Advances in Psychology ‘0FEZ23ERE, 2024, 14(1), 314-320 Hans Xl
Published Online January 2024 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.141044

FiE M LI AE S R B R IR e

i 3
DrRAHE 5 0BER R, LR e

Weks HiH: 20234F11H30H; FHHEM: 20244F1H19H; KA HM: 20244F1H26H

H E

FERNEARAERZRAES, BWEAFBRG A EE, SIOERE Oy OB RBES RIENE &
RIEZ RISHALBRE, NRSLENFENTEEFOERET TEZHR. XEREFMTEF RS R
PrPE I TR RN B RRE, BRI, SHBURERY AR R SR =1
M. HeAh, CERBRTH SORT KSR FVURIUER W KB L5 BTN Z A B R8RS AU
PLAESEIO T A B A Bk A . RRBEFT T AN R BNE R I A FER BN BAIHE S
FHIRZ A LA K SRR OS2 ST 1B I DL A 507 TN FIRAIR T

XA
S0, FiE, REAMN, SHBEHRE, INNREESERG

The Iconicity Effect in Sign Language
Processing and Its Theoretical Explanations

Wen Guo

School of Education and Psychology, University of Jinan, Jinan Shandong

Received: Nov. 30", 2023; accepted: Jan. 19", 2024; published: Jan. 26", 2024

Abstract

Sign language is the language of daily communication for hearing-impaired people, which affects
all aspects of their lives. Iconocity is defined as the structured mapping between mentally stored
conceptual and phonological representations, and different scholars have carried out many stu-
dies on the role of iconocity in sign language processing. The article analyzes the theoretical ex-
planations for the effect of iconocity in sign language processing based on the results of previous
studies, including the embodied cognition, the structural mapping hypothesis, and the cognitive
resource competition hypothesis. In addition, the article analyzes the controversy over the results

WEF|IH: #83(2024). FIEIN LR A GALERN K ISR, O HF IR 14(1), 314-320.
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.141044


https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.141044
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.141044
https://www.hanspub.org/

52

in the previous literature and finds that the task involves a mapping between semantics and pho-
nological form that may be necessary for the emergence of the iconocity effect in the experimental
paradigm. Future research could delve deeper into the boundary conditions of the iconocity effect,
the impact of sign language iconocity on deaf people’s nonverbal cognition, and the application of
iconocity in authentic learning situations.
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1. 5|8

CHNR” FFHREE RBRIMTIHIVRD R EibS— 2Rk LEF D EHE NEHENS, T
HREWT 2 5 ENMEAHFRRE S 7, TSRS, T2 SEEsESATES . FIEEN
FARNE BT, @HEMAEEZRNFEE TR R, T EE, 2013). F1ERH RS PUAMEFE,
FH&K, e ERARAREIE A, BETRPRAE, URIERAT — T BRI &K AR is s ik
(Nielsen & Dingemanse, 2021). AL FTE FEW Wy - YA, FIHEZW R - TR, £ - U
B, BRI S S A EVF 2 U8 VAR I s S 25 S, B T - Falas ittt 7=
B AR RO AR R R B TERE B, Bk FE ] LhEd T, &,
77 )5 2 M5 B R FIEN VR RS IS s e, BRI B R R, FARMN AR, XERFIEER
S = A GAUME IRV (Gimeno-Martinez & Baus, 2022). B 58N G4 BRI FEHEAT Gvt i, KIS AUPELE
TN AN, Pictrandrea (2002)7347 7 1944 A KR FARIL, KIL 60% 1 FIEAEE R AU
P XA 74 (2007)%F A6 3 T8 T 100 M CIRNEREAT G v 4 A B, SR GBI RV BRI TV 5 4]
TEHTHRA W WU OC 2R 1 5 ELIA 3] 36%.

HiEFEAEBAARPRERSE S F P 2 CHE LN, HESNEEMETES ¥ &S
SRR EELEAHKRLRMAE. G E R S S NSRBI FE 50 I 2, iR T
S AR SRR IR IBC R, AT i 52 o P 205 23 R B At () HERA M (Mleteyard & Vigliocco, 2008). Hif
NEM T HFZHRIAR, RINFEES P2 S50 IR AUERRL(Ormel et al., 2009; Baus, Carreiras, &
Emmorey, 2013; Ortega & Morgan, 2015a, 2015b; & 5%, Z={H, 2016; Thompson et al., 2010). HATCH KX
B FRAAERUNE S T 1HEE ] 5B AT RD, SR ZH, 3T AR 2 RE MR G S ET1EY )
AR R RS, R TR T A B ULECAE 55 DA™= AR S TR I R AR 25, (Bt
AR K INGANEAE TR E S B2 m, H2— 0 55 I T RAEALE 15 % 2] R I il s
i (Bosworth & Emmorey, 2010; Gimeno-Martinez & Baus, 2022; Pretato et al., 2018). Ffi% ERP. AR
B 3E 28 DL R HE ), — 340 W 98 3 JF G PR I G AL 52 e =95 0 T 4 B A R AR BEE B DL RO FI L R
(Gimeno-Martinez & Baus, 2022; McGarry et al., 2023). ¢ FRTid, AR A SCEkzEa -, M2 EE
WA FE A G 52 e 5 i AR B /R AL o R ERRY B A W A SO ATIR T b, 456 RiTA STk
Feth AR — BRI 7T 1)
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2. RIAERIAHR
2.1. ROAMERIBER

AR FE X GAUERI T E W, Emmorey (2014)45 GBI Fi i 0o B Ak A7 ML RAL AN & RAE
Z A SSRGS - McGarry 2520234 AN & SRRV 55 T2 20 H 8 S RIAELE I — Rl SR A1)
K A - Gimeno-Martinez Fll Baus (2022)4% S AL MR 18 & T2 X H & 2 A SRR B AR « BARSK 3,
TIN5 R a8 TR, ShE . A B AEA ) 2 15 5 1230V Fr 58 1 & AR SRR = AR .
e ETES, 7 AT R LT IRAEMER 3, SRS E S, I TR RN T
HEZE AEM AT - T #55), BWIREIRE . £ 2 EFMTES,  “HRIE” BT E B 8 ARG F N
B, BOHEE T 2B FRE R RS, AREXTFERUETRAR. mEEXETES, H©
TRGEEW, AIRKEHIN T, THEEVUHTFEMELE TR, WP T sgm. mis
R, TEFEEWRMEHNAE R BEE, M LR F SRR, waeS PLPtE SC B v i
HEEFEE ARSI, 2013). t04L, ARE K HEAF1ER ]G B A R, (AR R
A A FI(Nielsen & Dingemanse, 2021). @1 HL—1d], HEEFE. EEFIE. SEFEHELTFMELE
BT RHLEITEAR, ABARATT BAR RGN 1A 2 7

2.2. KIMERD A

X GAUNEBEAT RS AL 1 7> A A T S At ST 4 2 e DUROR AT IR R IR R . B %, SRAUMETF
FEFIERLEXSJE I, ARERNAETE, —S ARG SRS S R EE. NX—
WA A, Markham Al Justice (20044 RAUED AN RS, RmESRUNE, TEF RS S SR IBGHEE
WHLE, RED T DUG LS o BRI, 85 TR0 HARPRY Z [ R & AT REJE AN RERE 5 b
W, FERFRIP 2 A AR e MATT DAER A . (REERAUE, FEMSIEERASHIEE LRAANE
WY, AMAEROEIE TEE TR AR S Hk, IWRAAE AR 5 87 A AR DU R0 — Lt R, i) 5
P RO R E BT oM, MBS T 7 MR, . HIERIE . HPEAriE s
= FABY DR R) T HERIE DL PRy Al — 2L EAT 5 L AS BT 55 T A TRk,
Ny RSB FriEshE; L. QIR .

3. R MRIEI B
3.1. AR5 AHEie

H BB SR SN Z M E S, f%E. BEAAR = H RIFEAS TR, Bagn 58
Y REBANT 2y, AR R AR RIS B R G a0, RVE R S AR AR I B R KNS B A
M4 RGiH2 5 (Barsalou, 1999). X — MW A7E G R IOV Z W SR F BIAE . W47 B 70 R BLTE B TE R
PS5 B A D 1 ) O B A L ORT 4442 R B8 407 (Tnoue, 2006): WA 25K SEHIF 97 R MR 2 1 b 38
S HENBIE S5 Z KRBT, AER SIERC I 5 3hVE BN EGE 1 K #2870 — B (Gallese &
Lakoff, 2005). fEIX—HEAAMA T, 155 B AT LLUE TS 3B DL R Ho A A S 2256 1 Co BRI R 523, +1
EeriE, FiEW ARE L GRS EEBE S EERATF SRS R sz s &4, it
EAF R GG F ST A TARMER R 5%, 20135 #52, Z2=H, 2016).

TERMARANCIY, BT m SR B S NS A U R, TEIX A IR s i 5 BT 4a 1
JERNZ G 2 (e BEANMASHRNC B TR . B RFTOR I, e ik T8 0 A Bl TT AR PR R s S Ak
FEWICHNE S RS R @I R, WEWE T HE L “Fik” HERRNZLEEGNE, ik
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AT LK 5 8 5 AR 12 3 B AR R, AR EXTIRVE B iE A2 (Hostetter & Alibali, 2008). 4/MAKE T
A % R R R B B AREE, FE I S AT S R FITES, MR RN Z 560 ] LAk
F AR S B SCE AR AT ZE o TV A S V8 5 1 e i 30 mT B LUK — 38 sh 856 9 L fth () 00 B
RAE o X AT DARRRE AT A —LeB SR I, GUAAVETRITEHANE B2 %)) ) L 2 Al A & A 35 L 8] (Orlansky
& Bonvillian, 1984), HT41) LT RKEW B MATHEZ3IRETIEA B X5 S F N 28 5008 i
A, NENBNRNE A S FAEE S 2 A ARG R AT IR Ui 2 R AE R, BRI AE 2 ) LRI 245 14T A
BB, SN AVCAE B B R (5 B R

3.2. GHIRRGIERR

SRR BEAR I B AU s, FEREAT 28 HE i B AR DA S5 LU B AR e, 5 A 3 AR PR A o B SR AT []
FELEGERRT T o GBS ) 77 A AT e B T8 SCRAE 5 15 & T AN 0 RAE AR E LB R, DA &
PS5 B0 T DO AR A XS T2 15 0 ) S M Ak — A B Al (Emmorey, 2014).

— TR FH 1] B VT RS Y A o R B0, GBI S8 PEAE I SR I, 47 ) B 52 B R ALM A T 1 1]
LS E R NERGILE SRR, e B8 SE S AH TR0 S0, SUMERMERH
I R 2 2 S ST R S, REBMERHEAR M E s T SR e SRR, 4R
R IABAE T GADUARFALE R L 11 By of B 8 8 385 PR T RALLRF AR AN SR 1) FRL 0 o 1 3 ) TR S FER 0 1) i
T, RBERER B R TR RS R SR o e, BRI AE S RS Frie & U B 5, 2
HET HEBt AR, A4 5 g R 58 S N (Thompson et al., 2009). i A AN § B A E T E F48 DL
TFHEPHES TX— K. B MTEP A SRR, o8 & W b T15 2 1 /2 (@ W T-15 2 41
S AR AR ULAC R 38 (Vinson et al., 2015; FKAHSAE, 2013). AHELRAERIAT 525, ERP A DLSRHERT
IV 1) AN e SR I AR B T RR A5 2 . A T RN FUIIT 5838 SR FH A (R0 1 S 6 30 0T 4t 3K 0 i Hh v 2l de
AT, RIL T 5 RS JIA DG P3 ARG 1) gkl , R WIAE UL 15 ] g AT B I R b, WSk i
X5 EE T AEAT R T BT PR AR, 5 I 4 A il SR (2 17 DU IRC o S5 FE (MeGarry et al., 2023).

33. INHIFEE=SRINR

FE T H R A GBS ) H B AT DA MR B 5 e B A A 25 e o R T N A O
LR, RV T AR R G LA SR L RS, R BGE S eI R S, I RS
BOEIE RS, BoE i NS SR BS, IS, 1993). [AIFE, XTFiEdE T TAEE, WA RKE
B S SUPE A — AN T, 102N T AR ERE B AIE AN RGN S5 R (Nation, 2001). JFERVCIE LK
N IR AN SR TE S 2R A R0 SRR A B3 1) 9% & (VanPatten, 1990; Barcroft, 2004) . #R7E AL N T
FIER, 2GS RE OISR RN T4 R .

—MAEBLT , WA T B R 0 ARTE 2 ) T B AT 4G B B ) T S A &2 T 30 (VanPatten,
1990), T GBMHEIRIC T “T8” XT38 ST, S AMA T G uE A O OB 4, WOE RS X
(Vigliocco et al., 2005), AR SGVETE GALER G S, HAH T TFE R ARz SR 2w B
A RGAMETAE P ARSI R IL, DL 1ETE & T IE R PRI, 38 Bl 18 ik 7E
PSR B R I ZE T AERAME TR, X TREHR T SV TE MR SURFIE R, Bk 5
Z WA FN SR T AT ERE U T B, R IEA RS OL T, T R0 Tk F st e b,
FE M ARTE I SR G AR B & 2R R S48 22 (Ortega & Morgan, 2015a, 2015b).

4. RIMEBRLRIREFTF L
FUE A EA KBS R ARSI AR, (B3R BTA (AT A 4 SRS RO A 3
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BRI BE R IAE LR =M 55 R B v B AT I RAME RN (A AE . 55— 15 SUR 3T I AR A A WA
% . Bosworth fll Emmorey (2010)E 3R 3 E E N FiEE 758 G i 545 T Rl B bRt 2 o8 E, 58K
W24 5 i BAA GAAYERS, 5 AEGAUNEAR LG S i R RS FF e 2 220 . A, S H brinl 5 HE
SGAUNE B AR AR sk e N R B = R . B WL R FERB (LSS . Gimeno-Martinez #l
Baus (2022)7E5:5% 2 Hdk U@ T FEE b, $HRAE S5 AT 8 45 SR A o tH RN . B
WA, SRR ERP AUSANAESLES 1 B s A5 h g2 2], fEREES It a k. =,
W E T4 . Pretato %5(2018)7EE R 4 5% 2 A1 Ot B i ok I B F i /s AR RT3k B 62 13047
Fo S A L (A B SR AN e ORI ER G AT FE IR o« 45 SR R IAEAS e ORI 58 T 2RI tH R AUPE R
#, BLEFRRARIEE T A HI R .

CAMBRE, KB HILRAMERN RAE SV Gd 7l LS TE S TR R . 7E 2R
) W7 DA S AR B T B IR S, R E R I B2 TR, T 2SR B AR S I A T B
FEUMTFAERICR, TRREEREN 18RS, NFERICEAT M LA, HTEREWOE L S5ES
TR A B, TR ARG B R R RS RKIEER AR, B RAEREC S IR AR IR
S H AR ZE S AR SRR R B R, XM IECE Y SR G E A IR R R RS, MRS R
R GANE TS S 1 T AR S A B iy, X b BB A UL RS LRl T DU AR i v s, fef
B AE TN GAUME R AT D= AR BRI [ B o BRI Z A1, Pretato 55(2018) BTl ) SEEGHEAT A UE, EIAH
SIE R, AER R AREAT 55 AR e A I, ARSI Kok 518 % 2R
9, SIS LA R A R RIH GAME RN . DRt AT BRAX SR S GBI H I T R RN R AR S K BE
5EE AR WU, A2 R G RN .

5. e E5RE

AN A SCERIFAT B 45, F BB 1 T 050 AL 3 A G 250N H I ) B AR AR A DL S xS
BB FLFUEEAT T RERER I o« SR, H HRE SAME RS AR AR AE — L )8, AH A 7834 ) DA i
—H o RRIEFEFT NN R I RAT, AT IRAIRTT

= ZANE BN L S . FEAETA AT A AL R I T RABE N IR AEAE(Bosworth & Emmorey,
2010; Gimeno-Martinez & Baus, 2022; Pretato et al., 2018), XF AR RINGEALER S B AT 408 B, AT
508 K i U518 T A T8 (R B AT 6 A2 GBI RO AE S5 X H B 0 B2 A, (R A IR 32 52
REE AT PAgE— IR T . B, RIE G — B S E LA RAPE VT e 48h5, 78 HTH ST AR
PRI AR R IAS R SO0 T RAME FE IEAFAEZE 7, DARAEX SR BBV 8 B A F A . IR,
GAMERT LA RIAEFESEAT R 3 TG AW S0 T GAUME Rk e R 2 A4 SR BRI, fldn, ke
—YEfE, e, B QU NI X AT R IR R SRR A RS BRI, R RN RABM R RN )
FIWRRE, RS —brifk P RUMEID TR A A G . e, sem GRS R = A 1R
Z WIAF#S(Thompson et al., 2012). FEFEIALI(E 5, 25H, 2021). FAMFFIER SR HEFEE (Vinson et al.,
2015), FEPRDT G2 S fn) R, o] Je i A e R 2 A e /R AT DU R — 2B LB 77 1) o

=L U REFERLEEREEP . AR ES T RN T EIN TR R mEE . A
EAFEIRRC IS B, MR 2] H (Morett, 2015; Vinson et al., 2015); ¥ BAFMEA, ALFIEL
I8 (Vinson et al., 2015)y ANFIFEH I BL(Thompson et al., 2012); MAT ARIAFIMZ Z 1 (Gimeno-Martinez &
Baus, 2022; McGarry et al., 2023). MATAGFFTH 0] LAE H S AL SZ7E F B A5 L R FE—E1EH,
TR 22 B0 B NBEA B E R BRE, AR P51 SACkIA] [ 52 0 2 713 23 0F 282 N (RO R 2 7= A 52 ) 2
I, JE RS AT DB G TR G AL X 2 N ARV B AR 52 o
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= HHT, 12U S SR TEHE T RS B I B A E e B . E e, A LTE RS
OISR, RS RV 2 AR R IR, I SCRERIE R (Perniss et al., 2018). UL 5%
AT I 22 7R S0 00 B AR, b GRALL AL A0 0 5 e i 75 LA S o] 76 B S (R A S AR 2 5 2t
F2 ] DA HOHEAT IR PR I AE B S BeA S S BT AR I . AR E B S A S IR IR, MRS SR RS
SN TFIE RN R B AEMARBM AR 5 L, TR, 5 EREI G I 1E 2 ST R AU
TCH AT BE IR AR IR, FOUMAERHAT A DGRVE B, T LR 4l L5 NARSG BN 56, 7 5] N8 i,
PRI IR FIRE, T AT AR TR I ECE, R T DR SRR AR, et
FNIUEA T I 15280
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