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Report Summary

Objectives. The goal of the research program is to investigate speeded reading,

speeded picture-recognition, and the interaction between pictures and words, both

in immediate response to stimuli and in later recall or recognition.

Methods and Results. Part I reports the results of four experiments in which

viewers made speeded decisions as to whether a picture represented a real object

or a nonsense object, and whether a string of letters (such as heng) was a word or

a pseudoword. The object decision task, first developed in our laboratory, permits

a comparison of the speed of identification of words versus objects, and also allows

an assessment of modality-specific versus modality-independent factors in identifi-

cation. The results showed that object and word decisions are similar in the time

they take and in the difference between more versus less frequent items. Both pic-

tures and words show similar positive effects of semantic relatedness: two items

from the same category (e.g., car and truck) are identified more rapidly than two

items from different categories. When the viewer sees a mixed series of pictures

and words, however, the "reality decision" is slowed down and errors increase,

showing that the decision is not modality-independent. Consistent with that obser-

vation, repeating an item was more helpful when the modality did not change.

In Part II, the influence of minimal syntactic context on word identification

was investigated. We measured time to begin to pronounce homographs - words that

are spelled identically but have two or more distinct meanings. The class of homo-

graphs studied have one pronunciation when used as a verb (to wind) and another

pronunciation when used as a noun (the wind). Presenting the word to or the

200 msec in advance of the target word strongly influenced which pronunciation sub-

jects chose, without significantly changing response time. A second experiment

showed that the biasing effect of the prime was greatly reduced when the syntactic

prime produced an anomaly (the enter) on some trials. This result shows that viewers

could ignore the prime when it was unreliable.

Conclusions and Implications for Further Research. The results of the experi-

ments in Part I extend our earlier evidence for similarities in the immediate pro-
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cessing of pictured objects and written names, but show that in some tasks a mixing

of the two modalities may produce interference. Further research will be required

to clarify the conditions under which interference occurs. The studies in Part 11

show that a minimal syntactic cue or prime presented a fraction of a second in

advance of a word can exert a substantial influence on its interpretation. This

result adds to current evidence that context may have an extremely rapid selective

effect on subsequent identificaiton and response. Further work will attempt to

uncover the processing stage or stages affected by a syntactic prime.

4...

. . ..-...-... . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .

..* 1%-.n . ° - 2t.

-,z .-.z'



Part I

Lexical and 01)Jecl. Decisions: Accessing Memory for Words ald li 1ng

Mary C. Potter and Judith F. Kroll

In the lexical decision task subjects decide whether a string

of letters forms a real word. This task has been used to indicate

how words are read and lexical knowledge is stored (e.g., Coltheart,

Davelaar, Jonnasson, & Besner, 1977; Forster & Chambers, 1973;

Frederiksen & Kroll, 1976; Rubenstein, Lewis, & Rtibenstein, 1971).

We have devised a similar task to explore the way in which an object

is recognized, which we have called the object decision task. In the

object decision task subjects decide whether a line drawing depicts

a real object. An example of the !;timI us materials is shown in

Figure 1

We will describe a set of exivrimnnts in wiich performance in the

object decision task was compared with performance in the lexical

decision task. The goal of these experiments was to explore the

relationship between modality-specific lexical and imagistic

representations and amodal conceptual representations. Although

lexical decisions presumably can be made without reference to conceptual

memory, a substantial body of evidence suggests thai the semantic

properties of words are important in lcxical decision (e.g., James, 1975;

e1yer & Schvaneveldt, 1971) and that access to semantically related

(01CO'pts prOtcuds aILomaL i ca liv (1 ischl er, 1)77, Ma re I 1 9 q 78). In

lexical decision, this semantic component might reflect semantic

knowledge stored in a word's lexical entry. Another possibility,

S .. ".-
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between the modality of the task and the response. The error rate

for each task fell below 5% and an analysis of variance performed

on the few errors made supported the latency results.

The similarity of the reaction times (RTs) in the lexical and

object decision tasks may, of course, be simply a coincidence since

there is no apriori way of equating the peripheral difficulty of

processing the pictures and words, or the difficulty in rejecting

the distractors. To increase our confidence in the comparability of

the tasks, we looked at the influence of word frequency on each

decision. Comparing the 30 less frequent and the 30 more frequent

words in lexical decision, there was a significant 35 msec advantage

for the more frequent words. In object decision, the frequency

effect,as indexed by the frequency of the object names, was a

significant 24 msec for the same two groups of items. An analysis

of variance indicated that the two frequency effects did not differ

significantly.

The similar RTs, error rates, and frequency effects in the first

experiment do not necessarily imply that lexical and object decisions

are made on the basis of a common amodal representation. Each type of

decision could be made on the basis of a modality-specific lexical or

imagistic representation which reflects the overall familiarity of the

stimulus word or object.

One way to discover whether a single coniceptual irepresetitation is

implicated in both lexical and object decisions is to sve whether Object

decisions benefit from semantic facilitation. If the semantic facilitation

. . . . . . . ... .. .. .-
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ef fect (I iSCOVerel d b Meyer and S CI V, IIIVV Id (t (1971) in Lte lexi c.al

decisionl task is duie to lexical vt-gaulza tion and assoc iat ions (i e.,

associations specific to the lexicon), then we would niot expect

equivalent facilitation for related objects. In Experiment. 2 we

*replicated thle Meyer and Schivaneveldt. semantic facilitation paradigmn

with both lexical and object decision.

Thle materials in Experiment 2 were similar to those previously

described except that two items were presented simultaneously on each

trial, one abovWe tHI o'ther. In the lexical decision task the subject

decided whethier bot-h of thle items were real words. If both were

words the sub~ject responded "yes"; if one was a wordanthohea

psetidoword, or if both were pseudowords, the subject resp~onded "no".

In thle object decision task the subject decided whether bothi of thle

pictured items dep)icted real objects and responded "yes" if they did,

and "no" if one was a real object and the other a pseuldo-object, or

if they were both pseudo-objects, Hfalf of the positive items in each

task consisted1 of semantically related items from the same superordinate

category, and half of semantically unrelatod items.

Sixteen subjects performed the lexical decision tas, n ite

different suibjectq performed the object deis Lon task. The only othei.

chiange in procedure fromt Experiment 1 wa.; that subjects responded by

saying "yes"' and "no" and the onset of their articitlat ion w;os recorded.

The isioni I ;Itec ics for "yes'" responses are shtowni in Fil ire 3 for

In ei IT ",AId Alln( I'L 1. lt d Mi i t-lu pa i rs. 'I t( ovcr;iI I p;i Letc-u o f resit Ls

I quite simi lar for lexical and 01) jc dcsoS;ratdp r

were judged to be real words or real objects faster than unrelated pairs.

. 6
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The magnitude of the relatedness effect, however, was larger for

pictures (49 msec) than for words (18 msec). The fact that sumantic

facilitation occurs in object decision suggests that the source of

semantic facil itation is not in the lexicon, but in an nmodl

conceptual system.

All of the related items in Experiment 2 were members of the

same semantic category. A subset of those items, however, were also

highly associated. A separate analysis was conducted to see whether

the highly associated pairs produced more facilitation than pairs

related only by same category membership. Since many of tile highly

associated pairs were also more frequent than the remaining related

pairs, it was necessary to control for frequency effects by comparing

the highly associated pairs with unrelated pairs drawn from the same

pool of frequent words. The results of this analysis are shown in

Figure 4 where latencis; for lexical and object decisions are shown

as a function of d eg-ee of association and relatedness. Note that

in the unrelated condition, high and low association refer not to

the relationsip between the unrelated words or pictures but to the

set of words used to construct unrelated pairs. In lexical decision

the highly associated pairs were accepted as real more rapidlv than

the semanticallv related but unassociated pairs. Notice, however, that

the mgni i tude of fac i I itat ion for the h i h lv assoc il;ted pai rs was

the same for both related and unirelaLted coiditliiu. l']ius, the .ppai rnt

f ic i it t on must be at t r i btutabl e to some ch rr mL' t ' i f; t- i of th 1i ghi lv

associated words, probably tieir high frequlency, rather than as,-ociation

value. The same resultIi held for the oheet dec ision t ask except that--

.°". .... . ......................... .. . .. . .. .
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the highly assoc iatedi pai rs were only slightly faster than tire irrissoc iated

pairs. The failure to find associative facilitation replicates a previous

finding by Fischler (1977) for the lexical decision task and further

supports the source of semntic facilitation is riot in a -'

loxicon, scls it ive to word-specific associations, hIut in an amoda / conceptuia I

system. Is it possible that lexical and object decisions are based entirely

on output from the conceptual system?

One way to test the degree to which lexical cnd object decisions rely

on access to a common conceptual memory is to ask subjects to make reality

decisions about mixed sequences of words and pLcttires. In the reality

decision task subjects decide whether a given item is real, independent of

its modality. If, in the previous conditions in which separate lexical

and object decisions were required, the decisions about each modality

depended on a common conceptual representation, then the time and accuracy

needed to make mixed reality decisions should resemble the previous results.

Twenty four subjects performed the reality decision task. Except for -"
-- ,...

the new instructions and mixed sequence of materials, the experiment was __41

identical to the first experiment we described. Each subject received any

given item in one modality only.

Figure 5 shows mean decision latencies for "yes" and "no" responses in

realitv decision as a function of the stimu lus format. Comparod with the

tasks carried 4111t separ'l- ely, the rea Iitv dul' i! iion t:i:;k was m;irkedlv slower:

86 rIca*wwc Iower I or i h ' "en '" rospi'r es r111 161 "c- o411r Ir e 'Ilo

responses. Moreover, the slowing effect was somewhat greater for pictures

than for words.

Thc realitv decision results make. it cltoar that pure lexical and object

decisions are not based solely on an amodal conceptuial representation. If

$-~~~~~~~~.......-....... .. ..- ,.,.. ........,.:-....-- -...-........... . .... .. v ~ ....-. v;..
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they were based onl a common representat ion such as thle idea of thlt object,

mix ing p) ji res and(. wordIs shl1 d have presented no (I i f fi (,.II1I L i s. Recal I

that mixing words and pictures inl other tasks that are clearly conceptual

does not produce this sort of interference. .

Should one conclude that a lecxical dec ision is exactly what its name

impi ies , aI decision that a particular word exists in memory, and] that an

object decision is a decision that a particular visual shape exists in

object-memory? If so, why did both types of decision show similar semantic

or conceptual facilitation in Experiment 2?

The final experiment we will rceport more di rL'etly assessed the existence

of a modality-independent component in lexical and object decisions. We used

thle repetition procedure of Kirsner and Smith (1974) and Scarborough, Cortese,

and Scarborough (1977). Trhose investigators observed that lexical decision

is faster the second time a given word is prsne. If real ity decision

make use of conceptual representat ions, then we might expect some facilitation

from repeating items across as well as within modality.

Subjects in Experiment 3 were again given real i ty decision instruct ions-

they were told to expect a mixture of pictures, words, pseudowords, and

pseudoobjects. Each item was repeated once during the course of tilt experiment.

TFie repetitions occurred after three or tenl intervening trials and were

either in tile sane or in a different format as the i niL in I presentation.

There were 32 subjects.

* ~~~iIgure 6 shows dhecision latence s for repe t tions of pi c tures and words,

i it rcet I itL y dIer i! i onl 1or es rosponseA . Tho ;htdhL h1;ii rotp ro!;ctiL I L L. ti nIe

to respond "yes" tgo words and p Lctutres oin Lte fi rs t preselt aL i on . The

unfilled bars represent the repeated presentations as a1 fimnet ion of lag and * ~

% %
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modal itv of the f i rst and repeated ' resentat ions. There was a marked

reduction of 40 rnse in decision t ime on the s'(ond presentation when the

same moda Lity was repeated. The facititat ion on cross modal ity repet it io s

was much smaller, approximately 20 msec with a lag of three items, and it

virtuaLly disappeared with a lag of tLn items.

Scarborough etal . (1977) found that the repel it ion effect in lexical

decision was almost as great when the case of a word was different on the

second presentation, showing that the modality-specific facilitation is

not just at the level of shape recognition. On the other hand, Kirsner

and Smith (1974) found that changing from spoken to written words, or

vice versa, reduced the repetition effect considerably. So it is not too

surprising that a change from words to pictures (or the reverse) diminishes

the repetition effect.

The repetition effect for negative trials js shown in Figi re 7.

Again, the shaded bars represent the first presentation of pseudowords

and nonobjects. The size of the repetition effect was much larger for

the "no" responses (approximately 60 - 70 msec) than it had been for

the "yes" responses. There was a small effect of lag for the pseudowords

with a bit more facilitation on second presentations after three trials

than after ten trials. There was no effect of Lag on the size of the

repetition effect for nonobjects.

Altogether, these experiments show that the major component in a

lexical or objt deiin - a modali1t y-spc iIF icr memoryv rep rVsentLatLion o f

t lie wo rdl o r v isid I olij ecL , a.I1 lhlo gh ;I smlla I I ;ImI ih;I I coul 11('|o nrolal h v cx is I

Wlether it is Lhis amodha roncept iial component IhM 1s ti rcS , Iliils 1or tl,--

semantic facilitation observed in Experiment 2 remains to be seen. An

experiment now under way, in which semant it faclitation between words and

pictures is measured, may answer that (Iiest ion.

. . . . . .. ..







Part II

Syntactic Disambiguation of Homographs

Judith F. Kroll and Janell M. Schweickert

Understanding a written sentence involves at least three levels

'-' of analysis: (1) a lexical level where individual word meanings are ..-.

accessed; (2) a syntactic level where relationships between the parts

of the sentence established; and (3) a semantic level where a

global meaning for the sentence is constructed. The study we will

describe is concerned with interactions between the lexical and

syntactic components of sentence processing. It tests the hypothesis

that syntactic context may selectively bias the course of lexical

access for individual words.

Recently, a great deal of attention has been paid to the effect of

semantic context in biasing lexical access (e.g., Fischler, 1977; Neely,

1977; Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971). Minimal semantic contexts, in the

form of single word primes, have been shown to influence lexical

% access even when subjects cannot report the context (Fi.schler & Goodman, 1978;

Marcel & Patterson, 19)78). Alth(ugh some 1hve arrl(i that s,'ilntc facilitatiol

effects in lexical access represent the operation of deliberate attentional

strategies (e.g., Tweedy, Lapinski, & Schvaneveldt, 1976), others have

shown that at least part of the facilitation can be attributed to

the operation of automatic attentional mechanisms (e.g., Fischler, 1977;

Neely, 1977). In light of the finding of semantic facilitation in lexical

access, it seemed reasonable to ask whether similar effects could be obtained

with minimal syntactic contexts.

S.-:



It is difficult to isolate syntactic context effects in sentence

processing; most sentences provide rich semantic as well as syntactic

context. For this reason we decided to study lexical access for single

words which were preceded by minimal syntactic contexts. If the time

course of syntactic biasing resembles that for semantic biasing, then

a briefly presented syntactic prime should be sufficient to direct

access to lexical memory.

We asked subjects to name four types of words. Examples of each

type are shown in Fipure 1. Half of the words were ambiguous and half

were unambiguous. The unambiguous words were either nouns or verbs.

The ambiguous words were homographs which had one or two pronunciations.

The homographs were syntactically and semantically ambiguous since

they had different meanings in noun and verb forms. For one

class of homographs the noun and verb forms were pronounced the same

way (e.g., FALL). For the other class of homographs, the nouns and

verbs were pronounced differently (e.g., WIND or WIND).

Each type of target word was presented tachistoscopically for 200 msec.

Prior to the presentation of the target, a word priming the syntactic

category of the target was presented. The duration of the priming word

was also 200 msec and the target immediately followed the offset of the

pr ic. The sequence of events as they appeared to a subject are shown

in Figuire 2. The word TO was used to prime verb targeots and the word

THE was used to prime noun targets. For the unambiguous tar ,,cts, the prime

was a lways rel iable; the subject mi ght see Til MA(GNET or TO ENTI;R hut

never TO MAGN.ET or THE ENTER. For the ambiguous words the prime was

.L°,
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FIGUVRE 2: S "Q ENCE 01: SIMUL LIS 1 'RICS LINTAT 1ON

Prime CondLtion:

00

No r m * . . * o.*.* ***** . * . . .. ** * ' . . . . ' * . . .i. **:..~

* * .* . .. * . . .-... , .. *%~*30130 -~



21%

also reliable 1OO% of the time since each prime correctly corresponded..

to one of the meanings of the homographs. Tinis, TO VAI. corrC.sloilds to

the "to drop" meaning of fall, while THE FALL refers to tile "season"

meaning of fall. In the case of homograplis with more than a single

pronunciation, the choice of a prime becomes a bit more interesting

since the syntactic category of the word determines its pronunciation.

TO WIND meaning "to twist" has a distinct pronunciation from THE WIND.

meaning "a breeze." If subjects can make use of tle syntactic context

in the brief presentations of the words TO or TE, then we can use

the disambiguation of pronunciations of words like WIND or WIND as an

index of syntactic bias. If the primes cannot be used, then the

pronunciation of these ambiguous words should following the underlying

dominance. The relative dominance of different meanings had been

previously determined for each target word.

Figure 2 also shows a control condition in which target words were

preceded by neutral primes consisting of four empty squares. The control

primes were presented in a single block of trials and tle TO and THE primes

were presented, randomly intermixed, in a different block of trials. Each

target word was presented only once for each subject and the order of

conditions and assignment of primes to ambiguous targets was counterbalanced

across subjects. Twenty target wordt, of each of tile four types were presented.

The four classes of words (unambiguous verb, unabiguous noun, ambiguous

wit ii one p roitiic atIL i ol , mb igtious with two p ronimn in t ion;) wor(, eql ted for " -

overall word lrequti nc y anId luegti as closel i as po;ibl.

Thirty two subjects performed tile naming task. Each subject viewed

half of the targets in the prime condition and half in the no prime control

'... .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -. .
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condition. The subjects were instructed to name the target words as

quickly as possible. The subjects were told that they should not pronounce

tile primes. Mean naming latencies to begin to articulate the target were
.................................................. ..:

recorded. All subjects' responses wete tape recorded so that pronunciations

could be accurately checked.

Mean naming latencies for each type of target word are shown in Table l.

An overall analysis of variance showed no main effect of priming and no

interactions between priming and target condition. Thius, we will consider
41,

the naming times collapsed over the prime and no prime conditions. For

the ambiguous words with two pronunciations note that two reaction times (fTs)

are given: one for the time to pronounce the word as a noun and the other for -

the time to pronounce the word as a verb. There are three important points

to be made about these data. First, for aI.l of the fi-r word types there

were no significant RT differences between the priming and no priming

conditions. This absence of an interaction means either that the primes

did not influence processing, or, that the primes were used, but did not

influence the time to begin an articulation. Second, the latencies to begin

to pronounce words with multiple pronunciations were significantly longper

than latencies to pronounce any other class of words. This difference

cannot be attributed to anfbiguity of meaning since naming times were as fast

for homographis with single pronunciations as they were for the unambiguous

words. Finally, unambiguous nouns were named a bit more rapidly than

umulahlillit";uoti; Verbs. The i( I111 adV;11ta$t ;11!;() he d I 1 lI ' I1o 0,Ir;l Ie; wit.h-

two pronuic i at ions in which case pronul1ciations of the no rM for were

faster than pronnciations of the verb form. Suiperficially, this result

replicates a prev ioti finding by Scarbo rouh and Spr in goer (1()73) in which""

2

....................... °i.-
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TABSLE 1: MEAN NANN' LATE.NCIE.S , X'EI INTt

Primesc .1002% Rvilejh

NO MR IE

1RI ME Verb pr . Noun pr.

UNANB l;UOLIS
Noun (e.g. Magnet) 626 6- 32 629
Verb (e.g. enter) 637 645 - 641

ALM IGLU (Ij S
One Pronunciation 615 631 629 623-

(e.g. fall)
Two Pronunc iat ions
Noun (e.g. Wind) 645 674 (163 WAh
Verb 71g.wd) ___ 67685 682 675

r1
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lexical decisions were reported to be approximately 30 msec faster for

nouns than for verbs. A careful examination of the particular nouns

and verbs used in the present study, however, indicated that different

stress patterns may account for the apparent syntactic class difference.

Nouns tended to be stressed on the first syllable more often than verbs.

__ The latency data show no differences between the prime and no prime

conditions. However, it would be premature to conclude that the primes

had no effect on processing. We can also look at the pronunciations

of tile ambiguous words in the various priming conditions. We had tape

recorded subjects' responses and independent judges decided whether

individual responses to homographs with two pronunciations were pronounced

- as nouns or verbs. Figure 3 shows tile distribution of responses for

homographs with two pronunciations. The total responses were separated into

tile proportion pronounced as verbs and nouns for each priming condition.

* These data exclude errors which occurred on fewer than 6% of the trials.

Although the previous analysis of reaction times indicated no overall effect

of priming, tile influence of syntactic primes is quite clear from the

distribution of responses within each priming cond ition. When the verb prime

TO was presented, the homographs were pronouncVd Is verbs 80 of the time, and

as nouns 201 of the time. When the noun prime THE was presented, the

homographs were pronoinced as nouns 75", of the t ime, and as verbs 25Y of the

t imc. When no prime was presented, thev were pronounced as noiins and verbs

equally often.

The main result of this experiment was that svntactic primes did not

influence naming latencics but did influence ironitn ations. At least two

questions arise from these filding:S. First, did Lite syntactic primes

affect lexical access or later decision making about pronunciations? Second,

.:.v.,.-.% -. v ,................................................................................................-"."."..
r._ -. _'i';_, 2 o'. ". "'',. z ,'.'.'. ,_.,"'.' .*', .'. """. . .
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PERCENT1 OF TOTAL RESPONSES PRONOUNCED AS VE1RBS
OR NOUNS AS A FUNCTION OF THE TYPE OF PRIME

(HOMOGRAPHS WITH TWO PRONUNCIATIONS)

LIPRONOUNCED AS VERB

DPRONOUNCED AS NOUN

80-

IL]

20

60
VEBNU-N RM

TYE(FPRM



was tile priming ef fect we obtained ircd iated by automat ic or (1(1 iIberatL'

attentLiona I mechanisms? In tile next exper iment we aLltipted to address

these questions by manipulating the reliability of the prime as a cue

to the syntactic category of the target word. If the snliactic priming

effect is under tic control of deliberate attentional strategies, then

a change iyi thle reliability of thle primes should produce a corresponding

change in the magnitude of thle syntactic biasing.

Thle second experiment was identical to the first with a single

exception. Unambiguous nouns and verbs were preceded by an appropriate

syntactic prime 50Z of the time (e.g. , THlE MAGNET, TO ENTER) and fly an

inappropriate prime the remaining 50% of thle time (e.g., TO MAGNET, THE

ENTER). in all other respects thle experiment was identical to the one

just described. Sixteen subjects performed thle naming task.

Thle mean naming latencies for the four types of target words in thle

prime and no prime conditions are shown in Table 2. Although thle naming

latencies are longer than those obtained in Experiment I , the pattern of

results is essentially thle same. if we now examine the effect of priming

with an inappropriate prime (e.g. , THlE ENTER or TO MAGNET) we see that there

was no consistent cost when thle syntatLic informat ion inl the prime mismatched

tile syntacrtic class of an utnambiguouis nouin or verb. Th'lis suggests that the

use o f tile primle was indeed uinder the suibject's volutn tary control . 10he1n

the information in the prime failed to sign-il thle appropriate Syntactic

class he subjec~t ignoredl it . If this accotiohrsltsi erso

1d;l ih it' a It t enit i onl ;1*a o t' s i.;oIC ~l& ngtCr e xic

thtat thle ambi gnuius words wi th more thanl al ingle p roinin i ation would tie

pronounced accord ing to thle dominant meaning rather than thL snaci

ciltegory suggested by thle prime. Figure shows thet liist riblut ion of

........................................ ..
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IAB~Ii' 2: MEAN NAMNC L~ATENC:I ES, I~iE ET2

Pr ime-. 75% RelIi able (

NO PRIM \1E

PRIME Verb pr. Nouin pr.

-UNAMBI GUOU S

Noun (e.g. magnet) 678 701 69.1 687
-'Verb (e.g. enter) b86 719 737 707

* .AMB I UOUIS

One [pronunlc iatijon 646 685 681 665

(e.g. fall)

Two pronunciat~ions
Noun (e.g. wind) 681 718 742 706
LVerb C yvd 673 7T31 J 7.42......705



PERCENTF OF TOTAL RESPONSES PRONOUNCED AS VERBS
OR NOUNS AS A FUNCTION OF THE TYPE OF PRIME

(HOMOGRAPHS WITH TWO PRONUNCIATIONS)

~PRONOUNCED AS VERB

LIPRONOUNCED AS NOUN

80-

LlU

o 60
U)
LU

40-

20-

0

VERB NOUN NO PRIME

TYPE OF PRIME

167
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re s p o n s e s fo r h o m o g ra p h s w iLt tw o p iro uo-nc i a t:io n ;. A , ,a in t he to tLa I

responses were separated into the proportion pronounced as nouns and -

verbs for each priming condition. Although an analysis of variance

indicated a significant interaction between pronotnciations and the type

of prime, it is clear that this effect is greatly reduced from the one

obtained in Exper iment I (see Figure 3). R ,call that the primes in

Experiment 2 were unreliable for 50% of the unambiguous words. Thus,

subjects may have attended to the primes on some small proportion of -

trials.

The preliminary results of the two experiments we have described

suggest that syntactic context biases decisions about pronunciations 0

rather than lexical access, and is under the control of deliberate

rather than automatic attentional mechanisms. Further experiments we

have planned will explore the impl ications of tlicse results for

understanding words in richer Sentence contexts.
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