2010 5 ( ) May 2010
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3k
, ( )
[ 1 H319 [ 1A [ 1 1003-6105(2010)02-0194-08
) (the
1. perceptual magnet effect) o
Kuhl (1994)
) (Native
Language Magnet Theory) . ,
Liberman et al. (1957) .
(voice onset time) .
. (
“ " (categorical )
perception) . (Jay 2004:.82), ,
, /i/ :F =
, , 350Hz, F,=1700Hz. ,
o (Rost 2005 .

« ) , s
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19), ,
?
) ( N 2007;
2005), (
(Crystal 1987.135; 2002:75) . 1999.1-5),
( 2002:56-59) )
(lax/tense vowel) (  ./i-i:/,/u-u:/,/2-3:/, ( Fox et

/9-9:/,/&-a:/), , al. 1995; Flege et al. 1999; Bayonas 2008 ),

) , ( Maxwell & Fletcher 2009),

’ ’

(Cruttenden 2001: 95),

o , (1995.7-16)
, 2.
(Huang 1981. 1-12), , 2.1
“ ” , “ ”»” Ship
sheep
; " i T ( »(1984) ,
foot food (Received Pronunciation)
( . (minimal pair) ,
2007, 367-373; 2005:259-264) ,
( (o} ’
2002 12), R 5

) GoldWave o
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2.2

2.3

) o o b
, GoldWave
3.
/9-9:/

1/

0.375, 0.594;
, /1/

0.938, 0.969 , ,

/1/

o Cruttenden (2001) , /1:/,
’ /i/ /i:/,
GoldWave ,
) /i:/
/1/ )
o 1 /i-i:/
/i:/ /1/
0.224 0.938 0.171
0.272 0.969 0.125
2 /i-1:/
R 0.806 3.13 0.806
GoldWave 0.447 3.75 0.447
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3 /u-u:/

/u:/ /u/

0.438 0.403 0.438 0.310

0.656 0.301 0.719 0.315
4 /u-u:/
2.25 1.125 1.75 1.125

0.38 0.719 3.63 0.719

3 /u:-u/

/u/ /u:/,
(/ll/:
0.719>0.438;/u:/:0.656>0.438) .

’ ’

¢} ’ ’

/1:-1/ /ui-u/ ,
/1:-1/ /u:-u/
/1:-1/
0.88, 0.25( 2),
(t=5.260,p
=.029), /u:-u/
2.25,
0.38( 4),
) (t=
4.426,p=.044) s

/1:-1/  /u:-u/

’

o /1:-1/ ,

(/i:/:t:—.565, p:580,/1/t =
1.000,p =.333),

/u:-u/
T (/u./:t=0.000, p=
1.000; /u/ :t=.565,p=.580)
Llisterri  Poch (1987) ,
, A/ , 1/ SV
/u:./ /u/ ,

/1:/./1/ /u/ /us/ /u/
S SVANA VA4 \ RV AV AV
, VAVARWA V4
o Deterding (1997)
Crutenden (2001)
, /1/
F, 382Hz,
F, 1958Hz .
50Hz ; /1:/

275Hz, 2221Hz
\ 50Hz o
(2006) /1/
s F, =
279Hz, F,=2240Hz, ,
275 <279 < 382,2240 1958 2221,

, /1/
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VARYANA YA
/1:./ /1
o , Deterding (1997)
Crutenden (2001)
(Fi=414Hz,F,=1051Hz)
N 50Hz ;
/u:/
(F,=302Hz, F,=1131Hz) .
50Hz 5
(2006) /u/
’ F, =
342Hz ,F, = 701Hz , ,
/u/ 701Hz
1051Hz, (Fi=
342Hz) 302Hz  414Hz ,
/u/ /u:/
/u/
, /u/
/u:/ /u/ o ,
/u/
/u./  /u/
/i/ /u/ ,
/1:/ /17
/u:/ /u/ )
5 ,
/9:-9/ ,/9:/
0.625,
0.781; /o/ ,
0.563, 0.781,
/3/

/0:/,

/

2-0:/

/3:/ /a/
0.625 0.342 0.563 0.310
0.781 0.256 0.781 0.256
/Q—O:/
/3:/ /a/

1.00 0.730 3.00 0.730
0.31 0.602 3.69 0.602

/9-2:/
T
/3:/ /a/
t=.824, p=.423 t=-.436, p=.669

t=.000, p=

1.000 t=1.000, p=.333

o

1.00,

’

0

’

/3:/./3/

31

(t=004<0,p= 84‘4‘)0 ’

/3:-2/ )

/2:-23/
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( 8 /&-a:/
7)o .
, /3:-2/ /3:/ 73/
(Fledge 1987, 0.938 0.171 0.750 0.258
1995) 5 0.938 0.171 0.781 0.256
/3:-2/ , 9 /e-a:/
/O:/\/O/ /o/ /O/

0.88 0.619 3.13 0.619
, o 0.44 0.727 3.50 0.730
,  Deterding (1997) Crutenden (2001 )

10 /e-a:/
, /3/ T
(F,=593Hz, F,=
866Hz ) . 50Hz /a:/ /=
: /o) t=1.861, p=.083 t=-1.000, p=.333
t=1.464, p=.164 t=-436, p=.669
(F, = 453Hz, F,=642Hz)
. 50Hz .
,/9:/./3/ 0.38, 0.44,
, (t =1.336,p =
.257) . s
8 )
/a;-z/ , o , /az-a/
/a:/ 0.938; /a&/ ,
0.750, 0.781, , /e-a:/
, /a:/ T ,
) ° /e-a:/
/&/ , ,
, , (
o ) 10), N
, /a/ /a:/
o /a./ S/ , /a./

9 ) , /a/
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, ( N 2007 .
372),
) /a/ /a./
/&/, N )
/9/ (Huang 1981 .
4) ,
/e/ /2/
, /3 Ja/
/a:-&/ )
/a/  Ja/ , o
Deterding (1997)
Crutenden (2001 ) /&/
/a./
/&/
(F,=732Hz, F,=1527Hz) .
50Hz s /as/
(Fl =
687Hz, F,=1077Hz) .
50Hz o (2006 )
e/ /A
, /2/ F, =
705Hz ,F,=1789Hz, /a/
F,=795Hz, F,=1168Hz.,
/&/ /a/ ,
( F,=732Hz, F,=705Hz),
/a./ /a/
( F, = 1077Hz, F, =
1168Hz) ,

o

/a.-e/

(/i:-1//u:-u/)

(/2:-2/)
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and makes TU alignment based on self-made dictionary. Then it compares the correlations
between Ngram and human scorings of meaning, form, and overall quality of translations with
those between aligned TU number and scorings. It further explores the predicting power of
Ngram and aligned TU number with multiple regression analysis. The research indicates that:
(i) aligned TU number is more correlated to scorings than most word- and character-based
Ngram; (ii) aligned TU number has greater explanatory power for meaning scoring than overall
Ngram, but lower power for form and overall scorings; (iii) models with word-based unigram
and aligned TU number as independent variables explain more scorings than those with Ngram,
and their calculated scores are more correlated to and consistent with human scorings. Therefore,
the combination of word-based unigram and aligned TU number has the best predicting effect on
translation quality.

Detecting rater effects with a many-facet Rasch model, by Liu Jianda, p.185

Considerable degree of variability has been identified among raters in the study of rater
effects in language performance assessments. This paper reports on a study of how rater effects
in an oral test can be detected and analyzed with a many-facet Rasch model. Five effects were
investigated: leniency/severity, central tendency, randomness effect, halo effect, and
differential leniency/severity. Results showed that the many-facet Rasch model could help to
identify different rater effects. In this study, the raters had good intra-rater reliabilities though
they differed significantly in terms of severity. No sign of evident halo effect was detected
among the raters. However, central tendency, randomness effect and differential leniency were
found in some raters.

A contrastive study of the perception of English lax/tense vowels:An investigation based on
the theory of category from cognitive linguistics, by Li Jia, p.194

This study aims to explore the effect of manipulation on the duration of English contrastive
lax/tense vowels as perceived by both Chinese and English students. The study yields the
following results: (i) for those lax/tense vowels which correspond to a single similar phoneme
category in Chinese, the Chinese students primarily rely on the vowel duration for distinction ;
(ii) for those lax/tense vowels whose counterparts do not exist in Chinese, the Chinese students
mainly depend on the sound quality (i. e. the features of the first and second formants) to tell
them apart, and (iii) for the lax/tense pairs which have the corresponding but mutually faraway
counterpart categories, the Chinese students again predominantly seek clues in sound quality in
their recognition. However, the English students consistently rely on the duration of the lax/
tense vowels to tell them apart.

Goldberg’s cognitive construction grammar : Retrospect and prospect, by Liu Yumei, p.202

Goldberg (2006) first dubbed her approach to language as Cognitive Construction Grammar
(CCxG) and attempted to provide a comprehensive and unified construction-based analysis for
linguistic units at different levels, thus gaining great attention from linguists worldwide. Based
on some relevant new literature on CCxG, this paper attempts to interpret and comment on some
of its basic views and discusses their limits and unsolved problems, including: (i) linguistic
mentalism and creativity; (ii) surface generalization hypothesis; (iii) definition of construction
and its scope; and (iv) relations among constructions.



