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Abstract: In the present study we categorize all Chinese meanings corresponding to the 68 English words in a parallel
corpus respectively and count the numbers of these translation-equivalent word meanings. To examine the impact of the
number of meanings on Chinese EFL learners’ processing of English-Chinese one-to-many translation-equivalent word
pairs, we design and carry out a truth-value judgment task within the masked priming paradigm, whose results
demonstrate that participants’ response time benefit from the higher number of meanings, but the accuracy rate reverse.
This finding reveals empirical evidence entailing different writing systems for the translation-equivalent word pair
processing study under the cross-linguistic perspective.
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FEATPIAIE 5 B0ETE, BR T —LeRHRTEI A ZIA LA, IRAAEAE X — R (W]
1, 1997), BT —NZRFLHFHRAIME, X —IREBTTON S 15 F K5 I RGE I
BN CH#AE B2 (Degani & Tokowicz, 2010; Boada, Sanchez-Casas, Gavilan, Garcia-Albea,
& Tokowicz, 2013; Degani, Prior, & Eddington, 2016). HIFX—HGIMT AN FiE = 2.
OISR, W AR S R SER N U R S ARE . I, B SRR
PrEMISE R L GBRERSE,  2005).

W O AE TR R A 2 I — X 2RO RS0, BRS—x—lffLL, it
XS AR SN R, AR S . SR SR AE R R AR I TR Y. (Lin &
Ahrens, 2010; Z=#E. E[FT, 2013; Haro, Demestre, Boada, & Ferre, 2017), ZAT—LLAjf
FORI—XF 2] il L EA S0 (Laxen & Lavaur, 2009; Basnight-Brown, Kazanas, & Altarriba,
2018; Zhou, Chen, Feng, & Zhou, 2019; T, Ffii, 2019). {EHFHERIZ, XLERHFFAHK
Z T — 1A — X AR BN, T X 23] PR SR BRI R, AR
H—Fuhgsie, I HOAESCRERIT R FEED T RIEA, NS S S CER SRR
Z.o Jager & Cleland (2014) DUE XHGREY 6 1R )50 5%, WHFUARINE SCEUEN 2 SCRITIN AT et
TER, R HERZ, il 2 SGRIIN TR, Haro & Ferre (2018) HIMFFTLAR AR 10



ENG T, RIE SRR Z D, FHARmE SGRAMMN . Zgusta (1971) ¥XIRGRE XChH “H
FRVE & ) — AL, B SURTE 5 AR R A B R L, JEENE
PHESMES R RZEREOR, PIFNES A AR R SR “ANFRE” , LB R R
seid] B 55X MR IR EASAR (T3, 2013), bl JEiEia “know” BERT AT RZGE R “HiE” ,
WRTLAR R “INIR” LR “BE 7 S5 Syl — X 2200 Rl SCECER IR 20/ AT s 2 =) 5t
WP T E— BRI, TP ISR,

A iR IR TR DA A e S S — X X R B ORI 2750, (HRTH BT
RN, AL AR IE S S RIS, S5 BT 2] R R] P REAE AR S0
TR, ML 20 A ) TSR . A, ERHEG R — R A
TNEHZEPDEE, HTIERENI TR ARG S R RIUE SR, it R
P 52 2] 3 SRR S AR T o TERLBE 411 J7 V2538 AT DARIL OV B S 36 0 kAT 28 IR AIE IF:
H 25 %2844 M1 =M (Ellis, Frey, & Jalkanen, 2009; AESCH. MXF51E, 2015; FhE%.
TT5X%, 20185 FFERA. B, 2020), 3X & FDNEEFIEREE S MRET S A
AT DU 5 @A AA R, SO SR ANE A I SEIR R, JOBERSRES W] IHE LG4
SR BRI ST HEAT AR B0 d T B AR R 51 2] R E RS, DA — PR A )
OV IR AN AR

WHSE LABREE 3 SR, 2B RIS 5 SIS R by b % 2] 3 g BSE S Ak
SREUE 5 HRRI T ORI RE, IR ETKE S NGB EANE 5 2 2138 IR 1R
SEIIAENME (MacWhinney, 1997, 2005; FRZ1EE, 2016). %+ FIRFERE, WA EAET R
PRERIGTTT, SR —X] 20 ROA R R, (EAbEs b, HERERE S A T E X ER
[l ST ST R ORI LA, ARSI S iAok B AN FE & RGUMSEIEKAR .
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2.1 iBRRKYE bR

TERRIE T B 11K 22 S 2R R S G AT R, B3 IE D GE ) 15 5518 R
215713 A%, HABECL) 329 Jiak, W4 537 JiFR, ERRE H SRS RSO, FEA
FEHEAN S BHEL EEAREIER TER R R . AN B SR R s A 5,
AR AR AN RiA— R, JOEE A AR Ria BRI T SraRE+ .
22 EHERE

WAL 68 AN Wm A E A NI A G, X PR TE SEFRiE 5 o R A s Aim] 6} 9]
HEELZ, BRGREES X 2. FE Sl R RS e B im Bt B A aUE XS
NI, FEUCEERE L, DL CAREERB SR GRSk ASIE, R TR SRR R
HHTEIE, MR FEBES THLE N, Wil 752 MR SRS SGAl, 40 “run”
DOEXT R 7 F0 TR, IR TAN R SR SR REAS R IR SGHAT a2, TERA
R SGRIZE, W “run” FODGEXT IR “FEH” L7, MR RE H 08 BTt N S ] 1
A
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sy DOE DI e DOBATNIA  eog o POBXTRAR] g DT R
LGN 3¢t SR S¢S i 30t SN il 381
move 26 buy 10 speak 8 drop 33
accept 18 help 8 finish 8 leave 26
ask 18 use 4 sing 6 remind 4
hold 26 solve 8 stop 15 eat 5
send 17 allow 13 learn 8 write 13
open 17 keep 32 agree 22 arrive 18
read 17 exist 10 avoid 29 expect 10
visit 14 enter 23 treat 22 bring 31
join 14 enjoy 13 close 15 jump 22
lose 14 bear 27 cry 8 serve 16
live 18 show 29 play 17 run 33
try 11 study 8 increase 6 handle 6
find 20 blow 19 save 11 feel 12
know 9 lead 18 swim 10 give 30
talk 8 meet 21 introduce 15 make 46
lift 31 tell 13 walk 15 tidy 3
take 36 Wait 11 call 26 kick 10




3 SLIOffimR
3.1 WFE IR

FEFAERERIGTEE R, W SRR T % 22 0 Ra] i AR A s o [ B2
SIS NIRRT L.
3.2 sEER T

WAL R B2 RS ST B BRI TS, RS R LR, & X EEENZ DR
HNEA R PRSI  s SE R R R
3.3 #k

KA R SR 33 LARVERIAES S T AR, FRVERAN 1724 %,
3.4 WHFAE

WAL B B IEPON MR FERT 68 XAl , VURCEEEEL . R, POE R m A A ,
DK IR R SCECR: 14 0 0, JREN 26 XA ENSRsGakl, Hrh s SR A (BENT
14) FIEHEREZH (BUHERTHRET 14) % 13 % Aok, Wik T 26 wHEAEETM
Ko

F2 SMRHEXSIR T ERR S

ZH ) P FEH AR PUERENA SOEEE
R 8.462 18.308 4231 3.180 3.473
L El (2.259) (4.385)  (1.363) (.574) (:403)
BEE 21154 16.000 4231 3.076 3.578
L EZEN (5.595) (4.301)  (.599) (.657) (.281)

SERARHOULECEE SR, ORI ZER RN, ¢ (12) =8.124, p<.001, Cohen’s
d=2.253. % (¢ (12) =1.489, p=162). FEHL (¢+ (12) =000, p=1.000). POEHEEL (¢
(12) =-537, p=601) RIFHEEAI (¢ (12) =627, p=542) HEERTHRIAEE. Gt
SERUIMRA DS BT A 4R, FhIAs B3 1A %%
3.5 SR

W7 R E-Prime S5 FRAG ARV IR ZAAN H AR, #iaCa i sk W £ D0
WS EVEN, AR 17 B, Bk “F7 S PR T, EEi
I FRE R -

SEGHIALS ALL A 72 SRR “+7 FERUREICART PRI 500ms, 55 R
“Han” VENFEROIEL, ESAE RN B 2RI S0ms 5, BeERIHARME, BRI R
o SOA BRI M AL, N 50ms. 7ESEEH, BRaeis sonEE, /3R 1024x768,
FiHTER 60 #f2%, 32 AIEEIRE . FHFSCIRERESR, ARl U S A b Wrf o2
TN SCRIER, BElssel 16 AMaxTHIEige ) R AL ARRE, FeiEResit. 2
Ja, ZWIEFEIRGHE IEFE 5% (Li, Zhang, Yu, & Zhao, 2020).

3.6 BT

IEASEIGERIE T 1 AT AR R e BC R S, REAMNECh 32 A, 3t
O3 TR 832 NN, AR SRR DRI Z AN CHESRIE AR AR 335D, MRS
WRFIBT (0.729%) FIREARLE % SLI0 25 1F iR +3 MRAEZE RN EEE (1.875%), MR
TERFFRSEAE NN, SREHHT SRS .

3.7 WA R
3 WREENEERS RS A BRI R BT FER R

SN R

e s 664.384 0.002
B2l

B ERDH (99.153) (0.014)

e ) s 638.886 0.014
=R Q

Ek)(?ﬂliﬁ%ﬂ (70.797) (0.031)

EOE AN +25.497* +0.012

E: RE p<.05
t KIS RR, BEREZH SR S GERH BRI NN R R E ¢ (31D

UM GE ] JE BRI B, RTRERCA “#7, BOR AR IS M S B DGE B 2R I 4E/E (Wang, 2013), % Wang & Forster (2010)
M Wang (2013), AWFFLHRH TSN T “&” A8 “47, DUE S IF R R .
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=-2.284, p=029, Cohen’s d=404), [FE XEERZ M (M=638.886ms) FHLL, Hixy = LHL
BERDHIR (M=664.384ms) HIKrE1E.,

BOHERZH S B S CE R BRI R R 2 Rl S R (1 (31) =1.973, p=057),
A R Z A (M=0.014) FHLL, #x R CEERC DI (M=0.002) FIBHEIRF TR,
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W T I DOOGE AT BRI R v, BRI T B mlet RpOE Rl R R, s ks
BNEET EERFINTSS,  RIR ] P SCEC R s [ e 2 2] 3 — X 2 SR AL,
RO AN TR, X 5Rodd & Gaskell (2002). Beretta (2005) LA Jager &
Cleland (2014) FURFAREEL—EL, B CHEEL AN MRS T 2 H0E CRAET s, AR T
fErf, SBOEEZINE SR, BRI AAFRAE, (EIRVC IR IIANT B, SEAMA SRR
ZANE ST S S HAGE AR S, Rk, & SR 2 1 R e w3 Haro &
Ferre (2018) 5Rodd & Gaskell (2002). Beretta (2005) LAJJager & Cleland (2014) (K53 [FIRE
AR ] S ST e R CEGE, AR SR 2 i) S RO D R R O R 7
DAL SR I 8 TR T R I T A A A — S IR . AN 8 S AR 3 SRR A At
BT ) SEBRRE S GO, GBI XHERI RN, XS — R 20 A R SR AT T
FEZ, (e LT LAk SRl g DL A E I T S R RIBR, SIS S X 2R R
MR BRI St T — e S B AEE.

UbAh, BRI SRR 2 AR R R, (PR . PR R T Re S
FRARIBHIE A ECE —E OGS, SIS, ) (2017) YOS B I B IR JRIERA
BRI, TEESINTAERE, R RO T GRAIE) FiE, IR ERME AN
Ak, AT SRR S Sva = ELUE B  H Ar i S (B ] RIRSAA S0ms, 34
WIVIR, FAMFA IS TE BN N AR SARATCEE R B R ANARAE, B, #id
FEAETCRRIPIRES R oe i 1 BRI, S B SRl iU nl 5 SR SGAER 5 e
Wr, B R BN E b 52 R PR T [A] B SE A A3 A 58 RS IR AT 55 B A T — P19 2358
P mERIRAPIRAS, A DB TR S verf i, PRlth, 5B SO A ELE
it m 1IN, HEILMSERZIRT R, S8 SOV RSl TR gig, (B
WA T R R 4T

PSIE X MR, BRI S RARE S GERZ, ARBE REGHES,
W FESER D (ERHREE, 2019; Zhou, Chen, Feng, & Zhou, 2019). AFETFHIAWIFRASH
SRR N R, FEEPTERIENA, AR EMA RS RENES TR,
| SCHCE R ZOM EE SR ORI AR, AR — AR ARG it T S A
S o ABLEARTFU A RBEE 7L L2-L1 J [ i SCHCE TR ORI LR, A2 & L1-L2 J7 [l
ATXTLLITE, Behh, BT IR AR 2 R PR I I E,  ASKRIII 7T HR] DA R4
FE S0 K H B s s B AR A T 52, R T i A sk, HAtm sl (g Rss)
FIYERAFEEEN G, DRI B SR AN RS2 Ao S LR s2 ) o

2 £ X W

[1]  Basnight-Brown D, Kazanas S, Altarriba J. Translation ambiguity in Mandarin-English bilinguals: Translation
production differences in concrete, abstract, and emotion words. Linguistic Approaches to Bilingualism,
2018,10:1~28.

[2]  Beretta A, Fiorentino R, Poeppel D. The effects of homonymy and polysemy on lexical access: an MEG study.
Cognitive Brain Research, 2005,24:57~65.

[3] Boada R, Sanchez-Casas R, Gavilan J, Garcia-Albea J, Tokowicz N. Effect of multiple translations and cognate
status on translation recognition performance of balanced bilinguals. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition,
2013,16:183~197.

[4]  Degani T, Prior A, Eddington C. Determinants of translation ambiguity A within and cross-language comparison.
Linguistic Approaches to Bilingualism, 2016,6:290~307.

4



(1]

(12]

(13]

— — — —
[\ [\
N N
[l Rt B Tt Bl

N
~

Degani T, Tokowicz N. Ambiguous words are harder to learn. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition,
2010,13:299~314.

Ellis N, Frey E, Jalkanen 1. The psycholinguistic reality of collocation and semantic prosody: Lexical access. In:
Roémer U, Schulze R, eds. Exploring the Lexis-Grammar Interface (Studies in Corpus Linguistics), 35:89~114.
John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 2009.

Haro J, Demestre J, Boada R, Ferre P. ERP and behavioral effects of semantic ambiguity in a lexical decision task.
Journal of Neurolinguistics, 2017,44:190~202.

Haro J, Ferre P. Semantic Ambiguity: Do Multiple Meanings Inhibit or Facilitate Word Recognition? Journal of
Psychological Research, 2018,47:679~698.

Jager B, Cleland A. Polysemy Advantage with Abstract but Not Concrete Words. Journal of Psychological
Research, 2014,45:143~156.

Laxen J, Lavaur J. The role of semantics in translation recognition: effects of number of translations, dominance of
translations and semantic relatedness of multiple translations. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition,
2010,13:157~183.

Li P, Zhang F, Yu AY, Zhao XW. Language History Questionnaire (LHQ3): An enhanced tool for assessing
multilingual experience. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 2020,23:938~944.

Lin C, Ahrens K. Ambiguity advantage revisited: Two meanings are better than one when accessing Chinese
nouns. Journal of Psychological Research, 2010,39:1~19.

MacWhinney B. A unified model of language acquisition. In: Kroll JF, de Groot AMB, eds. Handbook of
Bilingualism: Psycholinguistic Approaches, 49~67. Oxford University Press, Oxford. 2005.

MacWhinney B. Second language acquisition and the competition model. In: MacWhinney B, ed. Tutorials in
Bilingualism: Psycholinguistic Perspectives, 113~142. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdale. 1997.

Rodd J, Gaskell G, Marslen-Wilson W. Making sense of semantic ambiguity: Semantic competition in lexical
access. Journal of Memory and Language, 2002,46:245~266.

Wang X, Language dominance in translation priming: Evidence from balanced and unbalanced Chinese-English
bilinguals. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 2013,66(4):727~743.

Wang X, Forster K. Masked translation priming with semantic categorization: Testing the Sense Model.
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 2010,13:327~340.

Zgusta L. Manual of Lexicography. Mouton, Hague. 1971.

Zhou GW, Chen Y, Feng Y, Zhou R. Processing of translation ambiguous words by Chinese—English bilinguals in
sentence context. Journal of Psychological Research, 2019,48:1133~1161.

IR VA B PR ] SRR 43T S ELAMEIE 3018 M,2013,(1):53~58.

3 BN, B 75 B v 1R 18 2 ) 3 5k A AR B F 0 — T8 R B 5 SRk 58 SCIRAIE . AT 5 AN 2L
22,2020,312(3):34~43+147.

HHEAA7 0 S NSGE B B A T el LA 5 SR, 1997,(1):14~19.

R R A DO R S B T URB) AL 5T R 55 BT, 2018.

SRS, TS AR E A ) B DOE DR H A E N A U] AR s S5 9E,2017,67(3):1~10.

i, RN B SRS Ho R S 27 5 2B SR D FRERAE R i ARSI ME,2013,36(4):379~386.

R %, 5% AR ERCREE BRI DR R i — TR RO BEE 5 SRR SRR SMEH
22 511 97,2018,(6):885~897+960.

TN A S SCRIORIRR A 25 RN S R 3R DT, 2019,12(2):120~127.
FEH, S5 AT BRI S S RS BB AN L b (58 B AR MERF 75,2019,(2):57~69.
TREL S DGEAE NS 15 & AR I AL AL R AL RUR S ik, 2016.

RESCHT AL JOER R A & AT IMB B T ISR AMEHF,2015,(4):55~59.

X FRE . 2 SO O B RAE B R R AR X —FE Txb b [EOBFL 22 2] F 0 SER 0 AL AR o 5
41,2005,37(4):294~302.



