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Misperception of nonwords created by adjacent letter transpositions (TL anagrams)
indicates that word recognition is based on an orthographic matching process that is
tolerant of minor positional errors in the letter sequence. We report five experiments that
investigate the extent to which the misperception of TL anagrams is influenced by
orthographic and phonological properties of the letter string. The first two experiments
demonstrate that in a lexical decision task with masked target displays, false positive
responses are more likely for unpronounceable than for pronounceable TL items. In
Experiment 3 this effect was observed in an identification task as a trade-off between
lexical responses and correct identification. A fourth experiment provided additional
evidence that these effects are mediated by phonological rather than orthographic
processing. This interpretation was strengthened by a final experiment showing that
dyslexic participants did not show the pronounceability effect in lexical decision. These
results are interpreted in terms of inhibition of lexical responses to TL anagrams by
incompatible phonological representations of the letter string.

K. ®panxum, E. Tepnep. SIHGT u SUNOD: pons opdorpaduu u poneruku B
BOCTIPUSITUN aHArPaMM C MEePEeCTaBICHHBIMU OyKBaMH.

JloxxHO€E BOCHIpUSATHE NICEBOCIIOB, CO3aHHbBIX ITyTEM MEPECTAHOBKH coceTHuX OykB (TL-
aHarpaMM), OKa3bIBaeT, 4TO BOCIPHUSITHE CIIOB OCHOBBIBACTCS HA MPOIECCE HAXOKICHHUS
opdorpaduvyeckoro COOTBETCTBHS, KOTOPbI HEUYBCTBUTEICH K HEKOTOPHIM
MO3UITMOHHBIM OITMOKaM B IMOCIIEIOBATEILHOCTH OYKB. MBI COO0IIaeM O TISATH
AKCIIEPUMEHTaX, B KOTOPBIX UCCIIEYETCS, B KAKOM CTEIEHU Ha JIO)KHOE Bocnpusitue TL-
aHarpaMmM BIHSIIOT opdorpadudeckne u HOHETHIECKUE CBOWCTBA MOCIEA0BATEIIBHOCTH
OykB. [lepBbie Ba SKCIIEPUMEHTA JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT, YTO B 33/1a4€ JICKCHYECKOTO
pelIeHus ¢ MAaCKMPOBAHHBIMU IEJIEBBIMU JAUCIUICSMU JIOKHBIE TTIO3UTUBHBIE OTBETHI
0o0J1e€e BEpOSITHBI AJIs1 HEMPONU3HOCUMBIX, YEM ISl Mpou3HOocUMbIX TL-anarpamm. B
TPEThEM DKCIIEPUMEHTE TOT d(PpdeKT HabIoaICs B 3a/1a4e MACHTH(PUKAIINKT KaK
PacXOoXKACHUE MEX/TY JICKCHYECKUMHU OTBETAMHU U MPABHILHOW UICHTH(HUKAIINCH.
YeTBepThIil SKCIEPUMEHT JA€T JOTOIHUTEIBHOE JJOKA3aTeIbCTBO TOTO, YTO 3TH () (HEKTHI
orocpeTIoBaHbl POHETHUECKOM, a He opdorpadudeckoil nepepadorkoit. Takas

MHTEpIpeTanus Obljia moAepkKaHa B PUHATLHOM SKCIIEPUMEHTE, TOKA3bIBAIOLIEM, YTO



YYaCTHUKH C JIUCIICKCUEH HE IEMOHCTPUPYIOT 3P PeKTa MPOU3HOCHMOCTH B 3aa4e

JIEKCUYECKOT0 pelIeHusl. DTU pe3yiabTaTbl HHTEPIPETUPYIOTCS B TEPMUHAX BHITECHEHUS

JCKCUYCCKHUX OTBCTOB Ha TL—aHanaMMBI HECOBMCCTHUMBIMH (I)OHCTI/ILICCKI/IMI/I

pepe3CHTAaUAMUA NOCICAOBATCIbHOCTH 6yI(B

6. Ilpuwioxenus:

Table 1

Percentage error rates and base word log {requencies, Experiment |

Base word frequency

Log lrequency

Lexical decision errors

Mean St.dev. Mean St.dev. (subjects) St.dev. (items) 95%, CI*
Words
High 2.74 0.23 38 43 3.6 +1.7
Low 0.72 0.02 9.4 7.6 8.6
Adjacent TL nonwords
High 2.36 0.07 50.9 20.2 239 +4.2
Low 0.68 0.01 28.0 14.6 216
Non-adjacent TL nonwords
High 2.16 0.04 15.2 11.6 13.8 +2.8
Low 0.65 0.01 13. 11.1 16.4
* 95%, conlidence intervals for pairwise comparisons between means (Masson & Loltus, 2003).
Table 2
Percentage error rates and base word log [requencies, Experiment 2
Log [requency % Lexical decision errors
Mean St.dev. Mean St.dev. (subjects) St.dev. (items) 95% CI
Words 1.65 0.44 6.1 6.6 5.5
Pronounceable TL nonwords 1.68 0.44 331 18.4 16.4 +3.2
Unpronounceable TL nonwords 1.67 0.43 46.8 18.7 22.1
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Fig. 1. Percentage word responses to pronounceable and unpronounceable TL anagrams in lexical decision { Experiment 2) and base
word responses in identification (Experiment 3). Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals for pairwise comparisons between
pronounceable and unpronounceable BF nonwords in the analysis by subjects.
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Fig. 2. Mean error rates for Experiment 4. Error bars in the right hand panel represent 95% confidence intervals for pairwise
comparisons between high and low BF nonwords in the analysis by subjects.

Table 4
Percentages ol responses in each rating category lor TL
nonwords in Experiment 4

Bigram [requency

Low High
|. Definitely pronounceable 7 80
2. Possibly pronounceable 23 15
3. Possibly unpronounceable 23 4
4. Definitely unpronounceable 47 2
Mean pronounceability rating 3.09(0.77) 1.27 (0.38)

(std.dev.)
Mean bigram [requency (std.dev.) 30.5(14.4) 60.5 (18.4)

Table 5
Mean word naming response latencies and error rates, Exper-
iment 5

Latency (msec) % Errors

Dyslexic  Control Dyslexic  Control

Regular words 706 578 1.62 0.76
Irregular words 783 649 10.42 7.07
Nonwords 1026 724 9.26 1.77
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Fig. 3. Percentage false positive responses to pronounceable and unpronounceable TL nonwords for controls (Experiment 2) and
dyslexic participants { Experiment 5). Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals for pairwise comparisons within participant groups
in the analysis by subjects.
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