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Abstract: Two main theories in new word learning were Phonological Loop Model and Lexical Restructur-
ing Theory. The two main theories focused on different aspects of how long-term lexical knowledge affects
word learning: Phonological Loop Model focusing on phonological working memory and Lexical Restruc-
turing Theory focusing on phonological sensitivity in phonological processing. Previous studies showed that
both phonological working memory and phonological sensitivity were important to new word learning, espe-
cially phonological working memory influencing word learning directly. However, how phonological sensi-
tivity affects word learning is still not clear. Future studies could use a new method to investigate the mecha-
nism of how phonological working memory and phonological sensitivity affect word learning or integrate the
two aspects to investigate word learning.

Keywords: New Word Learning; Nonword Repetition; Phonological Working Memory; Phonological
Sensitivity; Lexical Restructuring
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BT IR 2B BT U 1 ARSIk i Ut ?

][/

1. 5]

i 2 o) o FE AN AR A (BRI EE A
) A FR AR F AL, ERE I YA I T 2 Wi i
T ABEFE N TS AR LR R S AR v R A A
(Gathercole, 2006), Hfr LA=JE ] 8 AT 55 A2 Wt 70 i i) 2%
I EEFR . AR TSRS, HE g
BICAT R B O AN R, 1B AT RE I RNE S
AFIR B AG B 7 % 2] o B S HTRe I &1
EEMN LR PE, EFEAAREHY S EMES T
PRIk E . AERT ABTFTH, A7 SR 58 00 TE &
THeJT, AR E TES TR, Mhi1% 8
TERLT H SRR, XL 2 50 i E A
Tt (Lexical Restructuring Theory) )13 hn T f £ 3k
i R T R AR e 3R O O I AR RV A ) e AR
#KAE A (10 Metsala, 1999; Metsala & Walley, 1998),
A B i [l #4578 (Phonological Loop Model), M T4
T2 A8 P S ) BR ] Y R R 0 e 7B 3 & AR IR A2 i
BhiAYC 4% 2] (W1 Baddeley, Gathercole, & Papagno, 1998;
Gathercole, 2006).

A T P B R R 2 R I A ST AU ) e T
i, SCREIXPIRES T S e OO
AT AR Z A FOORIGE H LRI, BEE BT A
RN ABATEE B SR T g 15 77 A 78 R 2
B/ RIS v X R/ ) IR D < P = P E N 1K I P03
HEW. FATK E RN GX WM EEE A w7 B
DA K —SEAH SR ORI AT, AR Bl T PR BF 9 45 SRR
WiE S TAE LIRS & 0 T2 B R 5 1A 15 2 2] 1,
$50 S5 XA R (R RIE 52 7 1R 3R AT e EE
2. MMEERIL
2.1. 1BE[EE&EER! (Phonological Loop Model)

FESERRESE LT E, 52 2] — /M gl R X AR
] B R B AE I AZ 2 e IRZ AT AR T E 2 UEW]
AMETEF TARCIC AR AR BEAHSG, REma % il

15 (458 1% 3 % Baddeley, 1997; Baddeley et al., 1998;

Gathercole, 2006). Gathercole 5 \KH 1 —/Mfaj B i)
B ——1F 3 [0l B — R R E & AR L I AR 0
PUERERZ RIS 22 ST 1. B R — ML T TH T4
FiaE BERN N RE KRS, EaEmA -
—RABEAEAS, PR AT I g

OPEN ACCESS

ZJa, EEE R ARSI RSOk R, —2
RN L, OB 2K (015 2 i I R AR 4E RF 72 15 5 A7
I 2% 1 (Baddeley et al., 1998). 7Eria3- A fEr, 4
B S AR S B AR, 1 [ R A e H
I AZ R B BRIV AR SR 4 R 2 ST AR
7 HAE M E A 2 AR A R R A RERE S
SEREIT, T AL A7 D R AU L B2 2 (Baddeley et
al., 1998; Gathercole, 1995; Montgomery, Magimairaj,
& Finney, 2010), [FI N5 & 170085 1) i & E B i i xf
AR .

211 BEI(CIZHAE

B & LAECAZ I & 7T BL AL SR 124 55 (b
B L, digit span, BURIFF[E1Z, immediate
serial recall Z5)1S, (E2& AL G iCAZAT 55 H BT F 0 )
AR IR PR R, iR AT, IF BAE G
BN OEA T e BMRAE, ORI ANR ] Re
B A ) R B AR R Rl h . JEIA E AT
RO AR R, TR LR Oy BRI A i A X B R ZRALE
WEEANE RN ER 3R B, pr AL Geid 12 4E
S5 HHEL, AR E AT 55 I 5 (1) A Al 1R [ 2%
(e.g., Gathercole, Hitch, Service, & Martin, 1997). {H&,
AT I SRR, AR E B AR R RE S TR
() — TAE AR AT REM) ), 1% DR A e R
AVECA AR AL, IX S R0 AR AL 1 A AT 8 AR
JC AR H RSS2 F7(Gathercole, 1995)

212 BEIERIZEFMAEINXE

Gathercole %5 AR AF 1A 8 2 AT 550 &5 & TAE
ez, FHFMERARRIRCE, SR FIE S TAEILIZH
WITE S S Z AR &R AT i a1 AR KR4S
FEl 9, AAEmK KRR 3 BRI+ =2 1)L&E, %
1% = 1)L (e.g., Masoura & Gathercole, 2005),
R PRE S B A )L # (e.g., Gathercole & Baddeley,
1990), 1E® A LA JA 1 F B (e.g., Papagno &
Vallar, 1992; Thorn, Gathercole, & Frankish, 2005)F17A
FNERRE R (e.g., Baddeley, Papagno, & Vallar, 1988),
AT — RAIAH G LI B FL R B 1 15 TAR IR A2 A0
WEF S A B R R RIME—Si T, il
ATV L B AEAIR A 8 1) ] 25 52 mT DA TIURA /& AR 08 1Y)
1Ay = (e.g., Gathercole, Willis, Emslie, & Baddeley,
1992). fEIXLLRF T, MR IR 1ERE IR v Ha ]
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RIZ IS, DU B Frill 45 ) AE 3 558 5 T8 B (R ]
SEEEAADC, T PY 2 RV B A BETIUA % I 1A
o DR A% HE 5 I 8] #H 5% (cross-lagged correlation) (132
B, A PR SR ZRAE OC B JE BRLAR 56 2 A 5 5 (n
Crano & Mellon, 1978), HrtLAMtAI IR 50 45 % B &
B LARICZ ARG ) Z AR R R R, B TE S
TARIAZ Z [ 3RE) 1 RES >

B 1 —SERH O AT, HESHE T [R] RETY (A 7L
W TE 7 — e 2 2 i S50 Y 2Ok BoRE F TAE
T2 1 27 2] (8] R B 9K & o L 1 Papagno A1 Vallar
(1992) % F I % Bk 45 1] 15 %% 2] (paired associate word
learning)fT 55 K BL: 1) 1B AU XS R 112 Ll 3
I EMZ RN K, 2) EBURTENZ 2 8] F 2R H 5
N2, TR AR R, 3) i R R 5
e B2 . TRRAAIE R 4510 15 T2 (B R
5] 12 AT 55 W &) 76 1) 15 5 ) ol SCE A . X
Gathercole 1 Baddeley (1990b)># FH 42 il i) 1% 2 S 45
(controlled word learning tasks) & ¥, 1K =& fE
JI LB AE 22 S AR 4 7 B LA E 1A 5 A R
() L3 g — ks, (HRPRYL) L FAE 2 ) R A IR
DAz mMAfE—RZE, BIKIEREERE M
VBRI AZ A MR B SR I LEE D,
PR AT HERTE S TAEICAZ 9880 1) L fiRIE ) .

2.2. {ACEHE R (Lexical Restructuring
Theory)

DRV T U R 318 2 1] Y EE A4 3 8 (Lexical
Restructuring Theory), XANERIE N NIEE RAELETHE
2 A B AE (4534 15 WL Bowey, 2001; Metsala &
Walley, 1998). JLZ [ ia]7 FAF A& M 52 % (A0 EAE
FRYAREAIE A X [ A5 M Pk 57 3% >R K Je 1Y) (Ferguson
& Farwell, 1975), FfiZg JLEAAVC G A, FEEL
GRE S RAE, IS BURL I 73 B8 F =R . —
AN SE BRI R 58 I 5 R AE BT LA 1B & R AE
AR E D A7 AR BUE & E B (Pisoni &
Luce, 1987). XL —ANRAE R S8t Al S HL 2 5
TEATA] 75 BEAE & RAF WAL 55 (L an 17 5 AT 45 A
HBURMEAT 55 ) P IR 15 5 R AL HIR R BE A &
MR RT AR, ES USRI R ae, R2, 1B
INTRe 358, ARG K. HE T AE
(3 580 5 B0 A AR AL A AR AR A ], B ek
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(A8 B B X X S A 1] (1418 5 I B s A K
X2 B Gy AT R A
221 FFIEENENAR

VA VI ) T S R L Al o A o T A A
FNN, JRIEEZ AR A i & TS TR
BE A7, TABEI & 78S TAECIZAe 1, SUE T8
LU (Bowey, 1996; Dollaghan, Biber, & Campbell,
1993; Metsala & Chisholm, 2010), 3R & 7E— /M)
LB RS (P8 P 15 AN S TE) A 78 th A8 B 50 HF,
BT 78 R B B 9 1] 1) R X AL G BE
B AR R A OC, I EL R Al
BAOE, tWUWES TAECIZ b R mas —MES
FEARR Sy, WA R 201274 B (Parra, Hoff, & Core,
2011).

222 FAESE., WLEMESHRMENXR

FE—ANSEARR E A L R KA S AU
ZHRAMMRF, Metsala Al Stanovich (1995) % ¥
TEAE RS RN & U ME MR 2 5, R E S A RE T
WV, TYER AR R E R R 2 5, EE
TERPEATI SR ARG K WA OG . T, M AT AR
A ANREE A B TR, MR, Ak R A
H AR 52 R] R 5 A O BEAA S e 1 AN g 1]
A RE S B2 S BIRAEMFLE . Rk, HIES)LE
VR AR SRRV B A, T AN A2 A 3R] E 2 i
=S TAEEZ.

Bowey (2001)EE #4471 I Gathercole (1995)F)%k
PRI, EEVASHH, 2005 ) LE f IR S )
I, S5 FLARDAEAARE B e 1 Al 1) A B0 A AU BEAIG
(10 A 1] 1 25 52 A B U )L B 7 0 B BT I 45 7D 1)
TR T EUREE ) LE VY 2 R R e s L T ) L
.2 WA BRI AR FE i AR R A, (H R AN RE T
WS TR ERMARRESR . T2 Bowey(2001)
G YRR R R B, A RRHES
[l A, R Ry Al i) EE R AN B K R AN 2
B, WS TIEEIN LRI B, ERE AR
7146 Bh T AR AR K 2 (A B R

3. MMEILHRLES
3.1 BEBRAMMNBEEILECIZNEE

RS TARC i 2RI 75 L
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EICAZARE S I Z M EEX R, JFHEREES
TARIAZ A W Re IR BN NG5 ), (HE Ry — AR —3K
MRFFE s S, PEanrE—AMEExT 3 % %8 5 % JLE MM
Bt gt , Gathercole 1 Adams (1994) %A & A1
HG AR W S BT R, I ek e 4
W7 e A — AN 1 B A& B 5 S e R .

I A 24 15 5 BUBE (phonological  sensitivity 5§
# phonological awareness)# 28 N5 JEIN, &% TAEIC
LS WES I Z B R RATRE A B 1 B U
FIR T HE R FIERAE AN BIVE & R RE /1 (Metsala, 1999). 7
AR FE, HESE ¥ [ A2 [ 58 AR AN 7K
INTE B BURVEAE RG> P 1ER] . Gathercole 45 A
(2008)EL#L 1 8 % HICAZBRRE LB MIEHR ) 8 % )L
B AEKINOAZAT S A2 SRS R . AR I,
HIERLEAL, AidiZakian 8 2 ) LEAAKR id1Z
A 5% TR RV EL SR AG B B8 S MBI ST S h R ILE
ZE— ik, (HJE L) LEETE AT MR 10 12T 55 AR AR HF
P -7 (A5 SN B S RHIAT 55 o R IAH 24 o AT
W20 R E S U N B, Al izEh
B3 2EL 1) )L 35 7E K AL AT 55 R0 2% ST 45 H AN JE 3
KT o Fk, MATARAHERIE S BB MA B S
TAEIAZ M5 > . ARk, AATIIR S8
AR U AR S5 R A A S 1R LR ICAZ
Yo

3.2. BERRMTETMHAFIESR

SO AEAE BN LR 7T R B AR ] R ANE &
T AR AP A G S N T, 5 TRE A
By FARia EE AR K 2 MR, AmARAE R,
B R ARV B 2 A AT R 1 BRSO R AT AR AR
k. 7 Bowey (2001)IHF5EH, METEHEMHEER
#pEm 2 5, 58 AN H I ARE HEE RS TN 72 4
H IR, (E 2 SRR A 2 5, 58 N H
& RZHRIA BT 72 S ABFAC &, 54k, 58
AN I RN B M —R] AT 72 AN H B A 1] 2
SWEZE, M58 A H B )& R AT LTI 72
A ABFARRE SR . DL RS R R R R ]
PATIHH S R & . T /2 Bowey (2001)HEWT LA 45
BRI BRI RE SR R N T,
BRIV IR AT o (H2 DL b 4 B[R R 1 I S )
A3 R U S ARV R, R A Rt nT AT
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WS MR ARRE R, ArLlLL B R FRE SRR — A
WA AR ] ORI AR BB LR G R
(Brown & Hulme, 1996), TMiA&1EE TAELIZIKE) T
WA

3.3 EEHRMEEMAIILE

1E T FT R B T, R R R AR
B TAECIZESEWRs) TiiEES], EilRiES
XN ST TR A R A B IR G
B BUSETEE 2 2] FER, R BRI
AN TE A 1B TAEICAZ X 1 15 25 S I E R
TEREMFEE B, GRS OEs TRMINE, #
o B AR E R RTINS S TR B B 1]
TCHAS, AR MR KRN FRRTE 3% TAED
122 1A% Fot B ER Y, R P AR X i 5
TR AT KR 1B 27 ) P AR R AT AR A il

T ) — Lo 7E S B B TR DARIZ, B
RO A AN AT 2% ST TA] 9K 2R« Ramachandra, Hewitt
F1 Brackenbury (2011)R F T fBSR IR 2% S AT55 Kt
AL )LEEE TAEC 155 BUBE RN 1522 3] 8]
MR FR o XA FE & I A 1] 52 AN R I 25 RO (SR
WA R L, TE S SURPERT Bl B DU AN
TS TS BURE AR S R R E AR A

7£ 57—/ 7, Jarrold, Thorn 11 Stephens (2009)
T T 3 ST 5 (= AN 44 2 Ik B IR 1) 4 25
DR HAT ) FI S B 2 ST (A=A Br B ik
— 5T ICES ) B R ) R 7L 1)L F TE R
12 (verbal short-term memory). & 3 B AH R 22 5]
Z IR FR . BIES M 45 R SR 5B R A2 e iE &
U B G M T 30 S R . U TR AR
CAENEE =20, 1R S BURNE 2 53k N A5 TR,
GBIz R R R N I RN ZE R, 2
SeXF SR S RITCET . Bk, BAREE TR
VA2 F ] 2 21 ELE N, AR R AZ R IR )
T RN B 5 2] R R B2

AT — M1 W 7T (Messer, Leseman, Boom,
& Mayo, 2010)H i Xt it Ff B —fif 2275 9 DY %2 J L AN
{1 R A7 24 38 A0 = HHE (0 X0E Y 2 )L 3 1 AR A 8142
(nonword recall) s 533t 47 EL BRI 70 5 1B JE A e A2
] 37 F8 XUAE 2% 31 . Messer 25 N kKB T % A7 I 51
(phonotactic probability) (5. . ¥ A7 BCF A & —Fhif
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T A BT 43 B B T A LE TR R X 8 4
TG A FEHER A AE 1452 (Jusczyk, Luce, & Charles-
Luce, 1994), e & AL EC S AT BE 1 (1) FE 17 58 mT fg
HIAESEMIE 5 4, TR AL EC S AT Be P Y R 1]
AT REME B — L. AR IIAE B 252 T H
Hik, PR LE RO O EL A nT Ge P R [E 12
B T A E A EC A T AR AR (B2 03X Ud BB
TS KRR S RERE SR S B2 . T LA RE
L B AR AR B AR MIE S R E . X
AN TR K IHE B AR LT S U, Be%
XA A & AL EC A AT BE PR SRR R A 02, AR T
WV, (2 FUTETE B BUS A2 75 A8 DX 31T 1] 2%
SAANERE . 5 — AN TEIE S AISGHE I XGE 70
ROLT WAE S RVl g TARCIZ G U =
BAEAETRAR DG, I HAB S BUSIEFI 28 —18 5 T AL
TR Y 5 T 6 PR R I R R AR 7 B (Gorman,
2012).

3.4. BELIERICAESH RN XEIER

R TUAN W FUAR 18 o RO X 1A 1 2 3T 1
AL TR . 288 P KW FTIESE RS
T H LARICACANE & UKL R e B a2 > .
MBI ST DA BORA S IX P A 5] 22 2
A B 8B U R TS B B, 115
B LAFCAZAE I TEE A B R A S U ey
WA MRS BT 7 IERRRIIN T, IERR RS R RE
WoAF s MES TARCIZH R RGE 115 & RILRE S
Ao FTUMEFHR 2 Sl i, i sh— AT,

4. RREMLGR

MBI TR I, DMERIBE T2 R R BT 78055
KW FEF TARCIZ S BUSPEAAIC 2 ST R R &R,
ERARIT AR Z A —BURE R, PREREMES
Wrid 2 S Z A RR K R RPN
FESEHG O TARICAZ B0 S BRI HEAT 2], T
AR5 — I ZOR BRI FUIR — DA & 15 2 0 e 2
AN Fish, FEFTA S ST AN B, TR
RS R RSB, & TARCIZZ S
FAERI TR S WAL B, o — MEART 1
AP i T AP A e I T8 3 3 4 1) A AR O LA B R
BEATHT I
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MT =M HEERTE, IR R 2 i T &
WNTERTE TR 2 S S A R, IR 2 F kT
FRTIE FE AT, SR 3k SR FT 45U mT LA GRS SR S ]
WE 0 8 22 2] i 72 (Gupta & Tisdale, 2009; Page &
Norris, 2009) . iz A A AT TR I A AR A0 a3 4R
i E SRR (AR RS . AR )BT R, ABAT]
S3MT T 6 T AR R RN = 3 A R 0 A R N
S, RIAEIETEFENAE 55 bl il ) T R b
A AR R ARE, EARRE SRS,
AT ] T e b 7E AR 1 A0 IR &, RGN
(lexical) A1V 7]y (sublexical) %1 1 [ B %+ I 17] & )
A B P74 T S0 (Jones & Witherstone, 2011;
Tamburelli, Jones, Gobet, & Pine, 2012). &% [Al#%— .
BN NS TRV K T (Page & Norris, 2009), A4 1E
B BURAE R AL T Rl AR KPR 2 R — A
BT I T ) 5 A R] YRR T ] Y1 7K S H R 3 Bt
FUHT ] R R RO B SRR S ), TR R e
TAE R AZ A B B i 2 S AR

ZE LRTIR, 1B [ AT ME S TAEICAZ A T
SRR AT B 2 ST B2, AR TR
T EFEWRS) 7 RNES ), R A ER e AT 0 A
FEE RIF 55-K B ]V R 0o 1) T 25 ST (R, R
JERPEXRNE S S EEAE R . — et s oo TR
TARIAZ BB USRI FIRT R 2 S Z AR R, 4558
TR TARCAZXS a2 2 B, 1) A
B TARCIZZ IR Bk &2 R E AR, (X E
TAEILAZ e T H B IR B T 118 2% 2 1E A W AT A 4
W FAME B BURMEXS TR 22 ) 6 AR B R
W, AHE AL ANE 2 . LB BB 50T 17 4
P R OCVE TE  TAE L2 5 TH B 5 0 T 5 TH 6
TR 2 ST R B 1)1 AR G2 RN BB PR XT
WG S IR EE R . 3E— 0 R F 0T LUK B s
FLIT VR T B LA e AZ 05 5 BB PR ] 1 2
ST H A P B 3 1 5 0 R SR A 3R] AN T 3R A
KA T ]

mBE#EE

AHIT 7545 3 o [ - 5 R 2 42(20110491179)
B N2 R AT A 2 42 (11YIC190006), 5
/A I %0 B 5 AT R 0E TR R S I = T R
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(2012A03), [ 5% H ARl 5 4:(31170979) LA K FE 2 [ml
[ A AR 33 & i % Bl
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