNARC RN 62% A8 57
FHEFF S SNARC S0 55%A9748 5+
3.3 itig

SEEY 2 AR A T1 BB s LAEICAZ AT LA
T T T2 BrBess 5 SNARC 2407 T1 BrBLi =
AR ] LAIE 17 T30 T2 B B4 % SNARC #200; T1
B BE RO 2 (8] T RS2 0T L 3 T2 BEIEA
5 SNARC i T1 B Be 23 [\l g 77 a] LA IE [ #
M T2 BrBEIEFT 5 SNARC R0 . %45 %5 Yang %
ANQO20) I 5T 45 AL, BN H RN R 545 5 50
INTZ BIAfEfE BB R, M2 MR 555580
T2 %YM o6, X8k Bk — B E L T/ 5
SNARC %0 FAEFF 5 SNARC %% nl B EA AN
A B HBL, A RS . IFH, MSEER 2 /Y
gl St ] DU M A AT 55 BT A
455 SNARC S0 Al B T 40715 B I F 15 %
)t TAESFS SNARC R W) ] BEAK T4k 5
R LS (B i

4 Bihe

AR5 38 2ok R AT AR AT 55 2R 1 6~9 % )L
AR AR A5 SRR 5 SNARC R0 1Y & Jé
PN CHEZIMNER M, TSI 18R,
XiF [ sk BRI Al SNARC S50 Y B4 14 B B (8~9
AT I 6 A A B BRI, IRARK TR
FEAERFS SNARC S0 (520 R &, FEIM T &
PIEAIL I A9 25 S
41 #HEMIEHKFS SNARC INHERESR

AW KB 6~7 % LR E & M T IERF S
SNARC %)y, H 8~9 % JLEE Hh A H BLFF 5 SNARC
BN o X5 K 28T N AR IE 45 R — 2 (Berch et al.,
1999; van Galen & Reitsma, 2008; Wu et al., 2020),
it Yang %5 A (2014)F1 Zhou %5 A (2007)7E 6 %
LA ILE S E L IAT5 SNARC B I E5 8 A
o PIREA W R : — 5T, v REEm T 0K
FIr e B REA AR . AR, Yang 55 A(2014)
PEPE BB AR AU, 12 X ZE KA 5
f, BT DL S L E TR G BE a4 LR rhRT Az B BT
Z B RIECEE V2R (Xu et al., 2013), TAHFSEH T
BEHU AR A R E L AR —A g, 5S8HEK

T L X L FEAH E, AT R A I SR 4
55 0] BE AT T R . T AE SR BCEE  h, fFS
SNARC &7 Hi BRI 47 % 1T fE 2352 B E 22 105
M (Toomarian & Hubbard, 2018). 75— J7 [, Yang %5
A (2014)F1 Zhou 55 A\ (2007) I HFFEH, HAFFE L
REA R R G, 76 BRTEE Al e TG H
filhn, ARk, R BUNHEAT SR BUR, 2ok
JLRIAIS BN AR, R4 JLAR AT g A7
F2 A ) 1E RO /N B2 0 TR N 2R, DTS 35 A AT ]
FEFF S A AW 55 Th R A

HR, A5 LTS 54475 SNARC &
I B B AE IR B BEARR], AEAF% SNARC RUNE4)
JUBFARREEE B, X5 Z mi R 28 o 45 3 — 3L
(Aulet & Lourenco, 2018; Di Giorgio et al., 2019), H
HEFAR AR N, fEZ B HE 2, JLE
A BB S35 K — AN A SR AR AT 5 Rl I Ty 3 A
%% (Cheng & Kibbe, 2023), Jf HJL#E AL 5%k
FNTRE )1 525 BN TRE JI AR H 52 Wi (Deng et al.,
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Haman (2012)L) & Ebersbach %% A (2014)tH 1A K3k
£ SNARC RO B AETE AT BE 0 37 T 1E 2 A el 132 F11
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P 8UrRe ), XERESTS SNARC &N 2332
B AL F & 1952 (Wood et al., 2008), HAlfg7e
Pz IEXNEE W FBIILERR P A S H. 575,
o T AT R I 2w W AT 55, 118 SNARC
RN T R 25 B A 5 AR A R 3 e AT
T HBEMEN T.(Deng et al., 2018), A#F5E hAERF S
SNARC 0 H B i — 25 5L, 5 A5
RS 80 A shAb i T % J 45 5 L B ifF 55 45
R—F, B, DAERE 5 2 JLENERI R
FF5 80 A sh b n T, AR £ A5 A0 A sk
J1 T.(Gebuis et al., 2009), H 8 % () JL#E A REVEFTAT
SR H N T, (Girelli et al., 2000).

HAFTE RIS, AR 8~9 % JLE A A
Z A5 AR5 SNARC &30 58 B S AN A7 4F
W2z 5, BRI SNARC R £E — 2 4F % i B N AN
SPEE R RGN R A, 2RI Yang &5
ANQOIHMBFFELE R —2 . H5 Wood %5 A(2008)
P 458 AT, AT %P SNARC B8 1K/
i A At P 3 TG R 2 R P G SR 2 e 1 D
Z — T AERAMIF S Wood Z5 A (2008)7EWF 5% H i
e R A B AF i B BERTA] . Wood %5 A(2008)
MITCANTREAR Z2 o A N sl 4F ARER, JFH R A
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40 % DI B A B8 50 5 2 i SNARC 230 it
JE L0 Rl 3 A 2 S Y TTERABOR, (HARHIFSY ¢
HILFEMR2EA . Ok, JLERISA R SNARC 2%

V7 5 JBE A 2 A 2 S5 ) D DR Al VT BB R A2 B T 452

5303 A4 XU S R A5 (Knoch et al., 2004; Yang

et al.,, 2014), BRI F, —Jrim, KIWAZ ] hg

SxHATE SNARC BN IR EE, PR ZR ) S

53 Z [ OCHE, MM Fl SNARC U 458

FEREE I A G g . o —Jr T, i GE

() A B A 4 1% 1) 38 4 T 34 < (Wright et al., 2003),

R RE 7 ) 3 1 0B 1T e 25 I 55 45 5 AR AT 5

SNARC % B58 FE (Gevers et al., 2005; Wu et al.,

2020). X IR Lk > R WA~ o R T BE 2 A E

R, AT 5 FEHERF S SNARC RN 1Y 5 B

WA HBAER AR
AN, ARFFEIE K AT5 FEHERF S SNARC &%

I Z 8] ASAFEAE Sk 25 OCHR, X 1 W — 35 ] e AH B

S, SRR T ARFF S RGRAT S RGAH BT 4 B

fiidi, BOAF-S5- B0 TARGSORS i 2 AE, M AEFT 54K

TN T AR T 3T L) R AIE (Sasanguie et al., 2017), %

=, Pifh SNARC RN Z [A] AN FETE AR AL AT B S FH

TZHEAARR NG, 1, E455-5 FEERF

SECF M TR AR, B A IR N R, A

B0 T A v 2 00 o U2 L ml, i AEAES 4

T T R S EEE Rl O L[] (Peters

et al., 2016),

42 TiEEEHN. HZTEENMIT/EZIZNFS
SNARC X iEFFS SNARC A7 B 2= R4
in4E A
AR RBL, T1 BrBL6 A~ H1nm & i he g1 fil

P2 (81§ 774390 28 T T2 B Be(6 4~ A a4 5

FEAERFS SNARC #00 . X5 VARG K AT 5 5

4G5 ORI TR 22 S DAL — 2 (Yang et al.,

2020; Zhang & Lin, 2015), Bl FEREH 55550

T 2Z E 5 R B, M as [ R ) W 5 9ERF S 4k

I T2z ) 5 UTAE OG o HAR S5 723 T R 5 g At SR8,

T RE ) B3 IR M AT S SNARC &0, HJE K

AI RS 7E 1T 5 A1 10 2 WA 55 b A AR 75 B2 4 5 2L

FHEATER SO, iR B A R sl A (R R

T (Yang et al., 2014), fEXFhiENH, 1E40

Proctor 1 Cho (2006) T 4 i BYWLAR, AR 55 %

SRS 8] 00 AT e 23 R BOR AR A 1 S g i I =X,

UD€ 257 W N Ay N (I § 7 1 L= g 21 B

CETECAT T ARG, S ECE TR R N — A

5523 [0 FRAE A X B A2 B — W ™ A T Sl 4R
S OO R R B — i 5 A TSR AE R i <A ) — %
FEAE T SR, BT RES S EAT S SNARC BN
FEA L IR H, AR E RS F IR RE (B i
B REA S 4 . R E ISR TS
B g E T Bilan, PR B 3l 44 00 T 0A &
X AEETER A2 (5 B U5 R 3R, A B TR AT
SHF(Yang & McBride, 2020), HAFS 507 T
RE IR B 3l fim 44 68 1 BB T % 775 T8 2 (B
FRNE B Y 2 BT R & ) Z AT B OCHK 2= )
MK, Mg S PWEN S BRI EE Ry, &
B — 2 WY BE A 2] 5 R R SRR R F A S
MR, X5 58FENE I I TR, =&
Al fig #h T 2E LL I [E] ) — M AF S AR 1R O Sk ik
(Escobar et al., 2021); [RASAHFTE K BIESICL
A BT IRAS DB RCE S A iE R ah i, IR BT S
T BT e ICACOR G B A TR R R, DAME AT
B (Noél et al., 2003), LA UL, 75 SNARC
BNV AE N A SR I TR EE I, SFIERIZ
(] SCIC %%, - H 5 RE S T BEAE 7R HEVE T -

s (8] g 11 53455 SNARC &0 56 R & VI
S R AT B SR AR AR AT 5 AT AT 55, sl R AR
(B AN [ o7 &, 17 A2 () e 7 T LA RS B A )
FHARZS )5 B A DG B8 IRk T4 | T PRUbb i 12 a5 B
Mg . B LRI IR, IS M RE T8
AMRTT i 23 R FH — L1 5 36 Wt SR figp e AR A5 1)
W05 S OO A T SR R, PR A R 2 D
(Yang et al., 2020), HEMiiZEE AEXT K/ NEs Bl
UM 1 B0 AR XS B 10 B [l B, o,
P23 8] BE 7 i 00 5 18 5 Bl S 1A ROR A 2
() ¢ 5, PR PRI AR AT 5 R A Y A4S TR G R
(Yang et al., 2020), 1L BREHE P K UG 0 23 0] 47
AL ELRAE, A B 80 1% 25 3] R 1E(Yang & Yu,
2021), LT 0L =35 A B T AR TE R i b Bl
] RS IO AR AT 5 B i 1Y 25 (B R AR, fR il
455 SNARC B =42

Br T ALAS [ RE I RTH TR RE 1 4h, ARESTIE & B
— Bt T ARSI AR AR B A WO L E 2 S
SNARC AN iy & &, Xy & T Wi Hie (Paivio,
1986), Bk UL, Fifk TAEICICRENISIMES S
H RIS S SNARC R0, ML2s ] TAEIC
1CRE 1592 5 #H R TR IERF S SNARC 2
N o A ULAFS SNARC %0 v] R85 5 i 2 (] g i AH
FBE, IEU0 Deng %5 A (2017)F1 Gevers %5 A (2010)
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KIFFS A FIWE 55 T, SNARC &0 nf GE 2
ZHFIERGHFE . AEAFS SNARC R0 W AT GE
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SNARC RNERAAAET 6 & Z iy JLE R,
B 5T AT LA TR /N (9 4F 08 B A b R B R R £
5 SNARC SN I & FERHIE . 5 =, AR
B S A AW 556 B LA 2 BF5T (Nuerk et al.,
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5 45t
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Abstract

The spatial-numerical association of response codes (SNARC) effect is a phenomenon in which the
leftward response is faster than the rightward response for smaller numbers, whereas for larger numbers, the
rightward response is faster than the leftward response. Although the existence of the SNARC effect has been
examined in many studies, most of these studies focused on the symbolic SNARC effect and neglected to
explore the non-symbolic SNARC effect. Little is known about how symbolic and non-symbolic SNARC effects
develop and whether there are differences in the cognitive mechanisms involved in these two effects. The
present study aimed to simultaneously investigate the developmental characteristics and cognitive mechanisms
of symbolic and non-symbolic SNARC effects to contribute to the understanding of number processing.

In Experiment 1, a large-sample cross-sectional method was used with four age groups to explore the
developmental characteristics of symbolic and non-symbolic SNARC effects. Thirty-six 6- to 7-year-old
children, 59 7- to 8-year-old children, 69 8- to 9-year-old children and 31 adults performed the symbolic and
non-symbolic parity judgement task. Experiment 2 was based on dual coding theory and the findings from
Experiment 1. In this experiment, 137 children aged 8 to 9 years, the key age at which symbolic and
non-symbolic SNARC effects are observed, were selected as participants and followed longitudinally for six
months to explore whether the two SNARC effects had similar cognitive mechanisms. Phonological ability,
visuospatial ability, visual working memory and phonological working memory were measured at T1. At T2
(after 6 months), the participants' symbolic and non-symbolic SNARC effects were measured. The symbolic and
non-symbolic SNARC effects at T1 were controlled.

The findings of this study were as follows. (1) The non-symbolic SNARC effect emerged in 6- to 7-year-old
children, while the symbolic SNARC effect emerged in 8- to 9-year-old children. Thus, the non-symbolic
SNARC effect emerged earlier than the symbolic SNARC effect. (2) There were no significant age differences in
the symbolic or non-symbolic SNARC effects. (3) For 8- to 9-year-old children and adults with both symbolic
SNARC effects and non-symbolic SNARC effects, these two effects were not significantly correlated. (4)
Phonological ability and phonological working memory at T1 significantly predicted the development of the
symbolic SNARC effect at T2 but not the development of the non-symbolic SNARC effect at T2. Visuospatial
ability and visual working memory at T1 significantly predicted the development of the non-symbolic SNARC
effect at T2 but not the development of the symbolic SNARC effect.

In conclusion, 8 to 9 years is the critical age at which symbolic and non-symbolic SNARC effects emerge
simultaneously, and there is no significant difference in the size of the SNARC effects according to age.
Furthermore, phonological ability and phonological working memory contribute to the symbolic SNARC effect,
whereas visuospatial ability and visual working memory contribute to the non-symbolic SNARC effect. These
findings suggest a difference in the cognitive mechanisms of these two SNARC effects. These findings support
the hypothesis of the separation of symbolic and non-symbolic SNARC effects and extend dual coding theory.
Keywords symbolic SNARC effect, non-symbolic SNARC effect, cognitive mechanism, developmental characteristic



