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CIXA TR T — S T SRR

“ERESRIIBHERE TR T, SRR RICAEI T

SR EERRAT H % RIS T AR ANTE, T HLIX — 7 LA /NS B 5 o P A E B
7o 32 KA A O A ) LEE X DR MRS i B4 A DG — 3, AT 4 f5 2
PRBUS T A 2R B SRR IR (4598 W Siegler et al., 2013). SZIERT 78 & B L & (1153 K
AT AL T L H 5 BOACE DL R — et R Bl (Bailey et al., 2012; Mou et al., 2016; Siegler et
al., 2011; Siegler & Pyke, 2013). #R1, 3¥0# 21X Vr2 ) LHEIN & 2 EH WAER . RE AN
RGN =R RIFUR S 2T 50 B, B SE I ) e vh 22 A A2 — 00 AN e X 4 o B B K
NS B EAE B HE B 0 BORUIN L (Bailey et al., 2014; Braithwaite & Siegler, 2018;

Braithwaite et al., 2018; Jordan, Resnick, et al., 2017). 7EFKE, #2450 & EL N2 LEA
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Bt LEAF 2R 0 20 BSOS B A R AE /X BB (R B 2 5, 2018; 5KAT 45, 2014; @48 4§, 2016;
XIFFWE, = H5E, 2010; FhE 4%, 2016; 5KEH 4%, 2012). 7rHod DA AT BE /2 R A & BV
TEVEZJT AN, 15 B BB A 5 43 8 BRER PO 2 B T 38 I U R &
S BAMGREORREAR T —AME— 8 CRE2 1R —A02 3, 3 12 N —BLAH &)
ZE24% (Jordan, Rodrigues, et al, 2017; Ni & Zhou, 2005; Siegler et al., 2013; XIFEHE, % H 58, 2010;
R, XIfEAE, 2008).

R ST R Sy (BB R 5 FoR 80 ) LRI 5 2 — MR, (AR1E
B DL RHUR 2 A LB 56 R IR RE 0 RLAE 1 R AR N JRIE A5 10 B ) LI E C (B R
SHEFRAE; Denison et al., 2013; Denison & Xu, 2014; McCrink & Wynn, 2007). 1fj HIXFEH)
AL KA 0 L5108 R 1) fg I /E — L84k N3 WP vh 1 3% I 3 (Starr & Brannon, 2015;
Vallentin & Nieder, 2008). A4, ARFF5HERAE, JCHEXHE WHIMRIE, MILEKFF
GHBFRMELZ MFEEM A RRT? XHFHRRTHEMRIE, HirEFz R TEEHN,

W 2 A e E RN 2 XA () R B2, ROV E A ERAER TN MR E

N

ZR RS B AR EISRIR, 17 12 B0 SR R FE 4% 0 9 %5 2 —(Jordan, Resnick, et
al., 2017; Matthews et al, 2016; Siegler et al., 2013). It4h, FIEIAERFSHERIEMFT 50 HE
M55 RIERENE X BB BE IR R8T, I BT R B H A 8 )75 .
an, AR AR SRR R R ) LB RS 2 BERAE A AR R 2 —, IR A AT ATE S h
SRS B RALRE JTHEAT B XU, AT HS B )L 2 5 4 b 2 5] 75553 B (Gouet et al.,
2020; Matthews et al., 2016; Siegler et al., 2013).

A B R EIA R R AT 5 AR RALART 5 20 BOERAE R R AT FT. 1X —2R0F 72 H AT

T IERMEAANERF TR R RITIA A, B RRERN RIS N2l SRR R L) 7298k
DL ratio F8FR; DeWolf, etal., 20150, RIZ&r-iBa kR AR Cnai Rt iveE Gaisit i bk
MBI ELAE s ZEDESCSTHR T B fraction $5FR: DeWolf, et al., 2015), B &8k K R, LLEIFISHEX
WRRARAEAT AR LTy B AL LS #0686 B A [l (DeWolf, et al., 2015); X2 AEAF RN T
o AR — XA IE FAR 2 B 50 R T2 X ) — LSBT 8RR 5 4t (ratio BX proportion) F
SRR, TP LIRS 8 (fraction) FIFFS AR R. AT BHETNEE KSR
B, ASCH “HERF S LhBIRAE” e HB 5 -FB 0 FIFR /SR R RAE . AW “Ees” FeRAET 2R Lk
MEGEZ B IE R R, HAEEXAE SRR 5 BUTT R 38 2R R R .
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BONFN R U B AR 155 B R AL R AN 5 A 2 ST 1R 9K R ) X — BB HE B8 o 1)
TR 5y o FEIXN KB FAESL S, HIRZ U ORA T o0 TR AR5 5 MRF 5 40 RAE
MR, XL THHI RIS A o U AR R 5 AR S RAERF FO st T 2 /. B,
BF 78 RS R B 7E BB h B B AR RS RIS 20 AR R 1R I LA K i /e 5 1E 43 4K
TR, A B T8 A g4 T 56 T B (M AR R 5 A 5 RAE R R AR A5
R T BRI AT, TR B ) LI B (AR S LU RAERE /0, SRR ER R S
HERIESTFS BRI K R,
2 BRI SHERLERESHSUBEZINKER

A B LR B A AMKUE S R AN TR IR, AR AAER S HE R
1IE RE 71 (Feigenson et al., 2004; Leibovich & Ansari, 2016; Spelke, 2017). 4147 A0t 78 & B 52
JURT BAIX 4 BRUCFCAS R B, DA R A 0 1 in i 45 3 (McCrink & Wynn, 2009; vanMarle et
al., 2016). KIAFIFHZHT TTIE A I ) LAER DA R B I A R LI (a8 A 16 A
R, R G T X2 B &0 T EL A 80 7 7 (Hyde & Spelke, 2011; Hyde et al., 2010).
W7 B LA, JLEE A A BEFE AMK IS 5 IO IE O T P s 5 40 (Hyde etal., 2016; Geary
& vanMarle, 2016; Libertus et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2020). FLH OB 22T 5030 R I 2 E A2
Y B HRERAEAINLAE 77, X4 k5 1B 55 508 R IR (Howard et al., 2019;
Z73R WL Starr & Brannon, 2015).

— ST YN AR S B R R AL RS R LA — RO T8 &5 MR R IR G ——

“GEABUE R 457 (Approximate Number System, ANS; Feigenson et al., 2004; Gallistel & Gelman,

2000) ) FERE F . ANS S 3E ()R AL VTR, B 30 R KBRS E.
BIAFER 3] 10 AN 578, ANS 7] RETE Kl h RAEE =y 10, WATAEZ 9 BliaE 11 S5 HARAH
M. MH, FEERER, ANS RIEMAMERS . AP NECERIZE TN, SR R
ANS FRIEMA F L EE, KX 5. SSdRRM, BomX o i 5 Rk T

a2z ML EIEE RS (BEESRUN; Feigensonetal., 2004), IXHHL 2 H ANS RIEE &
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—AMRE. EAh, ANS [ RAEMEF IEAAEANAZ S BnA NBEIX 5 8: 9 (B2,
TG AN R BELERCR L] P 9 2 I BE KB A REDX o (EAFIERR, ANS —MH T RAELLEL
KitcE G AR REEA-T 4 1, ATTRESMEH 5 — MR RGO REX
ek — Y)iRiB R R 4 (Object Tracking System, OTS; Feigenson et al., 2004). OTS HE[F] A #i
HRAERBEE— NN E S (<4 A, FEH——X R 7 R A A
Mm%, FOAEEEA KT 4 BF ANS f1 OTS #nT el Fl, ik iRig, B —
FBAL IR T 4 AR R A A A 8 F ANS BEAT AR RAEATIN T AR KR HT ANS
MAEFF S HERAE. ANS BERTDARAE SR S8 (AN 2D WA RAEIERT 54
BZRPBIRR CRXAH). HEERNZ, A RE RS S8 LBIRE AT REA
BT ANS, M2 55— T L BIE R AE & 4t (Ratio Process System; Matthews &
Chesney, 2015; Matthews et al., 2016) . (HFLILA KI5, FATARERE 2 BAAAEH 7T ANS
IELBIRAE R G IR SO IR B/ ZH AT 8D

AR T IR T ANS FIFF S 873 I AR R JLBERBATERSF
5 CSRED FIFRFS CnBT R &) R AT 55 T AT D S S #R 52 B E B 2808 (Mundy
& Gilmore, 2009; Sasanguie et al., 2012; Schneider et al., 2017). MALE IR AT S A7 5 K
ISP 7 AR [ BRI J THUH X3, s PR A R AR A 3 [F] A e 42 B Al (Piazza, 2010). 156,
ANS FRAEUERPE AR 22 57 08 5 755 A B0 RN A A 22 5741 5% (vanMarle et al., 2014; Chu
etal., 2016; Mou et al., 2018; Starr et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2020; &7 #7 . Chen & Li, 2014;
Fazio etal., 2014; Schneider etal., 2017). 1 HAEUIZREET ANS FEEIEIZ )G Bk 5
PIAS I JE O, JLE M IR S A8 is SRS 45 252 i (Hyde et al., 2014;
Szkudlarek & Brannon, 2018); X 27 H P 2 (B AT RE AR K R

SR, — LA FE R I ANS HERPE RIS 080 AR — M3 2 > - T6 3 A
J(Negen & Sarnecka, 2015; %A W, De Smedt et al., 2013), — 253 75 B KA S AT AL 2 R N

ik ANS FEAMHEERE S RS AR S 1 — BPEINRIBE T, T 24421 1 I 28— A R BE
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715G Wi ASFAH < (Fuhs & McNeil, 2013; Gilmore et al., 2013; {8 I, Keller & Libertus, 2015).
FTLAJET- ANS (AR S8 RAEMAT S H7 R B A B S LB R, BEE & 2
TAAX AT, AT58R J& 4 4+ 7] #(Barner, 2017; Chen & Li, 2014; Gilmore & Cragg, 2018;
Sasanguie et al., 2014).

DRI A SCRS W T BR M 9% A B4 G i RS2 B0AIE i 175 LA B 5| A DS SCik . 75 2, JEFSF
SHE TIPTS5 H TR R BRGS0 A, X T HERE R RO BM e S, H
FEFF SRS RAE R EFEIRR? T SCKA AR T 5 B 5 A5 3RAE S H R
R 25, BAS I LT BT R R I Gt CEAERFS RS 5 R AW & 2 ] 2
TR RE R R 5D, W 2 0T & HAERF 5 RAER B R A5 RIE A F AL .

3 FEFFSELBIFRIE

NEF— L ABBW AL BERAE AR SH0E CBED, ERERIEF NIRRT 52K
B AMILBIR SR, T HXAE R RIE R EE T ANS 1. BlantEmEER 21 % KA F
HARR BN S5, AT LATE 20 10 v ide A AT L) 5 H AR R BonS — B AR Box, B s b 4R Boxt
AT H AR BOG ) 248 %4 K B A —FE(Vallentin & Nieder, 2008); £ % — /M7, 1EREWE
Fe A EI SEILE) b B e, Ferr A B A el 3 6o R0 R TR RO RO 2 EE A R S5 R R
FER T BT R Aasd Bom 5, PRI SR T LA T HH IR Py o 380 G 81 55 K (Drucker et
al., 2016). 1M H., XLEhP7e R LGl Sos B BE s 0N, R AT REZ FH ANS RAELLHIE
B

N B LISt RE R AE PR Z I el . Bl 6 AN H 138 ) LIEX — s
EOBI 7= A ST IR (B 1: 4t — e BRI 6 S0 TR 4 580 3 (s PR, MBAT
LS BB R (o 1: 2) BeJEAA BB (12 4) IR [A] B8 A (McCrink & Wynn, 2007).
1M H, XEEBLEEX A 10 4 f1 1. 2 (BIANELBIARZE 2 £5), ARG 1 3 A1 2 (B4
OBIAHZE 1.5 £5). B USHECE Ll i X 0B 52 e AT R o BOR E B 22 S b, R AdA 2

FIREF] ANS 7ERMERE G IEGHIFRI 8 N H KB ILE R 1A RELOMEE
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ANER HALBRE R 2 T RIS, AT EE 2 il L i BR B R ALK BBk 2, AN B
BRELZIERZ (Xu & Garcia, 2008), X2 LREARHE SR LT L BR 0 i LA Tl BE AL L
IREAH 20 BRI R BLLA51

JLE WRPL R AL AR 5 LI R RE D (GF B 9, XIE DT, 2011). 24 6-7 % K1 LEE KA
JURTEITEA 172 MR saR B, ATaedk t —MA 12 BiRs ) 5 —f ) U ETER
PR T 1A LG A5 14T VT C(Goswami, 1989) . — L6571k I SR BE T i AT 55 K5 48 )L B8 3R AIE
755 LBl BE /1 (Boyer & Levine, 2015; Boyer et al., 2008). 5256t 27 (00 1 K FEAC e 4l
R, MR KERRAKNE. 26 52ESKERHEBR, WARERREA T
JEROK. ERE S A HARKRE S, JLEGEMNPAS &L b IR B ARk BEAH R i o, BE
PRI R B LA H AR BE AN — A (I SR B AN RMELZL o B SR K B A
[7l; Boyer et al., 2008); B ARATTAERE H AR e 4 31— 26 80 _E R BUhRiC H >K(Mohring et
al., 2016). LAk 9 & ) LE ISR EN ] — AT L AN F SO X SRR R . Banfi A 1A IR 2]
3R AN 9 3 /KRR AR IR LR 2 4 SRR 6 3 /KR (BT 3. (349) = 2: (2+6))
J&—F£1)(Boyer & Levine, 2012),

AR, WRARGRAE R FK IR SR BN B8, LB BHIWTES ;17 24 205K A
KA AT RS, L 1)) W7 %% %2 (MShring etal., 2016). 31X ] B2 K bR Sl e 5 i th .
W AR MBAK I SC &, T A R HESE 5 T IR o AR 23 i AR 0 AR R R,
L BE R THAC B (MShring et al., 2016). fEAh,  BIERARHAIK (8 AE DLIESE R SR LA
AR BTN N IORROR, VR 2 )L I ME DAERG R AEIREE . IX T RE S IR 7E F B BN HUs
JUEAG ) T AL IX S B % H BRI AN R EATH E 55 & (Boyer et al.,
2008; FBUARILIL Begolli et al., 2020; = H g, #EKE, 2014). XLERIKHILEMAERTS
U SRAE S 5 32 B R IUB AR, SR AR 1.

4 FEFSHERIESHTSORURMENKER

JLEE X AN ECRE CBED AP ECR R B LU BT REEAT ANS AR4F 5 B R AL, 1 H.
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— LU N IR AR AT S B R AL S5 755 70 BOERAE % )M 5K (Jordan, Rodrigues, et al., 2017;
Siegleretal., 2013). EIXAMERE, H5IERF5 FIKF-5 R ALK R AU O3l f2 1 5 2 Ao -
RAERIE “ 87, BURRS 0BV oGk, REMEMEE (B “8™) REZRULLXH
A HAR S BIIR R . ANS IAERF S RAEIRME T “ 87 XANMERY, 1 AMATE S 55 51050 2
o AL FE T B B 5 ANS RAEEATUCHAS o 75 B4R S, iIX/MRISRIA T ANS RAEW 75
DECRIENR R, B FHA T X 43 ST 56 0 A HUR CRED RS R AL 25 Hh il
JEFF S RIS R 5 0 BRI DG . B FCE IR E AR, 755 7 BERAE T BE AT T %
SN AR S RAE, T R 55 I RS RAE A % (Matthews et al., 2016), 4 T J&

TR — 1), FATHELART 5 7 BER AL 70 Al A AN B0 CBEO LU B AR 5 RAE R &R

— TR R ARG RS AN R BB 1R RAEBMER (LLECSRER AR K
Ny ARSI CLLBUT 5 00 BRI RN AR A543 B B Al ) 8k (Fazio et all,
2014). XRYANHE IR 5 RAEMFF S0 BERAEA . (H,  HABE 7T R & 1 R
AN — BN EIRNE & S5 3R 5, =G A 0 A HOR I A5 -5 R AR A M AN BB T -5
ST GRREERRT S8 a8 Bl EARe 80 B ERIR Cn
AT LN D PR — et st (Jordan et al., 2013). BAAE K, HETKEILT ANS
F AN A AR AT S RAE AT 5 0 BORAE R R VBT S UL, T H X P30 5% IG5 2

—HUE .

XHAERF 5 LU BN RAL AN 5 0 BOERAE SR R 5 /a2 LEE MU AE LLAZ P AN RS 5 L i
CELB i 26 R R Z BERa ) NS 708 B — MRS LA — M4 5 70 2L
I HR I T B RONE, T ELEE AT AN ARFT 5 EU B S ML T 53 SR P 3 (Kalra et al., 2020).
RS R HR L IANE R AR 538 5 5 1K U HK, MR eI s AT e AL F
bes ., BTN HERF S OB S S S, F 038 DA IR R X AN [l T 2 11

CEAHR A AR AT 5 RALEAT LU, I CAIEHENARRT 5 1) FUAP SR AL R 5 5 70 HIR AL (1 2 i



(Kalra et al., 2020).

tAh, 9 % JLE AERF S LI DU R ER b CRYPKREERCEL) 515 9 Bl 50 25 A s
IR 5 B RN, A EOmiiESS) A B3 2 (Mohring et al., 2016). A0 784k 5
FARRI LB AL R R FEVTEC b () IE R SAH O T HAF 5 0 B S FAR (- BC8UE K/, H
AT 50 B8 5 (Hansen et al,, 2015). Bk THISEMEAS IS, FISTIREEAT 2501145
VAR 2 7 AL W HERT 5 LU B R AR HER I R A — e, IR RF S 0 HUR St 3] 132w

(Gouet et al., 2020). ZINZREE RN T AEFF S LLBIFNFFS 70 R AE 2 18] 7] BE AR R EE 2R o

A, B 72 25 AR SRR 5 LU R AE AR 5 2 BOERAEAT 5% o 1o FLATE 7T S
R NAE LB AR5 LU 5 1555 0 SO /NI ZE R RITR- 1) P2, N3, P3 %5 ERP #f S ULEH
BN, N AE PO AT 2 43 O KA AR AU #2820 T 3d 7% (Zhang et al., 2013) figi i
G SR, AMATE [T B — A LU 7= AR 38 R 5 T 31 53— A Bl S ZE AT T A
(anterior intraparietal sulcus) FURTATIMN 57 247 5535 G, 1T LIS o PR i A A L 051 2 0 2
FETMAZAL(ANS 4F#1E; Jacob & Nieder, 2009a, 2009b). X LESEZIG 8 2 AME T, KINTE B
SR B RS AE LA B DA S 4 (KB 105 (AR I ELHEAR (AR 2R, B (0 5 5 (It %k
N 5:10 L0 AR ST 510 (i “3/67, “halb” |, halb fEfEIEFR/R—F) R EMN
I ERE MO SR B, X R AR S LU R 5 2 BERIE A SE R R 2 560t . Mock %5(2018)
R IR TE LB LAAS [ 2 52 B -5 B 81 38555 4050 A5 L A5 A PR a5 B
PRI #5520 B0 Bl R A B0 o BOR/INERT R 20O, T3 Py vA R AR 7455 Bl AR
SR . AR R ITE ) LB T AW S B . Park 55 A (2018) 1k AEZURI FLAR
PR AR S ] (IR RIKEZ . BTS04 8i— MRS a4
1 53 — AN RAERF S Lol o A IR L, ORI RTAR B 2 oS 25 SRR R 2 o X e
SRR B X AR FB 5 5 o R AE R0 AT R A SRR R S ML, SR T B R

PN LAY G i) EP S



MAT AN LA RRTE , HOlE AN O AR 53R AL, 6755 LU BIRAL AT 5
73 BERAE R RPN E D) o Frl AT et MR X — [ AT R - Matthews AT Lewis
& (2016) RIBENMAERT T LU BITLACHERITE (ZBOW I BE LB, PIAS R 2 b))
R AT AT 5 20 SR I o BB LR 0 B3O8 A T B oRRE P 0 R IR AR EE D)
PARARER . EE R, 20 ORI R 7 MR A BRI AR AT 5 R AR I (ke
BPA R PR 2D, PISREBUNCHT: RIS R & SC R ANS RAEHEmTE) . 4R AL
BEHMNARRT 5 ELIERAEHEB VRS, XT8N B AR S RALHEVE S5 155 70 BB St
DEEETER FIR BB G (o, AN S LBl st )e, 2R RRERE

AT 73 BB ST, BRSO AR 5 BOR R AR A FE

i
(<&

N
=
o
=5

T X LA T AR SN EOE ERF SSRAE S RS 7 BERAE B AR K

G, XA FE 04 AR RS L IRAE AR T ANS, TR T H— 1 EH
PLEAEAD N T He 545 24 B 451 i T &2 45 (Ratio Processing System, RPS; Matthews & Chesney,
2015; Matthews et al., 2016). IXAMECEHE H B i R IX LL0 7035 AN ANS 9 a] o155 52 4
5 A RAE SR LR, (205500 I PO e 8 Ol AR M S A O R 3/5
XAHCED, R ANS MERAE R85 ST A RS (22, RPS XA RGN L H TRAEIE
R I LG o TEIX MBI, S RPS TMidE ANS A 25 4 SR AE (L J1 3L Atk (Matthews

& Chesney, 2015; Matthews et al., 2016).

Xf RPS FATE M SCRAIEHEIE K B F3 b — TS5 (Park et al., 2020). 207 JLE . /NEJLEM
NI AR S HUR RN LN CERBAKE . s bRl IR AR = 20,
FF HLAh ) i 4 15 5 T 30304 1 SN i A B B R/ Cln— 2R SR B 55— SR R B K
B SE AL B S ANS FRAEHER LD« 45 R ER MATERE — 28R 55 5 LU OIS T R L5 Hodth
FAEFT 5 LU IR IAE 5, HAXAE A OGP S A B 5 T IX S L9 LB i 2 AN [ 28 s A B i

LECRBLAIARSCIE (1, tH 2 2 (1 BB 55 1O ST, S8 RE e T AR s 1A LA EL B RSt



SKIRI,  TANE PR 2 AN RO AR 55 IBTR TN o X LEHE FFH DI R DL T

XFARFT 5 L] R AE R] B2 5 T 5 T TR AELL 5% R AR R SE RPS, T A2 — AR R ANS.

T ARIE AT BIFFE Ao 25— LB AN LA R BDAE . (dyscaleulia) HIS N BIFERT 5 EL
) AL T 5 73 B R AL (Bhatia, et al., 2020). 45 5 /R IX EEREAAH AT e Al ] RPS SRRAEAEAT
SHEUER, BiZR% ] RECHFEERT S EUBIRAEMFT 5 0 BERAE R VLG . X 28K IR W] RPS
FIRE) ZAFAE TANF AR
5 T RRREY X HRIE)RE

R AT SCERIR, FATE BN MR NE L)) LG H0R s 1 RAEAIN TR LL i Y
Be 0, AHXAERIRE JI7E )L T B 2 B b W U s R AR e s b4, X P ERE
5RO R 5 755 70 BORALAEAT Jy AT R I e 2235 23 J2 T A T EE AH O 5% AR o (ELR JAT Tt 5 22
B BIXFE A FR B AT A G o T E - BAR I #1000 &R, A TEFAE LT 7 i
FEZ7

(1) H AR AR S B0 RAE B0 s 0 ] (1 L)) AR5 3 B 1)
BHS, HIEFTE— PR RIX PRI N RBH FH AR B M LR R IR T
X TR, AR 5 MIART 5 H0E SR AE I 2 O AH S mT RE T AU T AT MuRs B
FECR, TAE H—EAAEUE F S A R R IE Y (Fuchs & McNeil, 2013; Gilmore et al.,
2013). HECTEREMF, WHED BN RIERT SHIE AT S EE T A (a/b; Fazio
etal., 2014), FTLURAER AT RERR 250 2 —OAFBE IS 5 o AMRT ZFEIN RIEPIA G (O
TAGEE FREREPIE RI LA, (RIS A T B A B B 2R BUE R SRS e 3K —
AN THAA R T X A5 8RS B RAE, RS 7 2 FANEIn A& . A
ENAR AT TR R BT 5 BRI T 540 2 BOERAE P L RIBOE X, A A S 5TE R
PCAZ . FH R 2 — R R 9 (Mock et al., 2019 ). Cui 25(2020) 1 & 10 L4554 Bodos

T 5B U AR A 22 5 [ 25K X (left middle temporal gyrus, left MTG), X &7~ KINAESR
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TIE 73 H50 T B 7L B2 HUIRBCE AU S RS SCAHIR Can 23 B0l Bk T4 1 A4 BER B AED - 1X 8%
RINERTE L T A FEARTRT 5 AT 5 B R AR SV BEAG A 2 Fh— R N A R PR . (2
&, ST B 22 0% T BRI RIE T i AR R A AR L PR 3R [ 7T BE S I ({H L Matthews et all,
2016), FrARIME HATRATE 2 1 A4 5 BOEAIFT 5 70 BORAE A 5, (B T1ZAH M A A it
3 TR o IXREARMI IO H T 2 B — AN 1)

(2) MARARFF SRR RAEM AT 5 0 BOERAEW A HHIC, B AIXFERIAR IS 13 SR U WA
HowJa A AR, BIPE Z A BRI R KR H Al 2 Bt 7 R R 2 R I PR G,
HME LA H I B BRR DG SR e o T H., AT — L850 TR B AT AR I DA A 238 BRI 78 K
B, 5T ANS BAERT 5 HUE RALE T 5 B SR AL AR R Al — 5 B P00 175 DU 5
MR ANS SRAEAER I FEASRETIN I 2 S5 AT S BT BRST  THRATS BUr G TIiN 2 J5 i
ANS FAEAERTHE(Lyons et al., 2018; Matejko & Ansari, 2016; Suarez-Pellicioni & Booth, 2018;
{E A, Elliott et al., 2018 # i FIXL A ). — AT HEM IR R 55 i FRAE AT B BE
HERA,  HAHIRIAT S AR ZRmT 4 i A AR AT 5 BOR R AL HERA 1 (Lyons et al., 2018;
Matejko & Ansari, 2016). AB4, XFBMRMEREEAXFERRR? AT R — 8, &
A7 ZE B BRI TOAE I 8] 56 5 U A B AR AT 5 B R AL AT 5 70 BCRAE f s, DL A GE
W5 3 B SRR S BOR I ZR6E S1EFT 5 R AR AZ 1 (Gout et al., 2020). 11 H.,
R A 7 E R R Y, BIER RS B AR 5 B R AL AT 5 0 BORAE TR, A&
R 7 BERAER HERT 5 B2 R AR WA o 1K L8R R B0 AE H Al B0 70 Bt 78 b iR & 3],
MR A% Z Ja % T 80 21— A E BT 51

(3) G RIERF S HERERAEMAT S BRI AR (EEFFR KR, BARTHE AR
FE AN SRS 8 B2 212 A WA 4R AR AT 5 BB R AR AR5 20 BORAE AT VIR R 5%
BERAMRERR T EER R “&” X MEE (Jordan, Resnick, et al., 2017; Siegler et al., 2013).
BB A RAE S A — N HETME— BB, TAFRF S BOERAE (NVE R AR

XS EEBD AR IO ) (B A0 AR5 B R AR TC i HE R AR AL 3/4 1X A>3 B
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BAED, AT 5 7 BERALR AT AL AR AT 5 R AL A S At g SR AR 2 3 1) il R %
TR A A AE O B B8 v A R SR B ey 2 ST Tl UK B R AR Y SR A
Gallistel, 2007). —26HF 753 CITIRZHARIZIX — A . 140 vanMarle 55 (20160 &I )LE
X BRI ) 2 ) BE R 22 ANS $RAESERAE, WFRE OTS St MAMFEIHERAE: 1M HiX
PN R GE R DTk AT BE R AETE 5 HIVE ] R IZH B 5 21— AZ(Spelke, 2011) o X WRFEHOMEE 1 )
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The relation between non-symbolic magnitude representation and

symbolic fraction representation

MAO Huomin'; LIU Qin?; LV Jianxiang?*; MOU Yi*
("Zhu Hai Sun Yat-sen University Primary School, 519031, China
23" 4 Department of Psychology, Sun Yat-sen University, 51006, China)
Abstract:
Representing the numerical value of symbolic fraction is central to the conceptual learning of
symbolic fraction. The representation of symbolic fraction has been hypothesized to be built
on non-symbolic magnitude representation (e.g., representing the magnitude of a set, or the
proportion between two magnitudes) that exists since human early infancy. The supportive
evidence includes that non-symbolic magnitude representation, especially the non-symbolic
representation for the proportion between quantities, is correlated with the representation for
symbolic fraction in behavioral and brain neural responses. However, further research is
needed to determine the unique and causal relation between non-symbolic magnitude
representation and symbolic fraction representation, and to clarify the specific cognitive

mechanism underlying symbolic fraction representation.
Key words: non-symbolic magnitude representation, ratio processing system, non-symbolic

proportional representation, non-symbolic fraction representation, symbolic fraction

representation
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