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* # 7 47 & (Regular Articles) °

McGurk 3B E & SR E i
FER REL A

(bRt ks L E SR EBE, JEET 100871)
CAbRTREEHL BN 58 e 7 3 5 92060 %, st 100871)
CAbmt k2% IDG 2 X SCWRHEDFFE AT, JLa 100871)

(WYL E K2 O B S R 2 F 5E B, 418 321004)

 E  McGurk B8 (A5 HL) A BAR AT AL, TR %) R MR AE. 2 E B, MRAL
PAE SARBARE . TSRS B E XA E R A, 51K McGurk BUE 89 XM TEAE & 2R AHLiEH
B ER R 3R, & & McGurk B 69 ik Fe it 42 6,4 F- 1 69 AT 24 (5 B _E R B A KA BB AT R — 5ok R
(BRTHEER £, RRHREFERILAELIE S5 McGurk 25 49 % f1, McGurk 205 F #i8 #4124 m T 5
AT EL X F, A HARIR T A fe At ZHUH) 5,

KGR McGurk R, MU 2 5 Bdm; A, $REES

5SS Bs42

1 BB A5 B R BEE AR S S I EH
= D v 3 2

2[R9 4 (multisensory integration) & A ﬁE ; ’E[ﬁ,m{lgﬁ A qj%ff%gm;z%
IR 38 6 A [ LR 2 I N fEEREMMEE . MM, WaFEa xS iR
Bt 10190 (0 188 (Stein. & Stanford, 2008 30/ R AT SR AFAE, ) 0[] s 22 BT 547 BRI AH
" ’ ‘ R7 R ORE {5 JEL I, 75 T RS A 2 L o g 5 BRI

M, ZEER, X, 2011; SCUMESE, 2009), HRUT
1B (audiovisual speech perception) & —F #L
HU (Y 22 J8R b B 5 b AR ——FE 5 At TR T8 2 U
AR S A AR BT 3815 8 3 AT o B,
L BTHL T 2% & (audiovisual integration), H:r7, “fil N
SN BRI TR TR % s gLy TR SRR R R RO LIRS A

3615 B 5 (Ross, Saint-Amour, Leavitt, Javitt, &

Foxe, 2007)——X &I T T A 5 4L
McGurk 0 (McGurk effect / McGurk illusion)

(McGurk & MacDonald, 1976)J2&— i i it ¢ e

TEEN F A AATT DL P e T8 i I B W b 0 35 R B SR BRERE AN AT R 7 A ek
(OR35S G P A7 1 1) 2 G A H 4 FRIE S (BN . Piih & D ga” BY LS5 A3 “ba” Y
R, TR LS & R A, Vol BRy PRI, TR T RE SR AR
HEEE” (lipreading) (Summerfield, 1992; FhE&, “da”), BRI TSR SR SER R . —
2006; ik, 2013, Bildn . 0T 7 A R I MO, KAET McGurk R RIR AL T WA,
BEAE B HEFT SRR (R T AE, DR, 2005). < JIT LA McGurk U3 & A= 28 A LAAE g 00 0T 8 45 5 559

Y8 7 (Fernandez, Macaluso, & Soto-Faraco, 2017;
Marques, Lapenta, Costa, & Boggio, 2016; Tiippana,
Wi H: 2018-03-13 2014).

* [ HARL A T (31470976), FHEEHE 973 P L [ = Y e T
331 F (2015CB856400), L AHE I 58 BEH P 6 1R 5 92 MecGurk A —F BT SRR 5E T 1Y

% FF GBI 4 T H (K-2017-05). G AE, H McGurk 1 MacDonald (1976)k& 3
MAEEH: JABEAK, E-mail: x2104@pku.edu.cn RN, #2016 4E 40 4E[], JFUOCE 2905
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5000 ¥X (Alsius, Paré, & Munhall, 2018; MacDonald,
2018), RPffiingt, BRTAGRZ 210 . REMW
McGurk 2V 53R . Marques % A (2016)f045348 +
BLRVE McGurk S50 T 53 %] 35 LT 38 5 3o
W 7, 0GR G e] B A0 T 2 1 B A5 RO fif
BEMcGurk B0, LA K McGurk 880 7E 55 ARE S
A PR o (IR EERE P T A
[A]RE, X McGurk RN A B OCTEAR 2 o filhn . BF
K McGurk SN I & M 5 E; % MeGurk &6
52 e R 2 e b o R BT A A B
BRI, A KT McGurk 8508 H il RETEAE Y
PN A —Eoh 2 a) 814, Alsius % A (2018) W25k
FEIFE McGurk BN AE T F 1AL R
F 5T T EAT WLk R PR M DL R T i B 1), L
HAEF M McGurk B0 & A 2 14 [ & DL & MeGurk
ST — SO 2 5. HizgRm F 2 H
H7E T BB /058 (8 F McGurk 385X 1 & B9,
B W L Sl HIHX McGurk 200 #Y
AR ER RS AR, MacDonald (2018)
B LR BT 40 45 BT McGurk %0 /4 % Blad 72 L
RN B O B DI RR, S Dy s R G U, A
KVE McGurk B0 ¥ f BT T 55 0 g

AR ZARKT McGurk R0 T4 . RER
ZER . B ST McGurk U8 B9 5 T g Il B
TR 28 S RS IR ) AR S 0 # B 1 R, TR
W McGurk B0 FIAHSCE o #F—25 IR Bl
K. IEMEM TR, X =AJ7 i, W
R McGurk ZR I RP 2 BERE . 5o 48 RSk
WF5T R B L B T B i A ) L,

2 McGurk RN ESREE

B A BF 9% — MR “MeGurk 2500 % Az %4
J P McGurk R0 58 55 (22 /0 i 4 b ———fii
McGurk Jll ¥ 92 it 2 ol & )5, T H T kA
McGurk 80 H YRS 1] (I fr) il e b o 20
AT —BORBE A — AR McGurk
RO B A VR D T ) o WE ST R R Y
McGurk JIE L5 “ga” I T 56 “ba” A FE T 21 45,
&Mz McGurk %0 i 7] (8 /81 5] “da” (Beauchamp,
Nath, & Pasalar, 2010; Fernandez et al., 2017; Nath &
Beauchamp, 2012), BRItz 4h, B5ka” Inmr o <pa”
A HEEAIF“ta” (Gurler, Doyle, Walker, Magnotti, &
Beauchamp, 2015), 7 — M, WAMRELE -

K A AR C, 91 0 B i in W 5 b H]
HEJE& 1 2| “di” (Colin, Radeau, Soquet, Demolin,
Colin, & Deltenre, 2002), WA I 1EHI & Z AT
e, Ban s “aga” N W 5L “aba” AT HE 2% A1 E]
“ada” (Bertelson, Vroomen, & de Gelder, 2003;
Buchan & Munhall, 2012), &4 57 & & WIR &
7, BN “gaga™ MW 3 “baba”F] RE/EHIE]“dada”
(Mallick, Magnotti, & Beauchamp, 2015; McGurk &
MacDonald, 1976), B4k McGurk AR ZFh,
1E 2 HAZ O AR S R 5 Al 2 AN o il o RO 2H
A AR R 1 18 W B R A R

Mt A BRI G A a4 a4
McGurk U, THHABH S WAL 7 5321500 2 A
i (hierarchical predictive coding model, Olasagasti,
Bouton, & Giraud, 2015)%5 Hi TR, XA % 1§
B LTt e S N R N IR U N = VA
5B (B, lip aperture)FINT 3¢ {5 B (55 LR I%E,
second formant)7E 4 B4 & | A sh A8k — 4k =s
[, DAERZEA [ Ja o 388 3 X6 A B B AT
TR A B A AR A AR . ARSI McGurk
B, B < ga” T 5 “ba” i AL T AN — B A
55 “da” FIT B2 “da” 1 AR T — B A 7E LR —
Yz (o) rp i AR B AR H B3, P LA AR 60T 1L
W AN — S5O A 2 3 AR 5 A 125 3 3 o 5, T AT R
SRR “da” W RAE . HWUR 2k, Xt TH5
“ba” T 5E “ga” I AN — B A, AL bR 5 H AL
Wy — 3505 15 W AR AR AN I, PR, X AT A
—HUE B A 23 R A g, JC Tk
o AL, RilE Ry & AT RS PR A A A — SOk
AT 3 R AR AE YR B A AT s R R
I AN LW — BORNB Y RAE, Kk 5825 ) P i)
R RREOR AT — B0, #E T FRAE D A 4 A )
o A AR 30 1 1R T — BRURR AT

KT McGurk RV A E, BI<gialpfh 4k
2T LUEAE KA T MeGurk 80587, AR BIRFIE 2
A —E 2R FaPFR I FE LR i ——
HAG A B0 B 1R 5 1 A () n e S
PG “ga” FIWT 5 “ba” I S 2 “da”), A BETE &K
T McGurk )i (Colin et al., 2002; Rosenblum,
Schmuckler, & Johnson, 1997), 1H &% Fl JL & 77 &
2 TARZ HA S AL an . AR E, Rk
R B B “tha”“ga” 55 J A 1, BEASBESEAE
KT McGurk &0) . LA, 55 —& B9k



55114 %W BEAE: McGurk JUN HY5E M X 345 i 28 J il 1937
B B R R ) A RBP4 AW T McGurk #1258/ (Rosenblum, Yakel, & Green,

SE R W B R R B, FRBR R AE T MceGurk A%
I (Gurler et al., 2015; Mallick et al., 2015; Wilson,
Alsius, Paré, & Munhall, 2016), XFE LEHFE
“McGurk Z%N S BT R 56 A5 5% W 5 Sk i 1Y) 52
WX — WA . HRT, SRR E ) TR &
XA E BB, DATAE MU EEZE
Y1 O (Alsius et al., 2018; Tiippana, 2014), &R 3
W R IR 2R fe —Fh R E -

3 McGurk 3B 220 E =

31 M McGurk M MERESFHE R

McGurk R A A4 P B S I 4 X ] — > 44
M5, H McGurk 0 kKA F il T2 8L HE &R
PR M T A U3 I IR R (RIE Rl I ikt b, A
[R] 52586 25 1k Z 8] ) McGurk R0 & A R MAR) . &
B McGurk 08 A& P78 7 04 TR 3% 2 2 ) 2R
PN . E L WS R IR S A R I
R AR PR ) FIA T PR 2R (il = VA L O BRI
WISE A LR R NEBEER),
311 YEERMER

PR 3] 5 72 A AT B s A A X6 A0 0 £ 2
TRCR (N f et 2, 1 3 % MeGurk R
AR AR S S8 15E B2 B0 BT & B A (R
BhF . EESEER), B Z KA MeGurk RUN; TSR
B A 2P 22 I S RV X T 5 BN s g, B
McGurk RN o WFF57 4 18 i AR 2 % (Wilson
etal,, 2016), LI HEAT T #8 7o 4% # (MacDonald,
Andersen, & Bachmann, 2000) . X #8553 47 2% [A]{%
Z kA3 (Thomas & Jordan, 2002)%5+ A T Btk
FEATC AT ) T8 TR B . &85 SR ¥ R B, McGurk 203
it AL 500 3 AT ) BB AR T L ot A T 5 s AL A3 )
S REMH A —FB4r(Jordan & Thomas, 2011;
Ujiie, Asai, & Wakabayashi, 2015), g F ¥t &H0k
EIUIEF W IE RS E S @R TIRZ 5 A '
#iz 315 B.) (Jordan, McCotter, & Thomas, 2000),
McGurk R (FH B T 52 390 5 3 1) TR 40000 )t 25
Ao WA FFIEAE 10 KB 20 K2 A2 B (FE R
R AT IR AN ), McGurk 00 2 BE HE 2538 T
TMiysi/b>(Jordan & Sergeant, 2000), Ak, KA ARAH HLIY)
T AL B AT B 09 L T3 [ 4E) (Thomas
& Jordan, 2002), B2 1E 37 T FL A 0 43 B (X
o 23 A2 1 T LA S 1 T AT DX T L Jn ),

2000; Ujiie, Asai, & Wakabayashi, 2018), i 3Kif
AWFFE R I, BRI 486 O BE (GX 7T BE 3R 5
A BN LG5 )W 2080 McGurk 5408 (Magnotti,
Mallick, & Beauchamp, 2018),

FIRSE(E B A 2 BB X McGurk U520
BOR, AHE S WAL 15 EARMESE 42T BR McGurk
B, HEBAVE D EA RS BLE, J
ik 2K . B McGurk SO BN ERE . A5 TH
o WEoERM], RIS 52 B0 3% v B 2 d e R
{5 B.(MacDonald et al., 2000), B2 1 5 #2514
fin#) 20 2k Z it (Jordan & Sergeant, 2000), #: ZE¥f
A 4 1 38 DX S 4 (Jordan & Thomas, 2011),
McGurk B RA S KA .

Aak, GRS BB B R (B T &
), WS KA McGurk B0, BIXFT McGurk
B OATTI=I N Ny | N R DR W Y Sy
(Munbhall, ten Hove, Brammer, & Paré, 2009), #i5%
5 B LR A T RET . McGurk 00
A W55 % 22 I R4 198 2K (continuous  flashing
suppression, CFS, Fang & He, 2005; Tsuchiya &
Koch, 2005)%: McGurk H 3 rY 905615 8 5 B TE 57
To ZRFW], 1E CFS 41T, McGurk &0 TH &
T (Palmer & Ramsey, 2012), &4 #5553+ 7 —Fh
BN R E 1 McGurk JIlBCR B 1 (— AR Y
T GAR) P T TR o AERTE e, Hk
S5 FSL 000 5 A e A o AR S e Y Y AR A
X 12 3 25 AL P 1) SRR 2 A <<l > A AR O
Z k). IR McGurk 8508 (9 & A= T 75 AR
GERDEAR B, B A T8 WU 141 fy S 0 o],
L% 2 K MeGurk 00, HAI2R McGurk 2%
IO7 9 A s B R S e A5, W A e A
X XU ] AR SRR <M e " if - A 22 R 2B MeGurk
ROV CHEHUR “AERLI, AN2x %Az MeGurk 850%) o
FIRAERAWSF TR — MR (Munhall et al., 2009).

MR, A ILE(E B X McGurk A8 52 M AN
Ko McGurk ZOW H XL 5 15 B (T #F AL
W) EUR, RZEAREWI S HE SN2
R, FEAS S McGurk 2% . B0 AT E
B, TETE R Lo RO R (5 52 A S R 1 R B
H McGurk RN & A HH A 22 7 (Jordan et al.,
2000),

TSR B, BUEUT (R B2 McGurk
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RO FEAR D o 3T e RN MeGurk 500 A
B 5 X W 5 A7 B BB 32 B A0 AR R B0 R )
M A AEAEAL”, AN RO W 58 R, e LA X 437
B R A B AR A Y T ok F L AR R Y R e
bk AW AE BA B MR R . A, A
FFE 5 AT 58 00 ) 7 BE 38 75 T MeGurk A0 Y
TaEtE——& . FESFHEX McGurk 240 1)
SO AT o AT H A T TE 13 3 9 R b Y
(AT . BRI PR E )X McGurk %800 [ 52 1A,
SERRWITE IR A BLPIR 55 9 MeGurk
R KA WA B3 22 5%(Quinto, Thompson, Russo,
& Trehub, 2010),

A BFTEE XA B S IR MeGurk
RO RFSEIE R o ATTFERL S BB 5 B0 T
R W Y S B AR . B A 2 “ba”,
7 T 5 SR8 AT g 2 ba (5 ML AR B — B0, dar
RE A — i U R R AG a9 20 0T CH “ba” I 3 0 15 8
W) AN —2k, JE A BRI A g R R
AT E T “ba” (1B FR AU 56 MO “a”), EIARL
B AR B XU B L 1AM, X 5 4
McGurk ?ﬁ@%{u(lrwin, Avery, Brancazio, Turcios,
Ryherd, & Landi, 2018). %3G LLIF A McGurk
WA —F A X ——Z . McGurk RN 12
W (5 B ANAE, SO L BE 15 8 7T RE BCAE AA iy Wy
RN AR O R A AR RS, BlAE
W e A5 85, PG A5 JEL 23 % T 5 B R 2 A7 b 52,
W AR T AL GE AR S W T B A SR F 5 AT LA
S IZ R 5L 5N MeGurk W NHEAT AR,
B TE 2 5 A ALY B (] o A =K K
N AR A AR R WOE T AR T R
AHOCIG X7 ), W] 25 O 8 sAE hy oy — AT
EERIBE

S, BB R 5 SRR R Y [ 2D M A el R
T McGurk RO 19 AMR NS 57 o FEALIT 8 5 BF
FEH, AL T 58 AN — 5 TR W ) 25 5
Ao n R B A, A — 2 I E) % P A U L
A5 ST A5 R R AS K (Munhall, Gribble, Sacco,
& Ward, 1996; Stevenson, Zemtsov, & Wallace,
2012), McGurk N HAHIS, TP EI, HE
WP 5 40 4 (R B A0 0950 2 B ) 328 3R 7 360~
360 ms I BT A, #B22E McGurk 200, 24
SR, TR B B ARG [ Pf e 25 380 McGurk 2500 I
/b(Munhall et al., 1996). 5, B4 RE 0 I ]

M5 B2 IAATE L, WK A6 4 McGurk
LV (Soto-Faraco & Alsius, 2009), X LR T
McGurk B0 RS E P

ST, McGurk RN — 7 1 45 5 %2 5|1 1) 21
SRR PR 2R 5 0 i A A A A N B S, AH S — 5 T
AABIRMIEEEARES TERHR) AR
HRICTE A T I A BER A 3R e 52 MeGurk
RO (JEH OGS AR B2 ), WAs i 178k
— WL, SR 2 T e fE B eER . —
AME IR R PR . W75 B0 AT SEE T R
Heh (15 18 FAAR), McGurk RN AT AR 4k 7 3k F2: 5
B A 3% H AR DL B R T 5 R S5 (1) G A
FRHFREE T S NIIR) o XX — ()R, AT
Wl T AE B T EE R AR, AR R B A R
FRASCER 3, BV B A 5 0T I i % R 4 5 T 348 o,
XATRED | & T £ McGurk R .
312 AHEZE

bSO R, PR BB X MeGurk 2%
JOL RS MR BB R o AEL S TS A ] Y 4 B 3, A
AN HPIRZS A TE], WA REE L McGurk 500 &
AP T H, AT ERIEGX 2R A R
IR R, B BT Bk R R AR TR L bR A
T TP L () AT TR RS R ) B O
FfmfL, 2SN RRESE S R EWE) ., 4
MXEHFIFA L. CAIR FEBSTE A
ATV —Y MR B LS McGurk {155 FIEE
W], MeGurk RO L 23 80/0 o R HIXUT: 55
T, FORWAE ST LT A WA 55 (McGurk T
55 )4 (] Ao 44— 30 TG 2 9 A0 9 W A 55 (X R
& T 8 4r Bid £ McGurk 1155 ERFER). 48R
W, McGurk 8500 & Az 2AERSUTE 55 55144 LU BT 55
%% (Alsius, Navarra, Campbell, & Soto-Faraco,
2005), TR KB, AR E AT —
T i 5 AT 55 (AN R T A0 . T 5 3 3 1) 35— B
WIE), W McGurk W & 4 Rt 2 %A (Alsius,
Navarra, & Soto-Faraco, 2007), X #2717 & 43 B X
McGurk iR 9 52 i I A8 A Jmy BR T 40 9 38 W i
WA, TS B — Mtk i A e, o) —
TR F O 55 Y0 =X A BF 5 bk ) ) 647 — T
fEig2 it %5, R B T —E Y 25 3 (Buchan &
Munhall, 2012), 45 T 5% #£ 5 30 A S5 15 ST,
(i) o £ >0 O SR (— e P Jal i T ) 24 %
SR A 22 W T 70 25 U A3 O (FH T T R
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B B4 McGurk #5079 52 i R 3 5 pf 22 Il 1939

B3 Z W S U 2V B R A A ), MeGurk
RN Y K& A R B AK (Tiippana, Andersen, & Sams,
2004).

B TR, A BT T R McGurk
BT ISR B A IR T Ok R ELAR
Wy — OB (A B B & A — 30
McGurk FII0), #H LT S0 00 W R BT REAS
— UG OL, McGurk RN Y & 2B R T 5 (Gau &
Noppeney, 2016). VA~ {4 75 #1400 7 — 38025 42 F
McGurk U 1Y &4 .

25 FATIR, 78 McGurk 0% AR N 28 S BT
Fh, WRAEEZLER T LA YR E R
XF McGurk W R FZME, EXTE FT A
KHEERERD ., BIRCA TR EZ /B
TR McGurk R0, {HIX—J7 WA 3
KRB, KAMMUEEHERLEQ LT
BINHIE 2R, BRI 19 46 RS X MeGurk 54
VAL AR MIEERET, SRR
AW RER, XWEE H W FE
BN 52

T — A 1 R E DLAB I 5 4 B[R] AR
T LA B (4 2 T 1 an o] 52 e BT 5 18 IR . 3R
18 # 5 ARN AR, AR NN #ELES A
FR A2 m (AL 25 . Wl ). BB A%
A, XS5 FIEFEEIM LA Re kAL,
MRZ A 5 TR . AR IRTT T LA . L
Ko H AL VCECRT McGurk 800 95200, 45
MR, Y H SmALACER, X mfLAKN
BB R B DB McGurk #00, (Walker, Bruce,
& O'Malley, 1995). 75— 52 & 8L, WARAG AR
5 &5 1) 75 RN T AR — R SR R, R W
WG 2, TR Bl 0 B 2 52 31 1 AR5 25 1 52 e
7 A A 22 o T L 25500 0T 5 55 2000 1 0 2 A 7 40 Ui
W, B2 32 B A5 B Y 52 (de Gelder
& Vroomen, 2000), FrlA, FA14A P #EW, 78
McGurk AR A, BRI AS B 2R W 5 15 B A 4 3 e
P, TALAS Bt B A Bk 2 M L RT B8 R W b
B, X EA PR Bk, RATERAERT
52 B A Y L AN ] 50 McGurk B0 . 558
W, ML TR SR ERESWHEAL, SXED
25T FL McGurk SN & AR T 5 .

32 M McGurk B AMEE T FHE R

McGurk U AR ] A8 5 (R AR 22 5 F8 19

SEAERRE R AR, RFEAAR McGurk 2L
N R BTy 23R 25 5 0 G (R gl ) i
AR Z B McGurk 00w 22 5%). W58,
AR McGurk BN AEAS [RIIN 4 25 140 F AT fig & A A
AR S, BN S S5 R A F], McGurk B0 &
A RAEMA AR BAE 1 o X R — Bl FE 1
AF 1) T [ 4 A% R I 1Y B R G AR 56 0,91
(Mallick et al., 2015); 75— [a]& 2 > A B9 &4
>4 0.77(Strand, Cooperman, Rowe, & Simenstad,
2014), {HIZ, McGurk RO 7EA 7] A48 5] 5 508 2,
B8 T Mallick % AN (2015 T 165 A i, 45
RFEVARFARE McGurk 0% & FFRK 2%
SO\ 0%3 100%) . fT LAFEREAT 40 0] FR 4, AfFoR
L EEEL G AT 20 ) 22 S ORI . R SCHE B IR = A
FIHES McGurk RN AR ARG R . X
T 5 B AR RE B 22 5 . VT RS RE ) S H Kk
JEZES . T U ESR

321 WUMEEMNKBIEEEZES

McGurk RN YA~ 22 57 1T RE R F A1 4
o BT A JEL A MR R B 22 S —— XL A5 K
AR B R A M 5 2 B 5 B RS,
MA AL McGurk RO 10 W5 75 8RR R
JE R AR S A ) 22 B L1552 R, MeGurk
RN WRFE R, BKE AR (8~13 A&
P AR IR L T80 B AR IR -8 A\ McGurk
ROV I A= ARG, 3X AT BE 2 R R AR 2 i K
YIRBG % 1 R T 5 B 7 £ S 0 1] 5 1 W
A5 B (Proverbio, Massetti, Rizzi, & Zani, 2016),
H—TWE R, AT XER AT McGurk 155
MR, M1 — HRIE #EAT T 55 i MeGurk
BN & AR (Moro & Steeves, 2018), X Al fig
2 R A 8 B A4 2 B 25, AN AR W e 3
MRS FR BE RGN . A BT A B, TE LI 35 1k
UL S5, BH AL L) 52 BIL5E1E 120052 e (R
NI MeGurk 08 & HE R AR R AR, X ATRE
R BEE R IR, 2 AT PLRRIR (1S
F A PR, 57X R 2 A A 34 4% (Sekiyama,
Soshi, & Sakamoto, 2014),

XPRER R (1 H AR . 28 .
JIZAHE ) McGurk S5V 5E A SCRF R WA
(BT HLT A5 2 A MR R 2 22 5 AT B i McGurk
RO AT AR S5 ) o BIFFE R B, H LRE 1% 2R R A
(autism spectrum disorder, ASD)¥JLELE M fLic
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1A% L RIE 2, FEMT 515 B 5 P e
D2 BN BB, B McGurk RN & %
FeIE# JL# K (de Gelder, Vroomen, & van der Heide,
1991), X ATHERA A ASD JLZE hn T i S AR 15
BBE IR, ToikA SR TS A5 2 (R X5
TR AR . A FIT I & T Y B FE
& A R4 (autism spectrum quotient, AQ), Z5HRE
W, 5 AQF Y McGurk R LMK AQ # 7 (Ujiie et
al., 2018), If H AQ 13415 McGurk & hi & Az F 171
A (Ujiie et al., 2015), Hll E A5, McGurk
BN R AE AR, X5 B de Gelder 58 A(1991)
EEe—E. H—Jrm, WrZHEdE AN THR
A BAC A A B WT &%) FUT 0 B3 & — ks Rk
McGurk ZLNz, {H 2 W 7752 80 35 %4008 45 5 1 4K
AR R W, McGurk RN & A R 8 5 (Rouger,
Fraysse, Deguine, & Barone, 2008), iX—&5 R 7ENT
NZBILE NIRRT EE (A, Tk, 2230,
2016). LAk, Wr )y 328 B McGurk 380072332 5|
FIBEMEW: MRFEMBEE—-BHSHEA—
0, WA ATEE 25 5 s W 200 15 B 1 (T
W ETE), %R AT A8 0T 8% Al w0
9615 B (Bayard, Colin, & Leybaert, 2014), )5,
M1 ZWE DNKRET — HIRIE N McGurk 2%
o A B AR T AR (BOBUIR ) #EATAE 45 B L 0 1E R
F(Moro & Steeves, 2018), X 7] Gt R ML 1%
52 R AW 1) TR W 0 AE -

BRTTE, ANFEHEZ M E BB AT W0
W5 EAKHFRE B X McGurk %0 Y5200 o 9K 100, 2H
(B LB AEAE M [ R . B T AT B AR AR B 1Y
255, McGurk BN i 7] 8 32 2 B AR 1 22 519
B, FrLL, RRAFGETT % I E AR R Y05 e AL T
R B 2R, R LT S B LR OC RAE
e BN, LI K Moro Hil Steeves (2018)fY
a8, B L TR — 4 A A A PR
HATHE 55 FORUAR AT 55 B 9 McGurk R0 & A
B, AT DL R T A8 B R (. e AR
o 2 F A S IRARTHTE I MeGurk U0 25 5 ) o
322 UMMEBESERNRHELXRER

AMRTE A3 BT 5 B 5 X —H s
(RPHRT #& B RE T A 22 R FT B S McGurk B0
AR ESAR, BERNBEMETTRESZ K
4= McGurk 2% . ARXTHY, B5 BE I H55# McGurk
OV D BFGT B, LT A B T 95 R R

INFREA RN 2R, HE—ERE LR BT My
4 1E J1(Stevenson et al., 2012)—— M R¥E LA}
Ii] 1 340 R A A7 (RO e e R A B G 0B LT, W
SR IS, W n R R AR Rt RS
IS [8] 77 A R B, 2R A 42 MeGurk 200
7] BBt K (Stevenson et al., 2012), HIFLWri%
RS R AA, MG KA MeGurk 8100 .

KT McGurk ROV 4 % FEAT 3t S 45 B iAW
SBT3 G BE ) 22 5 2 38 i MoGurk 8508 A
RN EZ—), PFREYN, 12 ZETILEP
McGurk R % A 2 H i A i (Hockley & Polka,
1994; McGurk & MacDonald, 1976), X A] §EJ2& A
S L ZE (LT e G e T i AR R TR T (AR, T AR
NB T34 58 1 O 4R SR A3 =) o ANa, B
iR 4~5 DA KR FESUEN 2 LR C 44k
H: McGurk #)3 (Burnham & Dodd, 2004; Rosenblum
etal., 1997), BN 2L LAE 425 UG AT, PTG HE
MO &R AR, MHKY 128 Efh e LRz
WA B 5B McGurk RN 22 57
AIBEMLER AT AR G Re T 25 5%

R BT, MAREGRE TR | R RS,
McGurk 2R 8RS8 . SR AT, KER 4 BF 5% #E LA
McGurk I A B A LT 2 5 R 0 48 bs, R
AR B AR TR A ee S, JF S
McGurk B30 A 5 25 R A0 Lh 3 . BTLL, BT R &
AESIS McGurk S50 % R by 2t — B 5T
BORE—J7 A B Tl AVT L 5 B8 ) 25 e A i 52
J& McGurk SN AR S HRIE, 55 —J7 i Bl
FHIAFIF McGurk {EXERFTINTEE G 1A R
HARFEENE, BOEATREN: MARAEMR
FHAE A5 250 By T 56 B ) F 19 B8 T (Lo 3 ey
T BE T 4R H7) 5 A MeGurk 20 & A %
WA B #FA I (Van Engen, Xie, & Chandrasekaran,
2017)o X it — R FA], McGurk R0 & A4 5
ML A RE T 0 X RTFEE BN IIT . REWF
X %R B 248 bR (B0 b SCHR B A LT B A
sk T 6 /I o X A T SRR B L DA SR AR
WL A HH AR 555 TP TR B RE T, IR IRFE X
BeERR S McGurk UV Y R o

15—, LRI AR RRIE
AEDGERRE LB A A -SSR, TR AR
PO BRI AR . HAFEHRNFEE UK —FRK
EAREIE McGurk RN, HIX =2 AN Z AR
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B B4 McGurk #5079 52 i R 3 5 pf 22 Il 1941

McGurk SOV & A2 R AT 26 5%, BIRAT R 1
WP RER R R (MO, W, EA
2008) JEZLBIE A, DUEBE JLEERITIA—
B, M2, BT AE SRR, T R R i
0 TE A 3 A 22 5 A2 DU BB R 2 AR ZE AL
AN BT IERH AR T B0 T 58 R T — B
P, BV TE 2 5 2 e {5 B i (257, My
, AT, 2009) 3% X FIE R H BTSSR —
B, XEHFFRB T IE T U S SRS
RETI RIS H. o T SCH X T8 5 SR 25 53 Y52 )
HEAT R4 B3

323 BEXHKESR

McGurk W & —f F RIS, BAA
A SO S (ff R R BRI A HE. MceGurk B0
AT REAEAE 25 5, BDOEE S0k 25 Sl 2 S R
McGurk RN A )AL SRR 2 — B 9E & BLH
W ERER ) McGurk R400 A& A A8 L S0 B AR
(Hisanaga, Sekiyama, Igasaki, & Murayama, 2016;
Sekiyama & Tohkura, 1993), iX 1] fig & tH T HiEH:
TR b T I T BRI D 32 B AL AR R Y
o, e A, R ALY,
JIT LA H AR CTE TR 18T A2 g H S A 1) e W e 4R
B, MARMEFER. BE2RERRDOEEE
H I McGurk 00 & AR A L B BRI IR
(Sekiyama, 1997),

ik, WAWTEHEBA KPS . JE Rk
FHZ I McGurk %W 22 5 (Magnotti, Mallick,
Feng, Zhou, Zhou, & Beauchamp, 2015), flifiliAN
McGurk SV AS B it A7 BOR B AR 22 5, 4i1E] LE
BIEARNER D, TRRHERHEAGBOT N).
B2 McGurk HIFO )HBEATIN &, 25 R R
McGurk BN & A R AL DU | i R 3 AR &6
AER A2 S, BAEW SN 2 8] 3 A
BAHBEESR.

BR T McGurk R0 &R H80 22 5%, ARG S
AR BHIE AT RESZ M MATE & McGurk R0 IR
BN E R A, B ORI, N T &M
McGurk Hll 3 (R 58 “ga”Wr 5 “ba”), FEiE&EiE#E H
ZA A BN B “tha”, T H 15 -REE B 24 B
Fll“da”, XTI RES BHE 2 FA X—HIBETIFK
A <th i & &, TS H A0 h<tha” i) & & £
Fda”f & & (Burnham & Dodd, 2018),

BMARTTE, 185 X2 R0 McGurk 200

KRR EE RA B Hh RIS BPELE R
WFIEREA AN, T RFEA B K W% 2%
5o % IEF] McGurk BN & AL FA & BB KM
MEES, UIEST XCARERTEEARE
McGurk MR ZE 5 HRIR, IHAESE, —Fhif
B 1B E U2 58 5L S X I F 1 R AR
W (a0 B SCER R R R 2 R, HE
X McGurk B & AR R Z AR, X7 g
AR S R X MeGurk J138089fin
T T ALY g B ——F B R W, Bl
McGurk %V EA &4, WalE B e &g
JBHI 7 A2 T %21 (Brancazio & Miller, 2005), fr A
McGurk B 0 & A T g2 iE 2L i 18, Ao fs
SR e T B A B R A s 7 AR O (R A
TERA BRI ). FEH R SO R 2 442y, &
] R 2 A A T 35 o B v X B A B A
TR R AL, BRI McGurk*[5 FR it 72 2 ik
AL, SofE MR SCfe 2 S . T RAARSRIER
bR T % Y REEA R 2Z A1, 3 N i 1 U Oy LY
MR B SCATE M (AN J2 25 2 32 fil B AS R) S Ak 1Y
REFEARHR), SOFSA LR,

4 McGurk 35z B9 TA FAFR ML H

41 McGurk 3R A ERENET

AN —F & AR 25 80 & 22 R,
253 McGurk RO &4 I 5E(E B A
I AT 25 27 DR AT 2510k F R 3l S 36 R 4R
FEULIME , H TR S 7R« 51& McGurk 2%
INAOE R EISNE A SN AL § i RS P ER O
A BB A 2 5 MeGurk RN A9 2 82 451
PRE R 2 A5, T A e O R R R A e (H
ARG FEE R, HETiS] & McGurk 206

FE 5 WA, W A S ROk A R
XikAyizsh, BFrlAGI % McGurk 30 A9 A5 B
A E R A WG I, AR TR TR BB
MMaZEFE McGurk SN MMAZRX R, 4%
FW], A5 McGurk RS HY A 7 1 3 1X 3,
BRI E] K, HR W X s A ] 5 McGurk ¢
I & A2 ZEEAH S (Gurler et al., 2015), 25flfy, 3
WHRETE 1 McGurk R0 & A R [ BB RRE S &,
T DETEFF 18 2 7 W 50 X 8 1 e 1] 48, B 4 (Hisanaga
etal., 2016), 73— i, RAMESTEX WL
B, AL T AT 55 %A, ZERUE S5 2508 F McGurk
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%26 &

SR A AR A, S L A Ak ke OB 0 38 e T X
AT D S R X5k ) 3 ARl T8 /D (Buchan
& Munhall, 2012),

B, BHEA—BRHER MR A, #
REBFEMEIXIE McGurk B8 A2 LI %A
2% % (Hisanaga et al., 2016; Paré, Richler, ten Hove,
& Munhall, 2003; Wilson et al., 2016), 33 4275 X
P X 38 A v e LR I T X MeGurk 5087 ) % 42 I
AR, SNEOEFRESR IR 88958 McGurk
A3 A FR AR 0 1A B o BN : Paré 55 A (2003)
PEAT I — 2R 9 5286 % B, McGurk 500 (4 81 5 4
AT A 1 T A S DX O A A S AR B
TR TR S AL R, SR FE, HEAA
14 R A T T DN, TE IR R TE R . R
i 28k, BT McGurk 2% & 4%, H
B YA S B FFE R XA 10°~20°FF, McGurk
BN A 43 0 0D (AT SR A AE), A B IR B
X1, 60°LL |, McGurk 0 A 258 4T 5% o

Z 8 F| PR — S aT a5 R, WS X e
MBS A S McGurk 8% & A2 F 1) 56 Rk 75 2t —
PR, CHRERA—-BOTHRRAPARE
(A TR IF 5% 22 [ {0 0 9 X 8 43 0 O ik A
[@, #40: Buchan FI Munhall (2012) %8 542
1T FBAAT 55 254 F I ANBE N 22 5% Gurler 5§ A
QOIS L M2 H HIE MRS T AR 22 57
Paré 55 A\ (2003) I WF 58 A2 A B ER (]2l 45
H PR A A ), I ELiC SR AR BG5S Al
5T AN [R] (6 FH G B AR %) B 4 L, i G
A 5T B LD AMl R AR ) o DL b SR g i el
1 1 B 22 AR AT RE S B 98 Z A1 45 SRR Rl (A
[ F 5% 22 ] 4 28R DX 3 43 J5 VR A A 25 5% o il
Gurler % A(2015)L4 & Buchan #l Munhall (2012)
KB DTTE 248X, T Wilson ZE A (2016)M5%
FHIEIE P4HR X, XA AT G 52 0 i A B[] 9 45 25

BT MRS XA, 1 R X F AR R AR AL 2
LI & McGurk 850 B9 515815 B . BFIT & B,
B AN 2 I 3 DX 3k O LUV X fa kD, R
VA W TR R — 743 BORE AT K- Hh Al
Ay, FHUEI | 2EE50), McGurk B0t A8 25 5E 41
2 (Jordan & Thomas, 2011), 7 FHH A0
W 501 5 T BT AR 288 1 —— R 7 ok
e s S5 B (R T s HE T XAz 3 F B,
LT & A1 5K 45 % A= (Thomas & Jordan, 2004), i

PR R, XEHFR IR R IR SIER . WiAE
ERAREEE AL McGurk 258, o
HB I SCHE T WEHR LA T IR A X 5, 200 T T
oo T LUK SRAIFGEBR 17 OCTE MR R X B, 38 1 1%
L5 T AR LT X ) AR Bl 2 5 (9 n 57 L R i
W S T 0 X3, B TR PRIE S R X R/ N AR — 3R
T, SRk 24 X 358 TR X )
X AT RE A FRATT i — 25 AR MeGurk B0 52 HEIESE
. FATRGE W - R R, 5RFARLEN
MAHIL T REEFBHENWHIA)LETZ
McGurk RN, H g0 H s 350 ] 3 K3k (5 7
B LA A . S AR £ B
I8 DR 358, 1) 3 A ) 00 5 T R L AN B D
245 R A S FE T B SCER B AR (HT B X
W RE R BT AL E TR A5 B X B S X B
A KA McGurk BN 9 541F).
4.2 McGurk 3Rz H A0 TR B
KWW T M5 B A Z G, JFERXTHE
AT AN T BEBT Sy IR R . KRB AE 2
TABE B4 [ B B R A T AT W R, i
A McGurk R0 7 FRFEE 12210 B B s A )
33 R0 IR L 47 R (electroencephalogram, EEG)E,
2 I 7% Pl $7 R (magnetoencephalography, MEG) /]
iz, HATARFR S RN . XTI B
A RATEM T RIABY B T 78 0 T 0 B B,
T 2 223 P MeGurk fill 3 AT AR — 3 28
KM McGurk SN, AT 8 R AE N T
RIS 2k B &, Xt T McGurk il
H, kA McGurk RS, N1 BIEAH H T HL0T
—EORIECE /N, T EAR T8 % E MceGurk 8%
A9 McGurk HJi8t 5 /)M (Romero, Senkowski, &
Keil, 2015), N1 F= 2l W7 o fill s s A L F 5
AT 8 S, ARG R R N BN, X AT
RE S BT AT 35 Al R v AL e A5 B R 3R 1 14
(Besle, Fort, Delpuech, & Giard, 2004). if Lk, &4
McGurk &0z B 9 N1 3 I R AR FT RE 4 7R T I A 4
e fF BRI (E B A B g . miH N1 23
-4 5% B {7 (event related potential, ERP)AY &S —~
Bk, 0t AR R R R & AR 2E I TR Y EL .
ARG 4 R R, M McGurk RN & A AT,
Beta i B i 40 il 46 Lt T8 T — S0 RAE i TR
H#H(0~500 ms)H 5% (Romero et al., 2015), X5 |
W N1 25, 278 T McGurk &% 19 & A= (1
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BB GRAE: McGurk N A I P 2 5 i 22 SRk 1943

LT — B A5 ) A SRR AT A, i HL
XAEES AN TR C & k4L,

K oddball i AT AR 7T S HF MeGurk
AR50 A A W G e R R AR A I T R A W o
XTI — BOREAE AR R, MeGurk
FAAE e 2= 0038, LbE McGurk 3 Fn R8T —
HORBAAR ERP. S5 2R KW, L2 R T Be(Vr i
H R IS 200~300 ms), McGurk Hll 255 & 2
VT g 71 3% (mismatch negativity, MMN) (Saint-
Amour, De Sanctis, Molholma, Ritter, & Foxe,
2007), MMN Jiz it 7 X H BRAT R A5 B4 3 S 0T o
BRSO T IR > T T S 2w
) — ZR W B AT B i Tad . 4T
ERHAERE, B4R 4: MMN, B, MMN AL
VE SR W 56 98 591 68 7 04 B A B4 AR . MMIN 6 e
B V) B PE U T K o A, X MeGurk
T, W SR Y ) B R A kAR R A,
B F WA B WG] E T MMN, X 85N
McGurk-MMN . McGurk-MMN 7E4R £ #F 55 145 3]
T H % (Colin et al., 2002; Colin, Radeau, Soquet, &
Deltenre, 2004; Eskelund, MacDonald, & Andersen,
2015), XHERFEN T McGurk JHl #7101 B B,
AMAHE 28 RN B 1T S Y T R R 3R (R R T
S B 1 S B BT SR ), BT R
ELRAET RN, S, 28, FIRW,
2017). 2R A oddball {53 MEG W53 % 1,
KM McGurk ROV, 7E 500 T B B (W 5 1
BEIJE 160 ms L& 270 ms), AR X ) Gamma
¥E ¥ 16 3l & 34 55 (Kaiser, Hertrich, Ackermann,
Mathiak, & Lutzenberger, 2005), IMi Gamma £
PR S5 BRBESIN TA G, BRE, &Ml
#, 2018), X5 'R McGurk-MMN BY%5 F 2540,
BRI IR T B 5 © T R R A, R I 3] T
VAR T R (SEPR B EWURZ M, B
RIHOE A EAE)

FE 1R McGurk-MMN 9 A1 S 55 o CR T
oddball uzX), WFRH EZ L T McGurk Hl¥H
(fis 22 0 5 AW — BORNE bR R HO 9 22 5%, (2
X 2T LU RS R R R MMN
FEFaSE T I R AR, R TS
BEWEEBA -7 BFLL, EARRHEICHR
TP I I — 2 X BR AR A —— e T — SR
PR b R TR — B H AN 2315 & MeGurk

ZAONE B8 AR Sy Bl 22 IR o AR W i R R A ek
A KA MMN BRBE, X AT BT AN
— SR H T T — SO A 2 7 AR
MMN, & —H#EIEEGHE— LRI

TE I T P R YT e 0 A B (1 A W e ot AR
CEHFIRZIE), RMia 2l i R A —Bh 58
(McGurk AT 5 B SE s b A —20i, fr
VLRI RE A A= vh58) . WESERMI, TEflM R BLE 500~
800 ms, McGurk Ha[HAH Ho TN — SO A B 58
i) Beta MBI . K5 A BT, PN A—BUR
Wy Beta #31B ] o AL W — S50R) 5% (Lange,
Christian, & Schnitzler, 2013), iX 7] 58z Bt T # Wt
P GiNRLIEAS SN Y 4 = M RTR SRUIENS (3730}
o BRI B 26 0 T 08 A X 6 90 o B A ) )
A —2hgE, JF Haziligoke . 5 —Jrmm, RH]
oddball {u\H) MEG #FFtK, K4 McGurk
AANLAT, T M) Gamma BB TG B &H0, iX
WAEIR T 5 WS A5 A — i L5 15 2 X T i J%
R (Kaiser et al., 2005), A @ aYJe, BRI gL
AR S B BT A — 2, MeGurk SOW AT 23 &A=
(Soto-Faraco & Alsius, 2009), X#7x, BIEALNT
A—BOhRBA I, ARG RakE, —#
SRR A ST B AR
43 McGurk 35 B9 3% X

W 7 B () ERR ()R, 5RO T. McGurk
W R, S AEE NS PR 2 Y
TINTRA R i s i DA 2 R ST AT 25
HA 8 1w 25 1) 3 B 00 T R P W L R 1R B R
(functional magnetic resonance imaging, fMRI), £t
Fii R, ] 8 4% A (transcranial magnetic stimulation,
TMS)HI MEG [81Z5 ) f8L . H AT BT 5245 AR 7 -
# I B2 )2 (superior temporal cortex) 5T 5 i
FEAHE; % T )2 JZ (inferior frontal cortex)5 fiWr
A —Eh AR

TERAE McGurk RN B ferf, 3 LR S
AT %% 5 25 U] F ¢ (Beauchamp et al., 2010; Miller
& D'Esposito, 2005; Nath & Beauchamp, 2012), -
W EMRIATFER W, A1 E T B0 K A2 MeGurk 200,
Lk A McGurk NI, 8 _E K22 Y O B 5R
(Jones & Callan, 2003), X} McGurk R 4 2 5
B 2 R AT 5T 4 B, MeGurk 83U% & A FAE 50%
L EA#R (5 McGurk JBHIENOAR LTk 4= RAE
50% L4 T AR (35 McGurk BRAIE), Z2 M8
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%26 &

(left superior temporal sulcus, 1STS) #7555k,
HHBIERRES McGurk R0 & 4 FA B EIEH
X (Nath & Beauchamp, 2012).i%45 B AE 6~12 % )L
YWY 53] T B 2 (Nath, Fava, & Beauchamp,
2011), FEEME, Beauchamp 25 A (2010)f#
fMRI FOARE (7B HAKA STS, ZJFH] TMS
M STS MY - 455838, 1] T™MS HI#L STS
ZJR, B McGurk U0 & A R T, (HAEXT
— AT A B AN Z 52 e . 25U, Marques,
Lapenta, Merabet, Bolognini fl Boggio (2014)f#i Ff|
255 il R (transcranial direct current stimulation)
J¥ STS, 83| 75 Beauchamp 5§ A(2010)—
WS 1E EEG #1581, Saint-Amour % A (2007)
Xt b SCEEFI ) McGurk-MMN - #E47 1T 81 ¥R 43 47,
RILT 2O Bz J2 09 3 5400 - MEG B &
M, FERA McGurk BN Z T2 PR 21 X 1)
PRy, JLHEGR AN L [Ml(left superior temporal
gyrus)i Beta M4, W& AR T
W35 197 72 (Keil, Miiller, Thssen, & Weisz, 2012),

McGurk ZR 5380 [ J 2 6 RAF TGS R
J—3, AHYA PR R A )L R, — T
Wik & OB 9E & B, STS X RRWT 4 A B9 S50 AT L
FEAASY . STS MYHELEIA R (voxels) ¥ THIFL I S 12
Bl AR, M 53— L6 R 2 X 1 FL Y IR 82 B B AR
J& o MPLTE B R P, STS #O%, H HA X
12 I UR IR 2R 23 X8 W 5 RO BRI SN o 3K
278 STS I X AEHE AT 5 B Ayt B, HoE A
Wradff BB —& N T, HEXMEEZmMERT
P A7 L (] AN s 0 5 3 ) AH HG T X B 52 i
A5 15 B (1) G R 58 3 Bl ) 7 e g o 1y AT
BEAN[E](Zhu & Beauchamp, 2017), W58 8w, XF
McGurk SV &, STS HY G 1 vl BEA 2 1 5L
N (0 : Xof W R A2 B R 4 A 2 s T DA TR
McGurk RN & A 5T, 16 AR #552 2l 808k 4
FIMIAREE) o A AE AT M AN 43 fiki X 3 76 A5 =X 1) )
PE— 4R STS 78 McGurk %W HPASVER o

B 7L ER, 5 — S RTER) McGurk
A8 AH Il XA T R 2 o 2 XS AT AN — 3
WA J(Fernandez et al., 2017; Gau & Noppeney,
2016; Nath & Beauchamp, 2012), 7£5-HA7 McGurk
RO MRS st A B 180 B B2 JZ 1930 (Jones
& Callan, 2003)., £ MEG #F58 it & 3 T 22 45
T Bz J2 A 24k 1 15 B 58 (Kaiser et al., 2005),

X MeGurk S50W A4 25 5 1) b 48 SRt F 9 3,
A EE TN —E0R %, %7 T Bl (inferior frontal gyrus,
IFG)XF BT A — BURE (L5 McGurk 1380 ##
SR . (HJ2 IFG AYME 7E58 McGurk B Al
55 McGurk JRAIHE Z [MBA 25, BFEE B ki
W : IFG W] RE 5 M A —BUH 2847 ¢, H 59005
Al R A K(Nath & Beauchamp, 2012), iBF
R A, T A KA McGurk RN F 15 L,
W% McGurk SOV, IFG BO3E B0 o 1 L5 v
GBI AH 5 1) il X ——Ti7 $177 [7] (anterior cingulate
cortex, ACC)FY#4i% t 5 5% (Fernandez et al., 2017).
XS T McGurk SO0 HAFTE R IT A — B 5
m e,

Gau F1 Noppeney (2016)MF 53t #5 S & T iz
FEEER XS McGuk BRI L R, HS ik
Fernandez %5 A\ (2017)MWFFE 45 A —30 ., EAK
5, Gau Ml Noppeney (2016) fifi ] fMRI #£ 5% Hi i
X McGurk B8R 9 RZ Wi, 72155 v, AT 2 B i
YRR — I A LT AR B — R B —
FEP I — B TR — B0 &) . AR R,
FHIE T35 A — B0, E5 BT, B
1Y MeGurk R0 % A= 238 5 2 (DBl 0 R B2
T — B BB A 5 & 4E MceGurk Z40v). TEMZZE
M, ZE% T 6 (left inferior frontal sulcus, IIFS)ZE AL
Wr A —S (L TR —BORE R, X5 -
iR Fernandez %5 A(2017) 925 AL (H 29k &
AT MeGurk B (FH EL ¥ A & 2E McGurk B0
B, 1FS 3G 95 o 1 L, X ARI0N; 7645 1 Fl T4
Wr—E (4B L McGurk B8 H BT RETAS
— (R AT McGurk RIS B . X BLF- 5
Fernandez %5 A (2017) 1 45 S AH J Fernandez
ZENQOINEB . % McGurk Z i}, TFG #4035
R,

BifiA AN —Zm s g5 58, hnr LLE W
2 BUR KIZTE McGurk 0% HP -5 90T A~ — Z ik
RA K HIEHATE T — PR AR
LRSS AT e = AR ()P
FMILARE . Ferndndez Z8 A (2017)3 1 142 H 4%
AT I McGurk JIJHIERS; 1M Gau F1 Noppeney
(2016) T A2 A O BEFUY 25 F T X McGurk i
PR . B S 3 AT BB EE T WU AN . (2)
fMRI JG 5 AHECX 43 i T s (R R R 50T 2 2
SR — B 3G 0, (BRHAE i SR Ml P 1Y
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B B4 McGurk #5079 52 i R 3 5 pf 22 Il 1945

UL e N S N R R W = KN T= N ]
PRI B w22 IF NIIF 46 220 i D, 80 B2 B
HUTE; MIEOE MR, SUECE R T e s o, T
AFT McGurk WYKL . IS 3 MeGurk
RN & AR NS R AR B AR B S R, ST
AETS 2 Fernandez %5 A (2017)f&5 R o H43d 7K
i 524 i Ao e b 28 Y B B BE, ISR AT MeGurk
L, M RE bR C A FEAMI, PTLLHR T b5
ARG, AN BB WE R B U o AR Y,
WA KA McGurk 808, W s iR A e, H
BTG AT REAT AR AR . DLB EL B MeGurk B0 & 4
M & A B 080T KRB R, kT R4S )
Gau fil Noppeney (2016)FJ 455, (3)&i T & Z KA
[7i) DX 3 AT R 7E A ) 4 i fi) g SR 3 AN [m) 9
. Fernandez %% A\ (2017)E A2 IFG, 1M Gau
1 Noppeney (2016)7E i [1 )2 TFS, B RH X 5.
T FTREAE b A ] R ke B R VR
— it op 5 i R R R, AT TR S A
KB Z AR . 34 (] (A A5 1F— 25 SR A ]
23 6] 53 HE R A4 5 1) MEG BEAR TR AFRSY

25 FRTIR, X McGurk R0 A4 AR € I X 73 B
PHEBRKEREN ., BT LRET KRR
ZHN, FEIGEIE T L R AT DI e B o AT o
5] G % SRR o T e AR 1 R R S AR B2
THRZIEAL 7 XA B TR McGurk 44
Jof H A REIT A R AIT R — B st il B, 1
A DL R AT 2 R Z AR 43 BT (multivoxel pattern
analysis, MVPA), DI#£5% McGurk B3 AH T A0
W7 — SO EUR— AN BB & McGurk S8 B9 9T A
—BURE R BOE R A M 2 5 . XA TR
T3 — 25 PRAR R X McGurk J38 0 in TAH 1L T
A A9 W SR T A 3 22 3

5 REE5RE

McGurk A4 I S W 1 B A7 50X W 5 S8 R
SO N B A 40 AR, ABIH R IE
AT FE R B PR R L, AR S 0 MeGurk 2%
IO 9 9F 50 2 p AT R PR LB, AR AR . (D)
McGurk 207 A9 &5 5E - P54 McGurk 8800
SRR RE ORI R Bl R A A . T
W S 3 g FIT Sl & b 4l 5 o AR
IS F 5 Ol 9 I AE S AR MeGurk 8800 %28
R, HIXE McGurk 303 5276 22 0 B 5 1 H 3R

KA McGurk BN Y U BCLE ] o 2 i T K
McGurk BN A8 K« HBL RN AR [F] F 52 BRI 5
FEMET, A ZEKET McGurk M. (2)
McGurk ZUN 52 K28 . AL 46 4 SR (i an
PRBE . T 808 A S 20 ) L DR 2R ()
W ERESTEC  O BRI ) AE i R A P R S 0 ]
o SRV SRR . TS RE T .
HE X EZERFEERMERZERHEER. 3)
McGurk R BTN FIRTZHLE . McGurk R & A=
W, ML S TE S S R B YOS I AR X CR
i, U TR LT X AR AR A S A
WEE). MG SBREAEENTRESME. 5
Rz B R o BTN — B 98 & A TR N T e
WE . S8 TERERX,

BORET A ZEX McGurk 08 1T T 4020
AWHRVE, (BARAETE— S 58 2, XT7E L
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Theinfluential factors and neural mechanisms of McGurk effect
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Abstract: The McGurk effect is a typical audiovisual integration phenomenon, influenced by characteristics
of physical stimuli, attentional allocation, the extent that individuals rely on visual or auditory information
in processing, the ability of audiovisual integration, and language/culture differences. Key visual
information that leads to the McGurk effect is mainly extracted from the mouth area of the talker. The
McGurk effect implicates both audiovisual integration (which occurs in the early processing stage and is
related to the activation of superior temporal cortex) and the conflict of the incongruent audiovisual stimuli
(which occurs in the late processing stage and is related to the activation of inferior frontal cortex). Future
studies should further investigate the influence of social factors on the McGurk effect, pay attention to the
relationship between unimodal information processing and audiovisual integration in the McGurk effect, and
explore the neural mechanisms of McGurk effect with computational modeling.

Key words: McGurk effect; audiovisual speech perception; audiovisual integration; multisensory integration





