2015 6 2015 No.6
187 FOREIGN LANGUAGE RESEARCH Serial No. 187

( 130024 / 150080; 130024)

1 ’ ’ ’

tH313.2 TA : 1000 - 0100(2015) 06 - 0116 -7
DOl :10. 16263 /j. enki. 23 — 1071 /h. 2015. 06. 023

A Masked Priming Experimental Study of Recognition of
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Masked priming is a tool for studying early automatic lexical recognition under the conditions that participants are unaware

of the prime’s identity. This study adopted masked priming experiment to explore the impacts of relatedness-of-meaning and rela—

tive frequency of meanings of ambiguious words on lexical processing of Chinese English learners with different proficiency without

context. The results showed that in the early stage of lexcial processing meanings of ambiguious words were activated with the

rate access determined by relative frequency. In the influence of development features of second language lexicon ambiguious

words with multiple unrelated meanings benefited the lexical processing of low proficiency learners. But as second language profi—

ciency improved that benefit reduced. Multiple related senses facilitated second language lexical processing.
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