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Semantic Relatedness Effects in Word-Word Interference Task
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This study investigated the semantic relatedness effect of Korean words in the word-word interference task. In the task, the
participant was asked to recognize the target word while ignoring the distractor word, in a scene in which words are adjacent
and presented simultaneously. Through this procedure, it is possible to examine the impact of adjacent words on the reading of
target words. In Experiment 1, the distractor was either related or unrelated to the target word. We found the facilitative
relatedness effect that the naming of the target word was faster and more accurate in the related condition than in the control
condition. In Experiment 2, we compared the relatedness effect between when the distractor was related to the target word only
associatively (associative condition) and when it was related to the target word both associatively and semantically (associative
and semantic condition). We found the facilitative effect only in the associative and semantic condition, but not in the associative
condition. These results suggest that both semantics and association must be activated together for the facilitative relatedness
effect, and that association alone may be insufficient to show the effect.
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Figure 1. An Example Procedure of One Trial

Aedl ole 7] Hhgo] "HARIIZM] &2 3% Ft
FAZE HAL AR, o] st Wefdels 4 1A

A2 =, s Tkedle]l AXEE mATols gegels] ¢
U ofefle]l FAdHoR AAHIH. HA7Ate] A= el
ofF FABIEA BATE e Wi HeEH] 4
o] o= Aojglct At ¥k st ¢ § 2000ms
ot 4l shglo] vehd of A 27barel

shiet ol

juy
T,
olo
=
=
)
N,
*

rlo
Y
>,
it om
==}
1

Jo
=
rr
(e}
kA
rlr
[\)
il
o) E
T
=
o St
e
2 5
|
fo o
5 &
ole r—_%
to
dn
o 2
1 o f o WS O

N,
o
=)
o,
u
to
)
M by
olrt
e o
oZ,
o,
2
o
)
iy
to
j_@
)
N
)

N, ol
e
J
(o]
H

L
¢
i
lo

juiel}

rlo

12

oS

M

B>

ko

L

bas

o)

r}ﬂ: :{olx

i1

juiel}

st

i)
_>|’1_',
rlr
rf
-
2
B>
b
=
100 g~
lE 112
s
o]
ol
rO
o
¢
U
ol
38,
L

2t o

nfo]3 @ Ao} 7|y e o0& A198(0.89%)1} H71Ak

=2
SHE A= A9 540l ot Mabde] mE 4 9
HE 2] flsf dEe FAMeeR she AR AAl

5tof Hirjtt,

013, Cohen’s d = 0.15; tA51) = -2.54, p = .014,
Cohen’s d = 0.16]. HAZXAL 6.54ms®] 314 oJu] A
aE B

QUNSE. FAToG UAolA] P WS T WS ES
A ABO] 3.33%. t HS A Ao eHgE]
sAZA s 1.02% AA WerRtHa(35 = -2.64, p
= 012, Cohen’s d = 0.29; tA51) = -2.16, p = .036,
Cohen’s d = 0.21].

o B YrSAIZeIA 2.5 SDE Hlolvhe AA(11.6%)2 & A 19 Ay}, dhol-tho] I WIS AR S ©of
Aol A A= det. Aol Hs) 7P F=e F  AelA S on] ¥ anE 2RI o it B
Ao sz B4o] 27 ANENT. AEHoR dof gl Tl oudes B o mAUol: o
Table 1. Experiment 1: Mean RTs and Error Rates as a Function of Semantic Relatedness
Semantic Relatedness M Semantic Relatedness Effect p
568.31
Related
(41.87)
RT (ms) 6.54* 0.013
574.85
Control
(47.79)
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Note. Standard deviations in parenthesis. * p < .05
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Table 2. Experiment 2: Mean RTs as a Function of Semantic Relatedness

Related Control Semantic Relatedness Effect p
o 543.10 543.00
Associative -0.10 0.97
(28.62) (28.69)
Associative 551.39 558.04
) 6.65%* 0.01
and Semantic (29.02) (29.10)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesis. * p < .05

Table 3. Experiment 2: Mean Error Rates as a Function of Semantic Relatedness

Related Control Semantic Relatedness Effect p
. 1.70 1.65
Associative -0.05 0.94
(3.45) (2.80)
Associative 1.68 1.78
i 0.10 0.88
and Semantic (2.42) (3.57

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesis.
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o] Z#AH(associative boost; Moss, Ostrin, Tyler, &
Marslen—-Wilson, 1995)2A419] &
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£ e 205 AR SN BEEY uide
A BAEZ] gl Tl Bofld= et avkE dHskA] &3
2 Ait= O"-do] M TRl AHE o

4= Hh —“& Aol A= oJu]do]
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d ‘—4’01—4 A At BaEioh(Abdel,
Rahman & Melinger, 2007). o]&gt Az} ztolo] s 7}
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