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Table 1 Mean neighborhood size, subjective frequency (s.freq.), and script familiarity (script) in
each condition

example of neighborhood size s. freq. script
cond. | example neighbors -00 0-0 00- Total
Base Lrore none 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 4.7
N1 JAX YA X, 74X 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 3.9 4.7
N2 ¥RV NIV, ¥ b 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 3.9 4.6
N3 NAF NA b, 47 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.2 3.8 4.6
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Table 2 Mean Percents correct for each condition in Experiment 1 & 2

Cond. Exp. 1 Exp. 2
Base 93.4 (6.7 93.3 (7.1
N1 92.0 (7.7 88.7 ( 8.5)
N2 88.5 (11.0) 82.3 (8.9
N3 83.9 (9.0 77.7 (11.7)
Non 96.6 ( 3.4) 9.2 (2.0)
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Figure 1 Mean reaction time (ms) in each condition in Experiment 1 (Familiar script).
Bars on the figures indicate standard deviation.
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Figure 2 Mean reaction time (ms) in each condition in Experiment 2 (Unfamiliar script).
Bars on the figures indicate standard deviation.
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Effects of positional neighborhood size in
visual word recognition of
katakana 3-letter words.

Masahiro Kawakami

Abstract: The effects of the distribution of a target word’s positional neighborhood were
investigated. In this study, controlling total neighborhood size, positional neighborhood size
was manipulated and its effects on lexical decision latencies for Japanese kafakana 3-letter
words were examined. Words in base condition had no neighbors. Words in N1 condition
had neighbors which differ by only the 1%t character from those words. Words in N2 con-
dition had neighbors which differ by only the 2° character from those words. Words in N3
condition had neighbors which differ by only the 37¢ character from those words.

In Experiment 1, in which all stimuli were written in katakana script ( orthographically
familiar script), the results indicated that only words in N2 and N3 condition took longer
latency than those in base condition. In contrast, in Experiment 2, in which all stimuli were
written in hiragana script (orthographically unfamiliar script), there was no effects of
neighborhood size.

These results suggest that Japanese katakana 3-letter words are processed not only serial
fashion (left to right) but also in parallel fashion.

Keywords: neighborhood size, lexical decision task, script familiarity





