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FSE ol8F &8 A2®o] GFF FokelA ALE
532 ok d& 8o, AV A5 SEAN2R, FIH
aoxe S lA2", TTS(text-to-speech
system), AFa £ 24 Y A2¥, e-mail =
ALY Fo I EokdM F YA AHSHT Ao
=4 ¥4 ANEARE 57 82" HEHRA ALE
7] M e S B N2"Y |4 meo] A4
ojr. 4 ¥4 AN2€9 §4 Hrle FE AR
719] % Brtek &4 =oQloAe AP B[7 Fo
2 TAEY. B, A ¥4 AN2"Y AF JUke
SN LY Ao BPYE 2AMEE AR &4 &
A A2RE AR FRAdA RARE RoR FAE
. £ A7 °l’ o9 529 34 ¥4 A=
37t Foll AHEA SRheA g F4E HHE A £
R

71&€2 §AE W7 WEE F2 off-line FAE ol &

1) BATE FRFANE AEAFI4A
(1010-2002-0012)A 922 +HPHUAS.

& B3 A9 ArHGoldstein, 1995). off-line HHA
o ARy Fo BAE oF HARL UdF
7|Eehs RE ARAEY7 FEE Fo d95 1Y
tHDelogu, Conte, & Sementina, 1998; Goldstein,
1995; Pisoni & Hunnicutt, 1980). °}¥ off-line 3
HABAA S AHgst7] FAsce FAL AT FA
=& BEALYI}D YT Feo F& do] doeA
g ¢4 An B WaE Yo 2o g
H7b @8l 5 Yok @@E AYn ok £ 479
e Aol de gl AA(word recognition) JTF
oA E3| AHEEHE o VY HAl(lexical decision
task)& AH&3l RASS ARAFS e 84
& AEAE §4E& walnx gt

Azt AojARANP 5L AFdle doidaR 97
dHE A, =, oiF, &%, 2 F9 QoA ¥4
€ WFoR @ & 7ML old 93 FHI A
ARE Y FoiA Do AAFAA 2PE FAt
g3 AdE g FAE AHE Ex A wes)
T 424 4588 ZAEE Aoz Y4S ¥
FrAZY FY& FE3 27l REFHA GolNx
{word frequency)9t ©oli&4(word regularity) &
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FEg FH02 A7E TN T EFE
g WA 9 AF AEHE GoldgF ¢ 2
AEE 4L v 7i&9 Aold A A7l
29 goulzazsts didbraimel A-}sd e A
dol¥ A (mental lexicon)oisl AFEHE: oHE A
(lexical access)3tedl B¥E F7] WEoz 48
2itKBalota, 1994 #x) =g, o] Y EREs
At &#3%9 EFFAA HE o #HEe AT
TAAQ Qg olE o LaHE AUgRT U Y
€ An@t. GoAFAYERE SN EANE o
E AA4HZAAM Zged Bdde vz @8
ArHelF e, 1996). SN Agd &4 FYANLB
o] Y%¥ T4 7ZjvHrule-based)ol7|Btt= BF3
{corpus)E ©| 83t ojA] Tofizel dolF o]
U3sA 8% Aoz YJZrEch

2 43 F /1A 534S A2 A AAs g E
AN v, FEEY 29 & gt FHAHAR
Ao &e)7t QAertE YokrE Reld. AL §
71 BE sl A% 294 ES W v
Wi Aol s YeEAE ¢otRaxt kgl
o 2 AgeA A AAT 7€ §471 J7h 4
FollM AHEHA @& A oF ¥ FA(auditory
lexical decision task)o)th. T} 22 FH wel &
Fdo] 2| o]Ao] Go| Ao} P& vl JckA W
SAIZEOIA Aozt g FHolgtn S5 4 vk =G
Azt gojAdolt Y oA dFofA e
Ul doit s & d(Luce, 1986; Savin, 19631} o
73 A & % (Bauer & Stanovich, 1980; Parkin, 1982)
7t BAZANANE FL3A YEpdthd 4 x40 @
& A Fdo]l FARR Holg A5 4 g Aol
o}

uhy

iy

8 &

MY e At gistel A Folz, WP A
7 gl detAl 219o] Q@o) Foda}gint

AY AR 2 H4A 29 oj28 AFL ¥Eo
we} aNEe) AN o] FAA wel FAD B

THe2 WA 4 2239 3004, 2% 120709
{7 AARHAh a1 o] ARHEDS § FF 2D
of we} 3A 571X FHE WE AT A, DAT 5
718 99 Qo] 558 o3, g4, 2FZ ¥
4718 olgstd HAHE 2%, 28x ooz AF
A9 FA7IE o1 8std AP AHAT AHEL =
F 2529 FRA, “EH(INE EFHT),
‘HRANENE FEFT), “EFHNE EwAge),
AR AR FE AFE0] AHEHUT
of 282 489 AFAY WAE AHSs3id A A
A ERNde 3 #E& A § FTH dox,
F oA 53 HAL 279 $EE e RN, A
WA 53 AL 279 &L e FYYoIY. F&
WA 74+ 278 HF W ATLE ms BHE 53
=

A3} o] 2¥d AHLE FAAE 9H B FAo)r},
A% Bg FAg AAFHE 2] @ojdx] opdx|
ug a2 A aEste Aok, RUEe “wxns} 22
5357} 800msE<t AAE F 500mse At HHo]
N Foll AR AN AFo]l AANEY, 28E A
dA4e 2 AFE €2 9olUA ofdA] fas HA
@ Wg7E wEok W} of g gAo Aol FHu}
o] Aol o]2jg AP o] REFHUG.
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2 A, Ax & F5 U FAFA(main effec)F
AHRYE & FHol e FENI} EYR] 2 AL
E F A9[F(2,20)=.311, p=.734]. ol AHolx AF
€ Base 59 aAdAE AdSa FAHLAN
o7k YA Ygete AL ¢ 4 ok NEd g F
Aol FHA wE FEAE BE FAHE {9
g AHE  JePNATF(1,20)=216.445, p<.05;
F(1,20)=8.721, p<.05}. § YIE7} £ ©Uojd+E
YhS-AIZho] #ga, SRV e HE @odes v
EAo] A ey 2dxn & F5F9 FEAL
o] }3A%iEd 9 FAHE fou)3A JEe}
[F(2,40)=6.121, p<.05]. o] ¥ZFELEAE 357
A 2zt & FFol B FHHEAE t-test: T3
ZAF9%g. 2 A AdE 2PN E FAAYN g
Wb A)ZEe} Apolrt feoluwlEhA ehebA|nH(t(41)=.680,
p>.05], 2FEZAY) {7 AFAY VI 7
Folle TN g AR x|Vt FAFHe=
fro ) 3tACHt(41)=-3.257, p<05, t(41)=-3.172,
p<.05]. 27 AAL 4G 44 ZR7 JEY
7 @& o} §A7] 2PAAME FAAL ZHI) el
B3, SWIE e ZPAN o BE g AL Y
Bhdch. a2n 49719 F2o g Hole RolXA
(2373

w9

£ gFdME ZAdE A3 E AuAAY N9 TS
oFHE FRAYHE W oY o7} AEAE ZAMEln
459 FZ e Ao} FAUAE =413 9
3 AUt
A9 Ao a2y, oF |G AdAX = A T/
40 g Aol YER ggton, YA ARA
= & Aozt A 2 dojgAA AdME
AdE 237 FAS = 3ol AHQA Fo)rr VeI
4. &, AdE 2AAAME do] FAA B35 e}
A FUAT YL 2PAAE doFAY A
23540
wetA, oA Faeks nedd A g4
& dole AAQA Aot A& ALoE BAT 24 o
38 &2 9dAHoE GoUA oldAE FEI=v)
E AdEolyd A Sold & Aot gAIT A% 9
&4 5o 453 ARE Asedde o}
AA L3 FAALL Holrk Y Aol oldrt FFE
c}, FZot 2¥E Delogu, Conte, Sementina{1998)
o ARF B, &7 ol# Al gA4E0] AQSM ¥
#l 473 F<Fmental load)el ¥ AN ¢ oj@z:, ¥4

€ BHE 9 o] 2 FY(attention)’} LFHGR F+
o} ojd wiEoly 2 A¥e FAE 44 E o §
AL ol A2 Ao} wo] FIAHI TL oY
454 BA4E UF7] AdMe o & dxE 3g
(cognitive load)e]l RFFH & Hog {4 4 AAH
Aue VG AF B ARG gof FAA E
A 2EFR ST AFE S Bl = Aoivt gl
E Roltk. & 1014 E F glEo] o]f B/Y A7ho]
F 23 ol fFARED do] FIY ZFME FALEE
th= Aol ol ANE ¥ ¥ ¢, YASE o=
AL AEE £ QoW AHE EFYA FERA of
#ale do= & Aol7l gl ez YZdr. o
548 &4 AR 23 H(ambiguity) HFEo]
Bl @3] ofdrt 59 F 283 AAMY &
A4 Are 493 JuiRzEit. oY ofE WEE:
HAH FYo] QoW F& GoAAE o) g
397t 8o B dFAME A o off AA"
Aol o)t SAolF o] AAEA7} WEe] &4 o
3o dujrEgo] 2 e FRAHYEL Ao o9
ch ol ofuir o] 2 AfolA] YN FmF 4
Au7l f FojAdelz A4FAH ARE oidste d
AL ¥ Efo] ¢ 9%, 1FI AL AFEA &
A& BE o o) AFste AR E 9¥3& 7}
AA &8 Aol},

£ A7 248 38 E 9, $R&S Ad Lo vy
oF A& oFHIE AFAALE & Ao)7t RAR F
o AR Aoz 499 RBrAHL7 aFHE AR E
AYEE F& A2z 2 4 AT
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