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AT EE - AR ST, DIAREE AR EhrR, B DUR KA (s 8 AgEh ), A
T AU A RE S M N Sl iR A AR o 2R R =R R SR A T IR s, IESE4h ILAE
G AR AU AR B R, shifE 2 AR SIL(~6 ) s ia s A fedeThm s, &
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1 55

5 W4 (speech production) &~ A | F 13k
HE RN OISR, RNl 54
A AR (B £ 7, 2015) Ho /N i 5 4 i %
LGy, A7 AU K BN N TR (Levelt &
Wheeldon, 1994). FARTEF 120, 41LA
T RIR I R S BT B AR 1 R DR A
[ B2 ARk, AT A4 B8 7 S B
A KL, dndel REL LA I R AR RS
AT BRI OC R IR 4002 75 15 20 19 S ) £ A
1% 5 (Fisher, 2002; Tomasello, 2000), T4E, 5%
TG B A 5 X —FE BN TE 70 0 R
A S YE A SR R N, RSS2k H T
ENERTE 2R H M AF G 18 S IR SR S DUE TR VA AR,
PRUF T 2# A LA R R S a) - 2 13 A AL I

a1 3 Bl (syntactic priming) &8 1ETE 5 ro A Bl

WA H #: 2022-11-28

PRAFRET, A ) T =5 52 A0 A IR0 Tk (e L Wr sk
TE) B 45 A ) 12 6 4 R Gk ) 1 S B4 (Bock,
1986; Pickering & Ferreira, 2008; FREK5%, 2012), H:
Hh % )8 ShEUN (abstract priming effect){t 3R T )3
Bl A E bR ag ] T il G g R Y S 3 R
b, FTLARAE R AIE I TALE] . Bock (1986)EH XA
A T U B 814 (The compromise is suggested
by the chairman))5, it 3 3)5)(The drunk is
jostling the passerby))&, B % 5 ;= A4 9k 5l 7] (The
passerby is jostled by the drunk), )&, WF5EE A
B2 15 gl A A H AR ] A7 A T E A2 (Cn g i)
N2 7= A jalyL i am 5 v (Iexical boost effect, R[JiF]
CH 5 B 5 sh 0 W2 15 K), R A) R AR
) AE B 5 ENE AR B A A7 78 32 BAE JH (Mahowald
etal,, 2016; Hifd 4, 2022). Kk, fEh—Fh%50H
FMT AR EE TR, SRENIBITANALRS
TWLEAT 55 A L, 8 2 = R A (|1 24 ) i
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TRAAT A LA K anfa] FeAiF 55 (7] % (Branigan & Pickering,
2017). HuTzEAE &) Z WM T ILEEF I8
248 (Gamez & Shimpi, 2016; Huttenlocher et al.,
2004; Kumarage et al., 2022; Savage et al., 2003), #X
M, #)LFRTE Wl SRS R ) 3R AERE 17 % 1n)
BTG TEFE FIR R 290 50 B B i A IR B — 3

AR A BRI R B EROCR, N
>J P& (implicit learning theory)ih A4 )E h5N
TR 1S SR AN, 7™ A T PR A W]  n AL i (EP XL
HALARAY ) dual-path model), A& 5 A H—MIET
FER IR B 1 A RN 2 o SR . AR TE A AR B
SRR RN A 25 55, 24 B DE E A 45 R M5
B2 BOpR A A5 A AR . JE A g
T TAEICAZ X ENCAR BRI T 78 02k & )
AT BREA RO F R IZ, TS & T e i
1Y J& s &0 (Chang et al., 2006, 2012; &% fi#t 5%,
2022), B, ZIEIRIA L — B R TR Ak
gitgcngsha) i ss e A E shai, (B T4
JLiCIZie 1 A L, MELMG RN — IR . A
sCHREUE K, R s s AN 23 7 B B, f
SRR AR A RO &

ML, A4S B8 (residual activation theory)
DA A il 22 0 Sl %N, T ie] 1 5 0 YR TS
B))/a) 5 H s ) (8] 25 2838 O B ] B i SC Y A
AR SR 2 o DXODITE TR FH R )V 454719 A
() AR 4 T B, 5 3 DR T ) vk 4 4 5 rh s
WR)Canyinl) a7y A5 B 28 T (Pickering & Branigan,
1998; wfil 4%, 2022), % &R 4 LA H & R r) s
Pk, AR R R AR S BRI A E S
S HE e (RP R A S AR U 5 58 T R U ) AR 25 & Tt
T 4 LA AR P4 )5 (Branigan & McLean, 2016;
Kumarage et al., 2022; Rowland et al., 2012), HH,
I % (early abstraction account)iA A4 JLAG
KIA — B T 3830 K F 19 ) 3 51 3 (syntactic
bootstrapping) 5 M, )1k KR B & J A KA T im0
{& B, (Fisher, 2002). & F i F ) Ui (usage-based
lexicalist account)WTA K4l LI G )i 3 AN 25
KT, MR R W cnshia . Q) 72
AR & f Sk ) 4540 5 iE LR B e
254 (Tomasello, 2000), 7ELEIEAE I, Kumarage 55
(2022)H Tl s > F e F W 5 IR PR T RIS
T ) R A R AR A (RA-Early  Syntax). 2hJLANSR
KA EAA OB TR, A HZEY LT
— R AR AR [ B AR SRS B R0 AR T

SRSV o R BT AR P S T A O R
TR AU Y D A AR (RA-Later Syntax). 4J]
JLAF A E S 2R EA BRI AEE, A
b LR R R BN, T ST A R AN,
(lexical dependent effect), HI4)JL - A MK RNLIE
BARE TG AR AR,

Zr LRIk, T4 Lanar >3 15m) 3k 1 43 B R
BETLUT PR — 4L T8 R MO A 2 37 T 1]
AR B A g e MR e 20 B
TG Je &g L R AL RIERE J17 R M)
A e, WFEE A RHE L T4 LA ) 1%
AR B BHGsPE . 4N, Huttenlocher 45(2004) LA K
Wz #)(F3h4) . The river flooded the town; #3)
. The town was flooded by the river)F1-5#% 4544
(W EETHEA] . The boy is feeding the dog a bone; 47 1)
TE1EM] . The boy is feeding a bone to the dog) M i& K}
K, ME41L4.1~5.8 Z)WE ARG s E FE,
Toie M ARG s, FEE B bk & 5 &R m T
5 R s AR A BT 4~6 W LR
TR T RN A R R )k R AR T, S Akt
G TR T X —4518 (Messenger, 2021; Messenger
et al., 2011; Shimpi et al., 2007),

SR, WA E EZM 4 5 %)) LR AR S
SR 530 A E S, It is catching it/It
got caught by it) " A B KM A AU, 6 % %)L
W H 7E 3l i) A I AR 7 AR i R Bl &0
(Savage et al., 2003, 2006), %45 5% I HF T B A)
PARAL, 4l L HA OB E 1Y IR AS B A RE T 15
AR, O EEAE, JIA PR K i
T E S IEA S 4l LA e R AR BRI, T2 RINAE
A RIIR) 0G24 s ) vk RAERE T o W2 i,
HAR TG S B ) A H Ay ) (] 3 1) 2 75 8 52 R AT LA
FEAE NG E SR, (H R IR A RE i — 2D 1 iR
Jashains, RBP4l Las B N —HE5 & 1l s A
(Branigan et al., 2005; Branigan & McLean, 2016),
4N, Branigan 55 McLean (2016)&% ¥t 4 % % JL7E#%
3] J5 g BE 8 [R5 A i 42 )8 h 2400 5 1Rl
SRAGON, SRR TR A A SR, WA IS
FHRIRHILG~6 %)M A BETS A TG SRz, B
RN BRI Hhe, RIERC PR AR T TAEIE1Z,
T B LN GE 11 & B 31— & 2 ¥ (Foltz et al.,
2015; Peter et al., 2015; Rowland et al., 2012),

AL, 4 LAk 2T 45 0] R 4 WA s AR TR AR
BOEA L, (AESTFEENE, FEFTamd 2
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52 W & L) vk > 15 10 B N 2R (Gamez &  Shimpi,
2016; Huttenlocher et al., 2010; Kidd, 2012). fl4n,
Huttenlocher 4¢(2010)°R BRI 58 KB, 2 A &
TE H 835 T v A 0% e 3F- 45 48 <% 58 L b 1S I AE %)
JL(1.2~4.0 B FiEFRE S FL L, BRI
B2 45 I P42 (syntactic  structure preferences)fi
Rt BEALRRI B 45 3R o 2 LTEJG RiE 5 sk b o 2
R RCIRC R ol LR T S S R ) S ey Rl s M U =0 V= =)
A ) 2= 5 309k 20 ) 9 FH IR fk (Bybee, 2006). A%
NI GE T ) 32 235 1) it - 7 4R 52 W) ) 25 1 200 38017
[ e [N K 2 —(Segaert et al., 2016; T8, 5KI% 7,
2020), #RiMT, H AT LWFFE 5 T3 0 425 44 (an
BBl a)) e 5 175 A sh RO ok Bk gl LA Al ) vk
BRI ) 0T, v A ] T 5 A D A R A 5 5%
%1 JL ) ] 3 R AE HL ] (Messenger, 2021; Rowland
etal., 2012), fHFSL b, A7ELE I AN 235 0
YL Z AR RIEGE S 0 &, 1 H 2 %R B
5 A [ i B 2 2 /) ik 45 A () %) )R Bl R0 7 A () 42
SO, PRI, SQIEAY IR SR I i o i — 2D R
ARSI K, AR A BaA: > B, FRATHUN )k
S5 RN By iR 8 A AT REAEAE S B, M AF 45 (FE3hh))
TE o 1) 5 42 J5 B9 ) 3 RGN 23 O i (Segaert et al.,
2016) . Jit PRAE T th i 4 235 48 sk AR A2 ) 17 A
AL, #1JLEe R 2 M d B E T ERNLAE B
o [RIEE, R T AR A AR AR B, TR
Al E T = A A UM AG TR, Y S B Sk
i -5 ¥4 (AN g 2 /] ) st 25 7 A B s 3 45 48 (an 3 3
)Y B SR Y A S RN, B R 4T A0 (inverse
preference effect). Az, /W3] A) A 780 A Ky
TAmar 25t A7 1 0 2 e 3G m 1Ak S
TN AOBOE Y B AT REYE, PR IHORE 5 & i I 4 2K
i (positive preference effect),

A, (A — 802 LRI sE 2 DIt oh &,
BDW K AR . SRMTERERRE I, DOR L
YEIE AR EDRE RAFER R ZER] . B, 5E
WRiE RANIA], DUE S — R A RO 548 A (e A
B i 1a) P RS Y J5 28 W IS i, A B A X B R
TEIETY . iR BRI EE LR, Bz 0h)
AR B B R (B, 2016) SEFPFERE L IUHE
AFEAEPAL T8 LAY IR A58, R AR iE 5 ol s
FHERFR AT LB, 2001; TR, 2017),
BRI, an 2Rk 2 A 00 TR AE 2, I8 A7E DU
AP A B A TR AR S N S TR . 2, AN
IRAEDUE PRI & IR RN, IR 2 5 UF S

TAERAES S TR RIE A L, 5=, FEAWY)
SR ) e e 5 ST A T T, B R 2R A A AT
B JCARPFR I AR RN . %)Ll H e 4R F sh Al e
T 2l | 2R S shAg, 3 B LR A A
B sh 4], 1tk e T 3 8l 4] (Messenger & Fisher,
2018). ZRTM, PUEE BN A I RS 2R T F 50
)R, A L—M 1.5 % 2118 Esha), 2 BT in e
AEBE BN A), PRRP G R A T 2 ] L R I (R DG,
1994), %=, SHEARE, BUE AR
FIEA, M H A B R (g AT R R AN
B)o meh, DU AR A X AR A =, 1T
UL, DUE K P as k) LA e B p i vk e s, IR 2
524 )LD ) S AL

R IR A2, ST DUELE AL 1R MR ie
T AR AU BIBFFEAE B A & @ 5 L% (Hsu,
2018; JEFEDE, 1994)s )35 )5 5(Hsu, 2014a, 2014b,
2019)4F: 55 X 4l JL 1 ] 1 7= A A Bl it AT T B H
o Hirr, Hsu FBARABUE 32 8l m] (N4 T 7V
A NN AR T RTER, BT 3~6
SR E sh N . SRR, YL 3 %
AR F5 A ) O S 5 SR, 3 SR it 7F
3% 4 FH 6 SLILHPEA XA, SRR
FRIFRBEI NGB B HOCH: TR, MR e
Fo R DU AR I AL, AT YL RS
SR EE | A A R PR OC R .

R, e 3 m) JE sh SR 0 T, FRATD
R T RN AR B A 3 25 48 A 4 X % L) vk > 4%
FIFEH o AR a8 L sl 8 2 AT RN, Ak gh
) i e300 o ) VR B LR A T s i o LATEAF Y A R
PUE B a) . fESE A Rt s a4 R AR Y AN ],
Fahaj e, TR Z, R RIR(Hsu, 2018;
Sun & Givon, 1985), Ak, T R WMIEAS H 2K 5 il
A LA RS R, AT s s T
FELR S5 o TR AUV AE ST ) To ik e 4l
R =PSRRI OCHE TR N R, I
Hsu (2019)% A 7Ea]Ja 3l b & I 4 )3 s sion;
RIS 22 5, (HRIZ S50 IFAN BRI 3= 3l ) ek 30
Y ARG

ZE b, MRAE Py BR 2 BE R L) ) e g
(Kumarage et al., 2022; Rowland et al., 2012), F&A]
T = Fh ] ik S5 R AR RE S A A S5 sha, X7
i EEZ WVEH Lo RS> B AU B TR T
EIEIC 22 5], NCHG SR N A S 9t Rk k., &
52 BIAE I RN 35 S5 A8 P 4 A R 19 o B30 A AR A )
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T TR 3G 5RO 5 A R GOE, 2 SRS SR
[ SR, RGP AP B AR S, BRI kA
RIFRIN 4 LA BE EL R S R A s, HA e 3

T E A AR 7 A A A R (BIF A TR AR IR R,

HANEES M FAFIRAATE L B R, A5 B i i R
JE SRV AR K o TR, AR PO =R Ak A A ]
SR SR, B T S TN T R~ 9K
AL, Bl L2175 Kb Qi 1 500 (R fi 45 465 740 Y
JE BN HESR ), /G B kAR U N T g
UF S5 R TR AR O B, 40y JL 25 K A Ml 4 R0

2 ik
2.1 #iRk

2% Branigan 5 McLean (2016)i15 )3 sh&Uh
L% (Faul et al., 2009), ZHF5E 0 SCE0TERL . AFFT R
. RN SRR E MR, R G*Power
3.1.9.7 8, wEEHEE N T Z 4TRSS
J1o SR ER, BB SR 80%., SEHUN R =
1.75 5 f= 0.2, a = 0.05)0}, FEARE R 74 N, PR
577 2410, 39 N( 50.6%), P4 R
4.41 % (SD = 0.63). I A 41 LK A8 b= 5K A,
DR R REE . AT T R4l LA ) i 2= (WPPSI-IV )1
flik B, #h)LTE SR I GE S ) SIE 5 HR
(TAEICAZ . WsEzs ) . AR HE BRI T3 B 55 7
YR B IEHR
2.2 KGNy

SRR 4x2 BT, B AR R A sh 2

(FEgha] vs. {U524A] vs. Bishh) vs. FEL AR
FRBICRER vs. B SR RSN SIS E (1
Ko gif), BRI E SR 1~3 B, BikIIEIRN
KW . shie 5z g = d . o, g
BINA iR, 2R TeAEmIR. E 1 R,
TESAAEZFT, 3SR B s B R S EA A
(e 2% b/zast); shisl s nt, 53 &R E bR E
SIfEFAFE AN : AR AEE). E0WE BREE, 410
A LR =R [m g A sk g5 A (Bp = gl . 5 h)
gk s iEf TRk, Fln, £ 1B,
WEhial E S 5 ECH IR 3 R BRSO, 4 LER
AT LLSR ] =R w7 S R e 2, BN g4
RIS D) NS V1 1SN O V67 S RN I 2\ )
IR T,

AT LS 4 FhR BN AR, R 3]
) gesh L), FEhi) . AR s
AT DN E AR A, YAt | 25 Shia FbRic
T R )R LI A5 (Ea 1] Bl iR+ a1 41 16))
HCRME B T B g, B an< /IR AE ST R, HEZL ]
FEW A A R AAr X G R, (HIEEL AR
RERG A, AL, g g AR A& 4 LT BR A 1Y
m)F, s ST LEIZOm, HE 4~6 2 LEIE S
SR K S5 bR G AT B AR B AT T PRAG . 4
SRRIRX TR LRV, SEYR AR T LR ER R L
(M =4.12, SD = 0.13) (Likert 5 5 PE5r, 5 = 584 fE
PR

HI T 3 MU ST (3. EF AR B

FREAAER

FAER L

o
fjJ W,/"“\

‘ ’ub
H

b

2

B S bR R
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PRl EsAR ], b TR g LE 2R R A, B
FERAPLT seit, B 3 ASRRAS 1Y S5 44 k(B
AR R FUAS [6] 23 T 3254 7) o B A b 36 A~ H AR #
BT BRI 3 R 3l 254 v ) — b (3 Fh e 454 4%
12 ). FERPEE 12 NIRRT IR —A 250,
FLLE A AP — R i n] R BPEFEAE A . 2R
FORBEAL 7, s g P, SRR A SRR
T3 —A AR IR B R o B RRAS e
48 Mk .
23 XBERF

SIS AE — S S 38 KU B R e R, SR — X —
975 AT 31 24 2 ik b 35 I A 1
WA B R LA i Y 77 =i i PPT A ki b 4
S mh, e RGLIRATTE B —1~ %G K Ui
X7, VIR P 2 R R R A A g i e g P (LA
168 718 WM 2 AR 5% A)o SRR, B B i BUR 3
K, FlEsE Rk aSitfR s B2, Bl G %
RLER —i . M2 ERE, 2JLammiis
IENE . iR gIL N . 1eAh, AT ikgh
JLAE S AR, LTS A — N HI BB, R
APESS R H Bk, SEER A RS IE RSN . B
LS A ] B 14 2K), SEEe T
K BB, — 24l LA 58 i ghinl 8 &2 50w,
T34 LS 5E B R AN S,

3 AR5

AW 7392 M. RS MRS
A2 ARL 1 T B 7 (Hsu, 2014b), XF 4l L7 H i /)
T rgis. RAE. 5. =D ER B2
WEFRICTE T ), 187 0007 A AT 4ahs . Horp,
F 34K 4029 MK (54.5%) HEFA) 2838 AR
(38.4%) LA & Bl s A1) 493 MUK (6.7%) . HIER LT A
RURIAS 7™ th 0], 4RI fR e R . oIk

1.00

o o o

S N o)

(=) o (=)
: :

PRI R AN S A I L
(=]
e <
(=]

’IFLF

T . B AN DL R TG SE PR s R, 2 32
A(0.4%).
31 WRFITER

A L R (syntactic choices ratio)ZF8 7E )5
SIANRI LGS, YL AR I R Bk 5 — Ak
ZERE I HL 2R (Bock, 1986). % 1 AIE 2 4r 5 S BT
NG EE5IE: S C ol N U o) KT I ek I 1 ) Kl OBt & 2
FoR o IR AT, A sE b33y 4o %)
g, FERZ, R EAARER: ¥ =
926.43, df = 2, p < 0.001; AT : 4= 568.73,
df=2, p <0.001), WEREHTIRNIALEHEEL,
FEERIE 4~6 B DUEL LA WEFE5 1, Ml
RN Bl A ) SRy A e G 454 o

F1 TEBHEET=HAREIN0EERL =

Hid B BT
R T3 s Hesh
Fzhh) 0.818(755)  0.180 (166)  0.002 (2)
fm3hA) 0.250(231)  0.739 (683)  0.011 (10)
REH
Beshh]  0.499 (461)  0.286 (264)  0.215 (199)
HLA]  0.791(730)  0.206 (190)  0.003 (3)
FEhh) 0.776 (712)  0.217 (199)  0.007 (6)
- fm3hA] 0.243(223)  0.740 (679)  0.016 (15)
. Weshd] 0347 (318)  0.383(351)  0.270 (248)
HLh] 0.655(599)  0.334(306)  0.011(10)

T OWIRIZAIEEEE IR SR e

32 TTUEHEREEBESITER

321 HZEBINR 5 RC 4k Hi/ 8 58 B
TEPAE B 2 AR i, O P AR R Y

BEMLSON (BEDLEUE 5 BEPLARNR), R L&MEIR

A4 (genaralized linear mixed model, GLMM)if

TTHEWT St T (Jaeger, 2008), HiRIfy 5081 % H R

O EFEREMNE
O JeFER &
B BFER &M

(=]

HAAER  FAER
F3hiy

HAAER HAER | FALER FHAEHER
EiuE 2

&)

P2 Fghi, BRI sh ) iE s A0 T =Rk S i A ik B LR (IR 22 se)
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WEY lmed4 FRFELH glmer ()pR%X(Bates et al.,
2014, 2018), H T PRI A% f (%) S by S RAL 46 —F ] ik
S5k, PRITE 53 A FE B g shRO i, 4L
1 5 /) RN gt Ry 1, Hee (R - a) 5 4% 8 )
NO)Gf A 0, FEN7 T TR N IR A AL, [H]
B, Rk g a Ry = 1, HE = 0)
MY sh sy =1, HE = 0 RRAHR
ARG O 3 B A | SRR sh A sh i
logit 2= fk kb % (logit-transformed likelihood).

Wi J s 2R SR 28 BRI AR IS U oh e X T,
4y LR e — )ik B 1) S0 A AR o X 43 AR B
(A sh 2R B A hinl B AT B U 4 i, JFrhoofesb
P SR AR B (AR ) o AR R BT AR Y R PR
BN, JERAE RS B (Un 2h 2B = 0) Hahia A
(A2 = 0)B Y Ja SRR E S5 KF
(R ) o AR 38 5 K Bl ML AL N (maximal random
effects) J5t U] 4 57 A A7 (G0 45 =A™ 18] 2 P+ 19 2L
N5 22 HAEF, LA NI H A 423 B LR )
(Brown, 2021), WARBIAURGRNCEL, I ERBEAL
AHSETT AN SRR BN S, R 32 A4 HT HL 5
B T (R B ATLRON 77 22, MR DTk 345 F el h F&F
FIBEDLA R, faf ALY B 2 Sk HL AT )45 27 S 40
GEENIE. &5, R 200, M 5%
BT L 45 [ 72 PR ) E A7 (RLSR LK 35 (Likelihood-
ratio tests), JF{E& ) Anova (). emmeans ()55 PR AT
RSO b= VAN 5 S VA D O AL 2 A

SERL R, R A R ) B D I SR A 4
BT AR E (B S S 2R | Bl i) S A AR i
Ko Fz2 B AR ) LA SR 4330 B R i i Bl AL o
Hrp, Eahm R shiER D 2 DEEYLEEE M 17
DBEALRLR; BFAE SR 2)a S 2 DBEPL#E
FEFN 19 AFEHLARLR, $ahn)a sh (B 3)ya & 2 4>
BEALEEE AN 12 4> BEALARR (FE LN S 0 I 25 iz b
S B)o UK HLAG IS R, WS 5 AR () 22 53
WBEFE A ¥ =221.62, df = 15, p < 0.001; &
FA]: = 192.59, df = 15, p < 0.001; #Eh4]: =
191.27, df = 15, p < 0.001), 3&BHUSCEUR A Ly Z2 A5 Y
X BCE AP0 TG o AR B i I AL A A 1 (]
TERUL AT WA 20 Horh, B (EARRASIR B X HOE
(log-odds), 4 B A IF T 32755 1% ) vk 45 Ky 1 16 %
MESRIE A

AN AL R Bl 2SR AN Y 2 (B
f]. = 488.81, df = 3, p < 0.001; Fh]: 5* =
463.69, df=3,p <0.001; #3hH]: *=236.04, df =3,

p < 0.001), fRTEAZLN &I, 7EF3h/m) S (A 1)
Hh S B i RN 5 R | ) S R s AT S
BN A B EFGEL . p = 0.002; HAy:ps<
0.001), UEI%JLIEEE Fshm] i rl etk & T
Regk | EFEA S g a) . FIB, FEHLSEA) I N (A
2)al gk Bl ) RN (R 3y, TR SR Y ) Bl
I 55 B 2 DL K e T Al ) 1 A5 A8 1Y )R S RN L 1Y
FEAE 3525 5 (ps < 0.001), %45 F R ICIE 5hin &
HEE, R AEESHERE = A TR AN, 4
JL B G A 2 R AE A TR0 R AE

WA, FEESh A RN (R D, B siE RS
A EE ML EAERBEQ = 9.65, df =3, p =
0.022), JashZAl | e EE 50 BAE A B3
(*=13.95, df = 3, p = 0.003). faj BRI S Hr £,
KR IL(5~6 %, n = | IESHAERE 50 F £ shiy)
) ) SR 3 KT el AN ERE&MF@B = 1.58,
SE=0.47, z=3.35p=0.001), H7E/NMELIL(3~4
%, n = 60)TEARMXFIEFB = -0.82, SE =
0.48,z=—-1.70, p = 0.089), ViR EE LA 7K
W4 L A 23Xt F Bl n)ids A G s AN o 7R
ARV (AL 2)rh, AR A Sh 2 | 3R E A AR i
M) AEFEAS HAR () = 15.53, df = 3, p = 0.001), {H
JETRTBRRION A3 AT R B, FE R4 LB = 0.64, SE =
0.42, z=1.52, p = 0.129)sk/ME 4 JL(B = 0.06, SE =
0.38, z=0.17, p = 0.867)FHS A K B FA) 5 3h
RN AE BN iR B E A EE KO R 2R, B
oy i) 5 A AR RO ik &y )L R S 1 A v R R L
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BERELLR , fJa, SR, JH Sy AR IR LT 45
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2 A5 1 S5 0 i B AN A W 3 /) 3 A AR BT AR 12
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REJA N — AL VR RAE . A5 B R A T a0
FRIE DB RE, ) JLTE & R T Re 0 W i A
FIE T A AR AR ARTFFOK Hsu (2014a) 767X
HA A R BB ESed R B T 3 3 A R sl )
o 4~6 B HILTEDGE KA h A T %)k
FAERE T, RIS SRR T AN A B aE R
WA ISR AT BeAh, FRATEBLILI S A
A IR AN 2 32 B A A S5 M Im ar  sg e, RS S
FRERATAA LG, A wEsh Al R BE R LR ML, (H
WHEFE KSR S0 . 4 1, EBDGE H %281
(5 AR R, ABFEUESE B/ TE 4 5 BHES)
JLI AR RAE SRR G2 1, 1T LA 7 a0 A5 B
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SN, A iF 25 A (FE 3 A0 Y R ShAON s R A R
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WEEF B IAEIFSE M L, X —Z5 R SZFF T Peter 55
(2015)F1 Rowland %5(2012)i94516, PIHIFEI &
ML IL(GB~6 % )TERUE WA AN RE = A Tl 3R A
o SR, AW Branigan A1 McLean (2016)

gE R —E, 2 #r )R A, Branigan A1 McLean (2016)
TS 5 Ay v i B9 FL DN A ] R s sm Ak g L
A2 2 P, MR T TS ShAN . BN E A,
AAE R 4 )L 3 Bl a) bk B TRl 1G58 s, ik B
T Bl H AR Ay ) LA v R AE AR 5 W S e G s
—FEFAE UL/ M Mahowald et al., 2016; 1iE: #
f@ 4%, 2022; T8, SKIEJT, 2020), MMtz 3h)
LR D G5 A 8 1 TR 4225200

MIMTEZ, 4~6 ZHILM RIS Z S )G
Sl RN R SRR N, HER T R, T
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TEAS YR F— AL 38 2= ST WL o gl LTk i > 15
185 Bly 7 40030 — e P A PR B2 2 IR SRR S v Y
HE T, MRS AER T AN IR A SR U N B e
S FRGEAE 4%, 2022), FETHERIKSNIGE 5
SO AT L A B AR IS RN G SR AR
I3 7T fil 7 B2 A fiE 1% &% (Chang et al., 2006). 4
B, R4l L B TR T SR A5 0 B SRR T X
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ABBAY I, A0 TN SR AN, A 5T 8 i
L = Fh B85 F0 i ) i e B LR 5 2, 2L
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OV). #RIM, B EEEIIRE(F1E - 23 . =
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i AEAER S A TR ME, e o B2 SRR, R Sh a0
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Abstract

The period between the ages of 4 and 6 is crucial for young children to develop their capacity for spoken
sentence production. The interplay between syntactic and lexical information in children's sentence production
has garnered attention in the field of language acquisition. Recently, experts in Indo-European languages have
begun to utilize the priming paradigm to address this question; however, theoretical conflicts remain.

Unlike Indo-European languages, Mandarin, as an isolating language, relies on function words and word
order instead of morphological changes to express grammar. Some researchers have even proposed that Chinese
syntax is a language usage and there is no syntactic structure separate from semantics. Consequently, we intend
to evaluate pre-existing theories by scrutinizing the syntactic representation in four-to-six-year-old
Mandarin-speaking children. To examine the effects of syntactic structure and verb repetition on the syntactic
representation of Chinese in young children, we employed a syntactic priming paradigm with sentence repetition
and image description tasks using the particular transitive structures of Chinese (SVO, ShaOV, and SheiOV) as
the corpus. A total of 77 preschool children with an average age of 4.4 years were enrolled in the experiment.
The study involved the manipulation of Prime types (SVO, SbaOV, SheiOV, and baseline) and Verb types (no
overlap versus overlap). The dependent variable was the ratio of syntactic choices.

The results of the study showed that abstract priming effects are induced by the three syntactic structures,
irrespective of whether the verb overlaps or not. Especially, when young children begin a specific sentence
pattern, such as an ShaOV structure, they tend to formulate an ShaOV structure in the target sentence rather than
an SVO or SbeiOV structure. This implies that the development of syntactic knowledge does not rely on lexical
information. Additionally, it is worth mentioning that despite the absence of an increase in priming strength in
SbhaOV or SheiOV structures with verb overlap, the probability of older children (5-6 years old) opting for an
SOV structure during priming is augmented. This finding implies that the emergence of verb boost effects is
influenced by the age of children and their syntactic structural preferences. Moreover, the priming effect of
non-preferential structures is more powerful than that of preferential structures regardless of whether the verb
overlaps, resulting in a reverse preferential effect.

To summarize, the acquisition of syntax in Chinese children aligns with the Implicit Learning Theory,
whereby they exhibit abstract priming effects stemming from their anticipation of error estimates. Conversely,
the lexical boost effect is determined by their working memory. Simultaneously, this research challenges both
the RA-Early and RA-Later syntactic models, which rely on the Residual Activation Theory. We believe that
children’s syntactic representations may not emerge exclusively from the syntactic structures and node links
between verbs. In essence, it is not feasible to induce both abstract priming and lexical reinforcement effects in
young children during the early stages of cognitive development. Furthermore, establishing lexical dependency
effects before generating abstract representations is not a prerequisite.

Keywords children, sentence production, abstract priming effect, lexical boost/dependent effect, syntactic structure

preference
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