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The word superiority effects in Korean syllable perception:
Roles of lexical properties®

Euntae Go', Sungbong Bae', Yoonhyoung Lee'

'Department of Psychology, Yeungnam University

Using the Reicher-Wheeler paradigm, we examined the word superiority effect (WSE) in the identification of Hangul syllables.
To do so, we manipulated lexical properties such as word frequency, syllable frequency and semantic transparency. In Experiment
1, word frequency and target syllable frequency were manipulated. Semantic transparencies were manipulated in Experiment 2.
The results of the two experiments showed the robust WSE in perception of Hangul syllables. The WSE was also modulated by
word frequency, syllable frequency, and semantic transparency. The word superiority effect was shown to be larger when the
word frequency was high, when the syllable frequency was low, and when the semantic transparency was low. The results

indicate that the early processes of visual word recognition are modulated by top-down lexical effects.
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o] 99 @iKword superiority effect: WSE)= HIHo]  7Zl= B 7H7|1, o1 Aee 12ap ddof HAEIF 77
(nonword)ell ZgHE 2R (etter) F= B=C 8 AAHE 2 Aol wAle P2 7T WSE= AAol1A (mental
mHEo go] &Ko Qe ZAARE H AgsH AZdsks @ lexicon)9] 0¥ AHol| ZAR StFH AH2rh W e
7RIy WSE= 971 BAolA oFF Aejo] AQE Hols A7 AH2E 2dsts $7& olsoixit tﬂrﬂ"ﬂ oj®
= Al T stE ojn] 194171 el ofof digt Havt i FxF AIAE]l E= dojoflA WSEZF Uehb=AE ERlot=
AHHCattell, 1886). E&F Reicher(1969)2F Wheeler(1970) A2 dlfd wAket dojo] ¢17] 3 S W of S48
of osf gofoll A WSEel wiet A= 717k AR olF 277 dAv. o€ E°1, McClelland & Rumelhart(1981)°]
odupdl Eab AAEG obygt gh2 1] AA 9 AdojoME  ASEASHInteractive Activation: 1A) EE2 FolE H|FE
WSEZ} 24402 BUEQCHF=ro]: Cheng, 1981; Mok, @ dmpsl E2F doj5oA L=A Yehts WSEE 44
2009. ¥Eol: Miura, 1978. of2tH]oto]: Jordan, Paterson  dh= RdE 5 tjEHC Zog Hypty Qlth(Carreiras,

& Almabruk, 2010). Armstrong, Perea & Frost, 2014). &2/ 3} anﬂlﬂ 9]

o] ofsfolldd WSEZF Sa%7t olf= A bottom-up) 7] L AAA AFEH(visual feature), At &, 2JH]
Aejet g steFtop-down) Ae] AME SAsH| Wt 5 o4 <9 7‘45*01 BAE ote o R % }zﬂ‘:}
olch, ol ¢J7|ellA e Ade F& 9 37 AR A JA HYo| gEWH W2 559 ALY AEEAY gA7| 2R

27F azp o] B &2 AR B ofu] AEE A H ol AEI} Y ZM% ol s ©olef ofF] HHE
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£ Aslste ), olgA £
o] AR Ao Frofgich
+ rEoloME HEHIM 279 AFEe] He
By gharofoll Al WSEZ7} #HaE]=7], T
W O ol 1A Bgor dio] 7FeeHA] ste Aolqlth
S AL AFE0] FE AR Ao WSES ZAIE

Tk Zlolth. &, 92 ARV7L 24 B "ol &
AAE w7t AR 9= T HGA/E[Te] & AAE o
et o I A S Al A Al
29 B} e gAY odle 95 vt Bug o
FE JATKim & Kim, 1992), EH 2o 1= 2 o
oo} mpxb7Ez| 2 IR/ ol Ko AAH AR e] Hgt A|7E
o] f &2 Aog B15IrHKim, Chung, 1989: Kim &
Kim, 1993; Park, 1995; Park & Bang, 2000; Chung &
Park, 2006; Park & Hung, 2007). §tHHol 22} Z|Z}Hof A
WSEE AP A4+ wi% Aok Aa7H] Kim &
Kim(1992)3 Park(1995)%te] 25 2Zbete ZhA|oA]
WSEZF UehbnE Amugit, £ @7 nE do] 2719
22} 2] AsEo| vdo] ZAHT ¢ o= AuE Hu
st Kim & Kim(1992)94= @5 22 2472 H]
WA tho] I EJ—P} HIEAN, Park(1995)9A4+= 74
Qo] e} Gol © a3t Bk vt W
k.

Mg ARy 227 o] Kol AAE w7t Hdo] &
AAE it o JgetA 2|24 A2 @] AA7F sht
o] Aoz Zgslth= AL AJARSHHHenderson, 1980;
Mok, 2009). To] B2 of9] 2 = el wet 7

yote olf] ARt oA )

P A=

_1

olt

ol

T 4 9n o 4= ok zﬁ:ﬁ Ho| EHULE o
AET SKF ARE olTolfel 17 B9l WSEA o 2
Wi wo] Aol ZahA] ke A9,

)
I8
(o]
2&
N
=)

woll WSER 27 yehd Zold.

olf tojgo] et HAS 7HAL YAl iRt §o= of
} q

1) g2l B7] 992 syl golaa 2 =5 11— Z}E =r
A, golE Rtk AR diEF S
Aol e zmol T 7Rz} Qe gab ZA
A B RN AmE Ut S z} = }_ga].oq 24
g 5] 992 237 9EEA, 22 B5(block) o8 RErlw &
o & wedE EAE gt wE2 2R ASske 2ol
2t Aoz SA holE sy ek & 4 97 ] W_E_Oﬂ
e Rl B =RHE AMgsla] ofer) ‘thol': o4 thojo}
GAE FEskE Bolt = 7] wiEe] 'gefEt FEd 29

g
7
7]

o W &4 B9IE SR 4w T 7] BeE TRl Su g,

Ad, A8 Tl ot et 249 "—F@ S 5]
= Qh(Perfetti, 2007). Zu Y 7 2 T
= AT A5l & ZaUt Atk old AlgoAls A&e o
o7} thE ARolAlE At dold 4 Sl mﬂ_go]r,}.
FAHC R, & AFolMe ool AlZE o] Agl 4
A o8] HF& o FFE F= AeE dHI ofF] 5—7—
£ 7k o] ¥lkel 22 =AY 1) 181 ofn| &Y
Y ol FHSI o Z¥zZto] WSEe| ofEA dFs
FA 2AIH. WA, To] Rl do] el £=F 7t
2 AgslA o=dl= Wol(Baayen, Feldman & Schreuder,
2000) 0= RlErt w2 dole Rt @2 dojdh o
1 AslelA AelEt}, who] Hlx gulely Bl o] @
g IRIE doldps Ao U] o9 B ATt
Zetal 11 A} ofg] HF&o] AlERt AoR siAEI Q.
FolE HIZESI E%}i‘ﬂ‘)r = al o gl 22 doj
< WSES} ©Hof Rl gy}
ote] AJoag- st Eﬂ @ﬁﬂﬁ}ﬁﬂr((}umher, Gfroerer
& Weis, 1984; Grainger & Jacobs, 1994). IHI%E thoji}
A do] BRoA Fdet 3719 WSEZF Uehd Aojth
SHA|TE o] AFATHHR(ERP)E ©]83 Coch & Mitra
(2010)9} Proverbio, Zani & Adorni(2008)-& Z+z+ <Joje}
o[ghzjotojof] A o] Rk} WSE Afolof| o285
shalt. &+ 4= dE Zxeh ERP ZAxfA Az gl
ofMECH IHE TojolA T & WSEE sy, olgt
ANE to] SO 2HHO| SigF Ao oo W2 pFo
2R Z)Zto] 2AdE ¢ USS HoFe= 7= Aokl

IR
WSEel g= mld o = Welo= dof Hke} o
o

o, é

%1 Hro|t}, ZtRE HopA=
= 71 Alelle 279 A2t vl
¢ Fasithal AijkE 1 ﬁl‘i’r Lee(1984)= =9 E44
AR GEogE= ofudt 7Fhe & 4 glow, oA A A
Bot B AR7b Agsto] FAE AT o HdeRY
onldo= shto] 72 o7t "okl skl AA=
Park(1995) ©of Wl 27k AX|(e)F, ofD)ol wat 2}
Z|Z2te] dghgo] tat= 92 A%E HIISHHA ol o
ol ot 20l AR AHHe Btk $A
2t skl =] 22k 247 Rt JHeE Ut
ou|E 7Hth= A4 SExH(Chinese character)@} -f-Alo}
ot =0 7)o AHgEE A= 21 (logogram) &
22 2FEE, ol WSEE AR d+4E2 T
g igt ofyel 22H=gah) Rl WSEe| 93-S +ohe
ZAE AASHAHMattingly & Xu, 1993; Mok, 2009:
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Chen, Perfetti, Leng & Li, 2018).

Folet F=olo] ATE VHsHH, h=ojoA wo Wik
oF 24 WEE 47 o2 WFo R WSEY ¥ nd A
or AZtHEY, & WSEe "o ¥xrt =245 34 U
U 22 HErh 22as A7 yed Aotk & 9
AY 18 o] Wil 22 HlkE #ele AW (orthogonal)
Z2sto] tho] RISt F2; Hlkof weh WSEZF o84 =
=2 AmE Zolth do] Hlko] Ae, et o3 F4
= 7He IRl dojofA= To] Wgo] ofgko] Az o
2bxl WSEZF FA vehd & Qlth shARh ARk doj=
ofet o9 TS 7HA7] wiZel o] B¢ 27 A4
of W] ks AiHo=r @ wg 7hsAdol Qo wet
A AR ofoAETh 1RIE gojoflA WSEZF o & A
o= AZtert. ¢, 22 Rl HSole ol Hlxe} Hh
== A7t ddEoh AR RIETF =2 2R A7)
Bolotal webs AA| dol=RE o= SieF A2 o&st
A Gk AstelA 27 4 Qlok Hie] AYE 229
A7k o] 0] At o oY 4 il wEhA
WSEE AWE 22 2o o 2A Uehd 2oz o4
k.

AY 204 dolE sk A AREEADY FHI/
olu](morphological/semantic)d £3do] WSEe] m]x]=
= A%t £ =2 27 AZolA WSEZF ofn| A
(semantic transparency)oll Wzt of@A] dEfx]E=x] AR
Zolt}, oju] E/dolst EgolE 4ot FHAet AA
tholo] ofm] Ate|o] ojm|A Y H=E ERHTH(Libben,
2006). @Fol Etolo] o] AlE the A% AT1=2 9]

&
;[

ek ©oj(ell, ‘blueberry’)2] o]F] ek S=do] Ut 9n|
EdAd a2 HustychSandra, 1990: Libben, 1998,
2006; Jarema, 20065 Myers, 2006). °Ju] FgAlo] uwhet
WSEQ] 2717} 24H = $A= F=ro1 A+Mok, 2009)
oA Hgog BTt Mok F4 Fejh Zzo] mf
Eoet 247 nE Bt 27 o9 ‘ERH+ERY
E+EY o 2712 27A& FTketo] 4742 £E9] o]
e xAslGh A Adt ol E(EE+

of vsh wm=] 37]9] =7l § 2 WSEZF #E=<d
g

wo T

ol
of
rsk

. ool s Mok 270 4 A& F shtete EF
7Aool A o] oml7t fYE o27F 241, &
Z230 s WSEZF 24 vepd 2oz iAot
ghato] To] ARIAE Eitolo] on] EYgS e ¢
FEo] QlthBae, Yi, & Park, 2012; Bae & Lee, 2017).

oF o L AL dm

Bae, Yi, & Park2 ©o] RIS FAIRE 222 o] <l

oA guHor EFFI Toj(, ‘) 5

(e, “Fe)9] o9 mWek 8o] ¢ &

Sk Toj o] ofm] FErg/do] tho] W I} 2|Z}of| oH

Fe FeAo gt A4= ofd glrh. o Bae & Lee9
=

FA ARE—ZAQ SAo] Fej4a—o Helot FAsT 7
oA dojub= BHE, EERS dojs HARA HYES Al
| H3}t o3 wek HAE o]get
ARolA Hetelet mA o7t F-foh= 2R/ 47t oJn] A
o5 Eggt PA gl wvk Sx1#<l

Uehdth= 2402 Husigeh Hale] =
9 AYE SHHAAN Hato] FAE 1FA giTh
ol oJu] ErAde] wat HA do] HE Ee 1 AE
#2jo] oFito] T2, WSES] =7 9A] oJu] EHA
et s 4 otk oujHor =g golo] A FEHA

70

Bas o) A 74 ARE2HS B}

(e

(¢}

uhmol e 24 A2 Sl wol et ol ojEat]
ol Heh, w, oujEon BEMG dolk A 74
AP} o] wEel 27 A7 A o] el

Awe] 3t
FF= ¢ Wol &S & Gk
ool A+ #AIE XA fdl 7 A9 Ad 13} 2
o A= Reicher—Wheeler mfe{ttelS o]-85F 744 A€ 1A
£ o] g3t} Reicher-Wheeler st WSE ¢7-of| A
7P @ol AR EE AY WRlo=s bAoA d#e] &4
de e A7H50ms) AAGHL o2 A#|gHmasked) TF
5 7he] AEzjolA B4 A=5 127 st A A9
A7F FoiAchReicher, 1969; Wheeler, 1970). o &= 7
Aez](dlE Eof, @o] "WORD' oA EZ #=o] ‘D'Y
A2l D e K) BF H[EE HIEo] doj7l Bk
sH= Zo] ARG (WORD' / “WORK’), ol A A
Hefo] dold 75 HiAlsk] fiddelh. dolA
Sto] A9 A5 th4ke Reicher-Wheeler mfz{the]
o] gstAAIRt, AA|l ARdoA A= SAZE Atz HXA]
Aee g9k 22 A7 Al WSEE ZARE Kim &
Kim(1992), Z12Jil Park(1995)0ll-= F5o oJgt A=A
HeFol 7FedE wiAlskA 23t HE A7 AdHer =
3 SQith Al B0, ©ol ‘TATo] digt AEA|w ef R

§2 e mh @ s B lo
o>

rlo

7} ANEGET, o] A4S EATSL BAE] Tol M Aol
7 gEel 9% E 4 9] ol B @Rl 4
AFS 74T 1 55 o] Hio] Zelelgtt(Ad 4y %
2 3w
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e

: £ho| WiEo} 3t WS}
WSEO| Dj3le st

A9 1M 23 gl WSEZF WEfE=A] %}Jé‘}ﬂ,
o] Wlzel 27} HIZL WSES] 2718 2eler] Amji
. = o AL AR T2 430 2ed Aoz A7ty
o wo] Ml do] So] Zgatn It sk I 4
Zol 283 Zlol7] GRoltk, F &4 BE 27 Az
AYE Ao sldEeh. ¢4 34 Wrk gPgor 34
Azt PAEL, HIzsl ke 2Rt o A A7d

L) 5Tt L do] oA 24t

A2je] $8E Aol hRelch, % o4 HCHE A

712t

A= Y S5 zjstgor Aalst IES poFoz 2
7ot e 939elqltt. A7 A H Al digh ¢
et Fojaret 9 % 7H] 25l #eh o] Z3E FA
of Agstglon] AdL BE 2eQlog P= i)

L=

A A= A A AAE 918 Python 718 A¥
A& 2 791 Psychopy 3.00] AREE It 7S] 4
H&e Fofl Aol ol & s dd§ 23HE od

< 221%l A EHER Pavlovialhttps://pavlovia.org) o]
=5t

A=

ZHTolY ddl =0l ARG Wk RAHHRM, 2005)F ol

Table 1. Examples of the stimuli used in Experiment 1

Stof, ol Fx o] FUS X FUT = ol
St 237 ©ol-Hde] & 32071F sttt ©ol &
Adke IHIE ToJ(HF word) @Y Wz A¥ke #Hlx
Tol(LF word)gom, THIE tholel Aulw tho] zbzke
] 28 27 vz wet vHlE ZAHHF character)/#]
W ZZHLF character)® FA5FHTHTable 1 #11), ©of
k= dgtolg 2d YEE 2 70(log) WIS S A8
ek TRIE tholo] Hok HlEE= 42, AYE ©olo] H
ks 0701900 =31 229 Hks i 22E st
dojo] =2 Hirg THIE Zxpo] Hi HEi: 10.1,
AR 22po] Hat Wk 7950 Hdo] A=2 thof &}
= U Ao FUR} HE IAE THAES sH3loH,
U] 2240 Bg ZRE tiA|sto] HgolE /st
Hlgol= o] He dojet 753t 3 AR o R fAlSHE

2

%

rr

= sk o2 Sol, Wl AFo] W& A9 ] wi
Hgo] AT Hlg'olglth, B UM A TA
RG] o] kAo 5 Bl W] o G A

astely] Sla) g S8l A9A Y THe] R Ao
2 A4 Reicher, 1969) Theo] AdAe] At o
o o] MEg EASAT 2 So, wol WY 2k
27k o 91 A9, Aw AdAzE W, oF A
Aze A7t ANHGEY, W& A ol Mk

7}7} 2637 27602 A2 {ARH Tol-H
=E 27 diF A= FEstdth g €
Hel Ad AEAzs W, o AgA=E A7 AAEA

& s B o] L s b g Lo o s e S
oA 77 FASoF she FE AR ofFet o 914
of TUL HlE=E A=At

)
<
o
S,
>

R,

=
mu
<

13t
£ AHre 48 19 A @@ AR g A A

= 2% 1d8e F

i
2
>
i

O

Context
Target character(CF) Foil character(CF)
Word frequency —Character frequency Nonword Word . . .. .
Initial ~ Final Initial ~ Final
Initial Final Initial Final

HE word HF character HE HA & B4 H|(4.2) A@.D 2H4.1) A|4.2)
wor

LF character 2y Ay X1 2H0.7) =(0.7) 0.7 &0.7

. ’ HF character TE 3 T2 Az T2 %42 T+4.1) 7H4.2)
wor

LF character ok @ grq. Hef 2H0.7) 20.7) 0.7 0.7

Note. CF = character frequency; HF = High frequency; LF = low frequency
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ZH d= =

e

&&
Xt

500ms 40ms

100ms Sl

olo

1000ms

Fig. 1. Example of a trial sequence in Experiment 1 and 2.

i Al ol SAetES he
o RE A3 4 oz AAFYoH 43
A AL et ZekFg 1 ). WA e Fode]
AH(+7)o] 500ms F AN el Ak $17)e
APAZ(=go] Ex Hgol)o] 40ms F AL A
HAFTo] AT Ll 2] AHC&&Nol 100ms 5 A
AFIgom olojA] b AF=e] Slot ofdle] 22t A}
AN AL B AAHAY AR EgElo]
19 =3 22Htarget)t it 22Hfoil) Avt. F7HARe] A
= Ao M) Fhed Y ATel Zeke At A%
Fo e A Zololnh. A Ad TAde sl
18AT0] A HolA] i ASolE FEste] WA
e slglon, e @ Aol NeSEE 2%
o} ol gl A2l AP ol AHSEE ofF] Bt
WE Al WE eI e Nee B o 4%
AT T A A A0 Bl 912} of
A 27 AREY ) (18} ol W
A MElskE sttt At wesnt Ek
Azeke Wl shHo] 1000ms F ANE F o}

dolzitk. 2 Aae] el A7k

ST

!
=

ot
-

ol
-

tA
wr oad e orr o x2 o &

—
—~
~

5 g
F WSAO] ofd A8 MBS FaT £ wloR
st7] dRelet A4 A @A He) AN AAE =
= RAstel,

21 2 =9
B4
BAe A% UgETe guoR stk W 5 B

2) ZA A" BAlelA dotdl dlolE o] B,
HEAITES B ©ol Al Ao e SR (A of9]EeA]
7, BEAIRHe} Hlwste] v AATHM = 1,080ms, SD = 826). 7}
AFEolA WHge] SRtk v e A

2 71 3RS AI7ES 0}3] HZ(lexical access) HTh= HES o
Aol AEEg wgd $e7t ook WSEE ohg 9752 AY ¥eE
of st EA4E& AAlsks Zlol durHoltk(Baron, & Thurston,
1973; Hung, Tzeng, & Ho, 1999; Marchetti, & Mewhort. 1986;

wog A7t

g0l 60% nlFtoldd 6o HlolHE AlQlot mEF
879 9] HlolHE AT A 320709 ©o] A= 7t
+d Hd A=EC] 70% w|Ttold 374 woj("BAY,
FH, HE ) AHAEAA AsohA] g2 "ol 7t
Foto] EAoA Aottt B4 24 fdf R doj(R
Core Team, 2020)& ARE5t oM, lmed mH7])A (Bates,
Maechler, Bolker & Walker, 2015)¢] Z3tH glmer &=
Brockhoff &

ImerTest 7] & (Kuznetsova,

Sgasuge] S Y WYL ol v, BE 2
A WE, 2R AT 97, W 59 5 49 del ME
(/A 274 NEE/AE 09 A7 AgN W A

re

TFolAE= LMEE &3t &6 Al
1o me] Yotk 724zt
%) 8H(mean—centering) &
/olE)et W=t {9 (ghol/H]|thoy)
olo]lom FhH](sum—to—zero contrast)

of B dsigiet. 74 WelerE WAL

=}

g
lo
4N ¥R T ook o

Sz HEEHA 2
&

e
0,
o
i
N o
>,
Il ikt flo NL
_?L
o &

i 2
o,
rE
_O|L

1A
r
H

tlo

ol
L

f
k;l‘
J
o
o
Hn
o
nk
R 1<)
ko
N
N
o,
a
re
2
ool ol oofh N O o9 > g

oo

om Table 30| 14 G55 AACIHHEF 2¥: ACC
~ (Char_Freq + Word_Freq + Position) x Lexicality +

Grossi, Murphy, & Boggan, 2009; Hildebrandt et al., 1995; Jordan,
Paterson & Almabruk, 2010; Kim & Kim, 1992; Park, 1995; Jung
& Park, 2005; Park & Jung, 2007).

3) AF ®iRlo] ol o3 &40 GRS Al HaiA Tol A=
olF 24 EFWIL, of¥ 3 EFWIL, AR o I/], 34 ol A
7], MRIE 2 o] 2(AART HETt 52 To] £) 55 A WHele
2 ol EUotAAT ofE Bl mye] Myele fonlstA
AZ1Z] Fotgint. mebA Ad QTS FQUt ByS Adsiqlrt
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(1 | Subject) + (1 | item)).

A3 ¥ =9

Table 29} 3o Ztzy =734 22 A9 g3 LME 24
AWNZ A6kt Avkd oz WSEM@Er 859 Faahrt
o] EBISHA ettt b = -0.7423, SE = 0.0781, z =
-9.494, p < .001. BE Z7o|A H|ho] &Kol AAE =
Hrh go] &of AAE 227t o AgetA maE lrh(ge]
a2t 88.2% vs. H]Eo] et 78.1%). o] W9 Fgurt
S8k, b = 0.0951, SE = 0.0254, z = 3.737, p <
0.001, ©ro] Wk e}l gho] wgho] 428k {ololgirt, b
= 0.0637, SE = 0.0270, z = 2.359, p < .05. To] HIZ7}
o WSE(de] 27 AggolA Hde] 21 HgES
Pkt Zh7F S7betal o] Wizt ot WSEZb Aot
o}, oA Fojet Fto] A AH4E9] Hiet YA|sk=
o]tk Mok, 2009; Coch & Mitra, 2010). 2#F HlE 9]
Fgat folstelal, b = -0.2360, SE = 0.04636, z =
-5.091, p < .001, 27 HlLe} o] Weto] A58 L &
o5}, b = 0.1737, SE = 0.0365, z = 4.761, p < .001.

N

my 2 d

27 Hle7h Fod WSExe #asty 27 Hlzrh Hod
WSEE 37159l old Eite F=918

e} FAFSHHChen, Perfetti, Leng & Li, 2018). 24 $14]
o FEI} Felstdnt, b = 05115, SE = 0.0972, z =
=5.258, p €.00. o #Ae] A} o 99| SAHTG
o A A= ATHE6.6% ™ 79.6%). L A
izt ol wWete] gAge fofstA stk b =
-0.1995, SE = 0.1027, z = -1.943, p = .052. o% 9|
oA WSEZ} 6.9%, of #=]ollA WSEZ} 13.2%=% et
Ztol7t lglont 9o mE Aole FAA F9f sEde

EEoRA] R,

-
S5 017 £40) wet 1 9ol 239 & 98 B
AZgT. AF 1AL olF $4 F do] WES 34 &

>

g 3 24 U] AFSHAAT Tl on] &
2ol GFS 018 Ak olE Sl @el i 24
gl AAe] ofule] Slefeh AE—oln] FHY-—7} A=
dad. mee $4 24 WH 2 ot g ew
L go] 29| ofule] Ryst) slefstA ‘Rl

B

Table 2. Mean accuracy (%) and standard deviations (in parentheses) for Experiment 1

Context
Word frequency Character frequency Word Nonword
Initial Final Initial Final
— HF character 92(26) 86(34) 87(33) 83(37)
LF character 91(27) 90(29) 81(39) 80(40)
I word HF character 85(35) 83(37) 73(44) 70(45)
LF character 90(29) 86(33) 75(43) 73(44)
Note. HF = High frequency; LF = low frequency
Table 3. Fixed effects of accuracy in Experiment 1
Fixed effect b SE z
Intercept 2.6160 0.1158 22573
Character frequency -0.2360 0.0463 -5.091""
Word frequency 0.0951 0.0254 3737
Position -0.5115 0.0972 -5.258""
Context -0.7423 0.0781 -9.494™
Character frequency x Context 0.1737 0.0365 4761
Word frequency x Context -0.0637 0.0270 -2.359"
Position x Context -0.1995 0.1027 -1.943

Note. ™" p € .001. “p < .01 "p .05
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o E 294 gk A¥ 2k o) R4S dol-27
of o] AR TG JeIEFYY ol 22 Azpef
=

2: o|o] £F4o| WSE| Djz|:= B

A% 19 A3 2274 ol W 22 A2 WSES F
517 HoJFQIeh EQF WSEQ] Z7]7F wo] A (=go] Al
)3 24 $HE2A A gk 2A8E o2 g
ek 53 24 AZelA Dol wigre] gFol 22 490

e gene A2 5718 “*OFEP A8 294= B o2
24 4oz 22| ofu] £ 2de weEd A4
oju7h e 22k A4 4 Aor PRt o
2bA 2219] ouj7t RRdaE dof dgo] o5 =& 9
drol 2} 2]zto] fold ZAolx wehA WSEZF 2

e Zlolc}, wrgo] 22| ojurt £
2ol 2|7k AijHo R offA =i Ol oTOH% o] A
HERE g wol ¥ =1 1 Ax WSEZL f & A
o7 dZHr,

”

ox
(1]

2712t
Yol Ajst F¢l diskd & Aelst =&

nefog 4745

T gl SR 45Tl AR OR Arteksinh. Wb A
8 4 GU AU ok AR 3 el AT 2
@ hgol ZHE SONe] AYsigon AFe BE o
SEERILELE

£

49 13 SYelsict

Table 4. Examples of the stimuli used in Experiment 2

A=
ol E APAFoR ARgstglon ofn
ol¢} e o7t FUG HlgR AAYHUT dol-H|do]
B JEE Aok WAL Y 13 Ykl x
of w2 2= oE Table 40l Aottt olF Ei= ofd
o] LRt Aol AT 2AE EdShE 224 Tol-H[H
ol & 16075 AY AF08 o]§olgirh. o] A5 BT
227 ARIE gztojglom W gho] of B 2(log) Wk
= 25600900 dol A= 7 AEel 807hs ojHoR £
e dofa A 807l oA ow ERTR Toldl
ofn] 4o w2 AP (dictionary) 71&¥ T4
Fn=2 o] AAeHtHBae, Yi, & Park, 2012
Joh= :LZ} ZY7+e] oJm|7} ol /\W
T:)‘l- ]i]—(ﬂi :Z_E-]X] O}-OD:]
=9 741} 7}+Eﬂ 17g0]
qom, 1
A E’I“‘éﬂoq
St ol XFL% ol FLT} ol
21 S2E 7HES steH, U 224
ZtHog FARE thE AR tiAste] /g
13} wp7px) = 23] A Aol AdEiA] s
g ool dof HxE FASHY, F7t
A= TS o Ao FU HE
k.

E\:ﬂ/go]

o filo
2
i
2
il
—Ll
ox,

2 of

lo 2 o o
my N
N g
ETS
N o
5o R
fr Sk
fn)
T N

~|
o o
ox A
o o
o o
JQ mlo
L ru*

—.~

1 ool
Fl
:\9 5. -{Oll

e
i rsh ok
ox
el

o 2
-inom
> H

1l

I-DEOPNNE_.E-{mJZiHoﬂ;

>

f
d

5}7\]3}]0}: Sl 21

fu
)
Bu)
<
ki
Ju
o
82 H

24wy
BE AEEo| 60% Heldd 249 HelHE Agfstn
25 4399 goleg BAsdr B FeEo] 0% nw

Context
) Target character(CF) Foil character(CF)
Semantic transparency Nonword Word .. . .. .
Initial  Final Initial ~ Final
Initial Final Initial Final
Opaque LV 7] of 2A2.6) Q2.6 H2.6) =FHQ2.6)
Transparent 54 39 =43 =(2.6) 2.6 Z2.6) =6

Note. CF = character frequency
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ojFE 2719 Fo|(AHZ”, "FEE WS A=A
@2 Tol= HFste] FA0NM ALfsilnt. A 242 R’
gl Asto] AAstdems 24 P2 A 13
e e &5

oli
o
&R
1o
=3
m
_‘EL
oX,
o
=
9]
o3
=
o A
R
rr _|

. ACC ~ Word_Freq + Char_Freq + (Position
+ Transparency) x Lexicality + (1 | Subject) + (1 |

item)).

21 2 =9

Table 50 A% Z71] w2 ws Hstgo] Ygvt BEW
2}, Table 601 LME 24 272 AAstdct. 43 2

T AFAQ WSEZF UeRdT, b = -0.7441, SE = 0.1356,

= -5484, p ¢ .001, BRE %

@%ﬂ Hle) = 279

ZAA ol |

2t
AZke FRAAKE

91.5% o Hge] @2t 85.0%). sA Welozw &

W= FEAE foeb) tehtont b = ~0.0956, SE =

0.0388, z = -2.463, p (.01,

Hof MIEo] Faake

Oog]_

2] gtk 22 9179 FaHt fofotA UE b =
-0.3873, SE = 0.1360, z = —2.848, p ( .01. o]% 279

yrcto] o 27to] watktt o Aglotgirh(elF 87.5% W
01%* 81.5%). 1\ 22 94x|¢}F Wt {39 doAge

ofsHA] stk = WSES] F7]+=

oo} ool Az

tt2z] ghoret. on] £ FRAE {olstA e
b = -0.3423, SE = 0.1363, z = -2.512, p (.05. oJu] &
Bgdol w2 7oA 2 A7to] tﬂ X*ﬂo}@t} JEM

p (.05 =, Hl 1 rﬂra} WSE2] 3717} E}gyﬂ ur

chith, 34 oo ST

et 27904 WSEZF o %

O

Table 5. Mean accuracy (%) and standard deviation (in parentheses) for Experiment 2

ACHE

570 W) B4 o} e
27 65% tf &
37 105%), ol F4 ol £3¢ Aol &
45 Wol o] Wetonty &

Context
Semantic transparency Word Nonword
Initial Final Initial Final
Opaque 91(28) 90(29) 84(35) 76(42)
Transparent 90(29) 84(36) 85(36) 76(42)
Table 6. Fixed effects of accuracy in Experiment 2
b SE z
(Intercept) 2.7250 0.1637 16.624""
Word frequency 0.0547 0.0355 1.539
Character frequency -0.0956 0.0388 -2.463"
Position -0.3873 0.1360 -2.848"
Semantic transparency -0.3423 0.1363 -2.512°
Context -0.7441 0.1356 -5.484""
Position x Context -0.2482 0.1472 -1.685
Semantic transparency x Context 0.3413 0.1467 2.326"

Note. "p < .05. " p < .01. " p < .001.

4) AF 194 FE gEeAzte] 41 B} A7) gRo|(M = 1,046ms,
SD = 833) ©f o}g9| 42 sk gkt
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< 249 A4EG o A olFold Aot 24 A
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ot = WSEe off] £48 ofyzt 3 &4 9o =4
 7Fs7gol Aot

2 AdFolAE SAF AZelA ofF] A% S £49]
AL = 79 J2Age Lotr] S8l F el A
AAlstaH. A4 1 H

£ 9ol LS 599 82 4
gov), AF 204E 249 ou]
o] zAsc, 4% 23 34 A
7o) e vido] WA Rct Hol Wejold A 1}
ehe A2 WSEZL Sl=iglch, ofdl dut off] 42
ogRE s At T4 A4 Azl gk
A A5 Age] B2 WlolE 488 & gk A
ofmlgiet.
FAAR AQ 19 A, dol vlwet Fa WEi
BE WSES] 27]o] ke i A0 UeRith WSE:
A dolRth TE delold § A Uehgrh B4
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744 i/h _4

]—5\_/\
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=
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© A2 HojEr IHk dol= ARIE ghofo] Hls| 44
ol el o9 ®Aol o Ayl wizel 22 Azel 1|
2= S5FA 9d3ko] © L Aolth AmAR oz 715t thol
wjeto] T8 W THIE Go Sof g 24 2|7l 4
gHoE ofgt Hol were] QS Wi ANE ol o
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uebeh 34 WEA 2 A9 WSEZH o Fsieh olze
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2ol Hls) o W o e merd 4 ek ol A
Q2L tho] wigho] ook A7 HES 7401—1 m}a}/q WSE=
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I §I5H

ool

S

Golg} FololA] ol Aol U
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WSEZ} e 22 golet F=ofo A Aol dolxd
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Coch & Mitra, 2010, F=ro]: Mattingly & Xu, 1993;
Mok, 2009; Chen, Perfetti, Leng & Li, 2018 %=x). 5tA|
o 22 ¥o] w2 WSEQ] F7|= F3o] ZAute}l thar)
F=oloA WSE= AYT 22t ZZAoAT Yo 1Rl
T 22 7oA WSEZF U] oF9ktH(Shen & L,
2012). SpA|EE 2 AFollA= ARIE St Hlsf A7]= &
At 1RIE SR -] o5k WSEZF YEiTh
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wel ofF) 42el Aelel © GEAYL AT FRol
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FI2 Eole/ dot. 2HHor ou] BPAe] 2 T
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o ojn] Ey4o] we tolso] Hle| 2 27]e] WSE
7} et Zolet,
B oATe 2% A7l 2AL wEet 24 AZA

WSEe] Hiet A4+ AR AE ARt dojoie A
Alst7] ofgal Farolet dito] FollA AAIEITHMok,
2009: Miura, 1978). g=rofo]l tigh A= offE2 2t
o 22 A7+E v Aee e A, 7
Az 22 TefelAe] WSEZF Ur
iAo dis] A= 4+ e A7 FEolH. &
T A A= A9z A4S dYsHA 5 WM—
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