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· The presence of a word frequency effect is thought to indicate 

Considered to reflect

thus, a higher-order effect of context may have instead been an effect

Masquerade undermine

May have simply been due to associative priming

The results may not have been context-driven

was responsible for the obtained Contextual facilitation 

A more ecologically valid comparison might be between conditions of higher and lower predictability, avoiding anomaly.

In terms of number of words preceding the target, our contexts were twice as long 
SFD represents those cases when a word is fixated only once.

the pattern of SFD results (as well as the levels of significance) were generally identical to the pattern in FFD and GD.

As FFD & GD measures additionally account for cases in which words are immediately refixated, and because making a second fixation is costly

As most words are fixated only once, FFD can under-estimate word processing, while GD can 

reflect

From launch sites

Several studies have examined the combined effects of freq & pred

(SKIPPING?)
The nature of the preview is

As one example, Sereno & Rayner (2000) found that the nature of the parafoveal preview – comprising either pronounceable or non-pronounceable nonwords – affected ?????
Obviously, the orthographic, phonological, and, possibly, semantic characteristics of the parafoveal preview affect   can speed the processing

And, depending how close the eyes are to this mis-information, it may be more or less disruptive.

This said, I’m not sure how productive making these sorts of comparisons are, given the differences in tasks and measures.

This is evidence of parafoveal-on-foveal processing, in which the ease or difficulty of processing the target word begins to appear on the fixation before the target itself is fixated.

If we step back and look at the fixation BEFORE the target, is anything happening there?

Instead, we found

??Such effects (para-on-fov) may help explain the target fixation data??

We also examined the pattern of effects accounting for the how far away this pre-target fixation was from the target – i.e., corresponding to the Far, Mid, & Near fixation locations.

Most of you probably missed his poster earlier today on Emotion Word Processing in Reading.

Thus, the averaged-length 6-character target will still lie within the perceptual span, the level to which the target is processed

· Apparent additive effect of Freq & Pred in reading is comprised of mainly non-additive effects.

· In fact, the Far condition, which most resembles RT presentation (i.e., no parafoveal preview), only shows a frequency effect in early measures.

Is there any a priori reason why contextual integration should take the same amount of time for HF as for LF words?

One could ask whether there is any a priori reason why contextual integration should proceed at the same rate for HF as for LF words.

when the eyes are Near

Another possible explanation is that concurrent predictability effects are masked by a ceiling, namely some sort of fixation deadline

though not unwarranted.  without merit

I think it looks pretty clear here.

It may be possible to test this using ERPs where the response is not linked to action?? 

It’s possible that frequency precedes any top-down effects from context in a fairly straight-forward manner, with HF words 

Frequency is strictly followed by 


At one extreme – the Far launch site – no info is obtained parafoveally

Given the non-contingent data, such a model would have to assume that contextual integration proceeds at the same rate for HF and LF words.

analyses contingent on using launch site can be a valuable tool in

launch site is clearly important

Such analyses can reveal (unmask, expose) more complex picture of 

Sensitive to the temporal & spatial contingencies intrinsic to reading.

More dynamic interpretation of temporal and spatial contingencies of reading.

Obviously, Frequency & Predictability exert an early influence in word recognition & reading.

The question remains as to precisely when

We’ve used the spatial factor of Launch Distance as a means of plotting out the temporal dynamics of parafoveal processing.

It’s not that you’re just faster to read a word when you get a better parafoveal preview.  Different types of information come into play at different, possibly overlapping times.

Can be used as a metric for parafoveal preview benefit

Launch Site is a weapon

By using Launch Distance 

In sum, we’ve shown that using launch distance 

However, 
Predictability is chasing (in quick pursuit of) frequency
time course from spatial proximity

not necessarily 2 stages or 1 stage, instead overlapping (more organic, fluid), or processes operating at different speeds

titrate 

Our post-hoc analysis using launch site was possible because


We had high numbers of subjects and items

Also, the items themselves were well-controlled

well-controlled set of stimuli

Launch site (daddy)

Dynamic

% missing cells??

Replacement procedure:


Calculate a subject’s correction value:

Grand mean – sub mean (remaining filled cells)


Column (condition) mean adjusted by the correction value

Paddy:

In the Far Launch Site, you get very little or no information and therefore, when you land on the target word, you’re seeing it for the first time.  And the frequency effect dominates.

In the Near Launch Site, you pick up word form and probably phonology, and you complete all the bottom-up processes, so when you land on the target, the bottom up processes have been completed and therefore context can affect these later processing stages.

Freq kicks in first. 

Find interaction when contingesize on launch

Possible explan


Freq then pred


Ceiling effect (fixation deadline)


Explore further with ERP

