The development of lexical inhibition in written word recognition:
growing words Insight from a new superimposed words paradigm
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e Participants were asked to click on the picture that

e An important component of this process is lexical corresponded with the word in red. 1 Adult Participants / Rhyme Competitors Young Participants / Rhyme Competitors
inhibition _ 1
e Competing words actively suppress each other MP NWP WP 0.8 5
until one word ultimately "wins" 0.8
e Word recognition also occurs for written words, RAG BAG BAG 0.6 06
but these don't have the same temporal structure —MP | |
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e In spoken word recognition, lexical competition target. 0 | | | | —WP
develops through adolescence ¢ Within the WP condition, there is also visual clutter 0 500 1000 1500 0 | | |
e In written word recognition, these skills must also that may slow activation. 0 500 1000 1500
develop late, but the timecourse is unknown PR C Qi ' . . e el
P ° Solution: compare WP to NWP: similar visual Adults show evidence of lexical inhibition for cohort

clutter, not activating competing word.

competitors but not for rhymes.
How to measure in children? Visual World Paradlgm Adolescents show a similar pattern.

Young school-aged children only display an etfect

for mismatched input but do not display lexical
inhibition in either condition.

Unrelated Adolescent Participants / Cohort Competitors

e Measuring lexical inhibition is challenging and Q 1
particularly ditticult with children T N e
e One method is masked inhibitory priming in Y CHALIN 0.8 + < Di o
which words are presented in succession, \ S 0.6 1ISCuss1on
requiring sustained activation of words ). - | e
\ ) ®
e This can't tell us about the dynamics of inhibition = N ‘ Unrelated rarget 0.4 -MP 1 P Afiults show 16X1C21.1 {Ilhlbltl()n similar to spoken words,
durs d .. | ' = with more competition from cohorts than rhymes
uring word recognition NWP - . L
e And its difficult for children 092 L —<001 Inhibition [ e Adolescents display a similar pattern to adults
Rhyme overlap Cohort overlap —WP . * Young children do not show evidence of lexical
0 | | | inhibition in written words
The current study JUM P C ROWN 0 500 1000 1500 ¢ Lexical inhibition for written words develops between
7 and 12 years.
Investigate written word recognition using a novel Hypotheses 1 Adolescent Participants / Rhyme Competitors e This mirrors the timecourse of development for spoken
' h lifi ' ivation. : . g it]
paradigm that amplifies CO.II.lpet.l’[OI‘ aCtl.VatIOIl e Hypothesis #1: If listeners have lexical inhibition, word recognition
Observe etfects on recognition in real time then we should observe slower recognition in WP 0.8 — * [t may be that cohorts compete more due to increased
e Research Question #1: How does lexical than in NWP because the primed word will suppress 0.6 emphasis of word onsets in spoken language
inhibition develop for written words? ‘ the target. | MP - /
e Research Question #2: Does written word \ e Hypothesis #2: If lexical inhibition develops 0.4 B I p=<001 Mismatch [¥ ‘ ‘ read about the
3 inhibition show the same sensitivity to order as , similarly in written word recognition and spoken NWP : Growin g Words Project
% ., spoken words? word recognition, this inhibition effect will be 0.2 _wp J#* Inhibition [X 4
stronger for older children and adults than for young 0
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