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Abstract

The authors considered that native Japanese
readers cannot process homophones smoothly if they
depend on the phonological information of words as
much as native English readers do, because Japanese
has an unparalleled number of homophones and each
homophone usually has several mates. We then thought
that contexts should be indispensable in processing
homophones within Japanese culture, which is highly
contextual (Hall, 1976), and predicted that homophones
would be processed as smoothly as nonhomophones
with contexts. In Experiment 1, the lexical decision
times of homophones and nonhomophones were
measured in two conditions, with- and without-
context. In the with-context condition, one contextual
word was presented before each stimulus. The results
showed that the contextual effect was not significant,
and the lexical decision times as well as error rates of
homophones were greater than those of nonhomophones.
Experiment 2 replicated Experiment 1, using three
contextual words for each stimulus and omitting the
homophones with high error rates. The results showed
that the contextual effect was significant, and the
lexical decision times of homophones did not differ
from those of nonhomophones in the with-context
condition. Finally, the authors pointed out the need to
explore homophone processing in realistic situations
and to construct a flexible and comprehensive lexical
access model adopting the weights of dependencies on
visual and phonological information.

Keywords — native Japanese readers, contexts,
homophones
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Table 1
Stimulus words and their context words for Experiment 1
Homophones Nonhomophones

Stimulus Context Stimulus Context
mE BRE Brde i #
BRE FELT wiE BE
B ity %% VIR
=E B R BAB
FRR aE— EE ELEWL
BE =] i 727 VA
R % =& KIELY
324 EHR Efiin) b
23t ok R s il
o Fl £ SRIE TLE
HARE RE Edn %
fiZ s Za1—X RE AR
AR b il 3=
#g8 AR Ea— o] BB
Biff BE u¥ B
FSH o [ET VAN =%
B Skt E i Fo vy
A% RE 95 t=
M HE Bk fig 28
®E % HE I B
BE HEA BE 12 |
iUE=] %17 aE 2= 7l
plin i #= EF i
#AL YR MK Fil» H
= =t [ HE

Table 2
Means and standard deviations of the attributes of
stimulus words for Experiment 1

Homophones Nonhomophones

Word Freq 5002.52 (6166.42) 5013.72 (7174.05)
N of Mates 10.32 (7.89)

N of Moras 3.60 (0.58) 3.48 (0.51)
Familiarity 5.56 (0.46) 5.84(0.29)
N of Neighbours 135.16 (77.59) 129.40 (52.01)
Character Freq ~ 593354.40 (467396.74)  563992.68 (530533.89)
Stroke Counts 23.64 (5.68) 24.00 (5.51)

Note . Freq stands for frequency, and N for number.

2D, ZIMEPEICFEFT “HIE LEFEhN
oA U ERED LD, EREOSINE 0L
FOGRAR w7 A% 180 FE[RlR XH72, 20 31T OfE
D%, 100 BATOARRIT 21T 72, BAT0 ERIE
TG Z L2 T A DI LT, BINEICIE

T 2R S D IR BN FEHLEE A T
HEETREMICHE L, HEEROHEFDOANE
LIET “HEE” LEINTARY %, EHGERD
RAOFDONZE LT “JEHEE" L EMNITZA Y
YEMTLOBUR LI, £FRITTIE, 42—
L1000 ms D%, AWEEOTHRIZT ZZ Y 22
23500 ms AR &4, EO%, HIESERENT,
SINE OB EMIR HIEE Ry, B0 7251

Table 3
Means and standard deviations of error rates (%) for
homophones and nonhomo phones with and without
contexts in Experiment 1

Homop hone  Nonhomophone
16.47 (6.72) 5.65 6.17)
13.67 (8.04) 6.17 (5.91)

W ithout Con text
W ith Context

— &I T 4 — KNy 7 A 500 ms BRI
%, WOBITIZHEA TS, RFTERILN 155 Th
277,

2.2 R

BIRDREHRIT 8.93% T, IEAOFERCHINTER O
FEIHIORIRE LTz, FI2IEE OB B O
I +£2.55D PAEBENTZ 0.90% DT — & Z it
T2 LTI LT, AT, BEEOIERD d')
2.0 KiosME CUIRZ: LA 3 4, Uk Y &
tE14) OFT—Z I OxGsE Uiz,

EELDICIREE S S HER= S Sk adl]h
i DY (SD)% Figure 1 (234, SUIROFH A S
e, e REGEORELSINENE T2 2 2K
RGO ORER, SUIROA D F2h T3 1)
LB bt (F (1, 56)=3.16, p < .10), [AEHFE
FEOFEOEHEIIFEET (F (1, 56) = 10.09, p

< 0l) , ZEERITAECIERL (F (1, 56) = 042,
ns), A& HIZEEOFEFCHINIRE O 5 23 IE H REah

LV HEENST,

O Without Context

750 r
B With Context

\é’ 700
©
£
= 650 I
c
.0
.0
S 600 l
[a]
S
% 9550
>
3

500

Homophone Nonhomophone

Figure 1. Means and standard deviations of lexical
decision time for homophones and nonhomophones
with and without contexts in Experiment 1.
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U 2 ERBOHTORER, SUROAED FRRITH
BT/ (F(1,56)=0.50, ns), FRFRFEEOHEDE
RIIAET (F (1, 56) =70.15, p < 01) , AZHAEH
ITAE TR (F(1,56) =231, ns), [FIERFLEED
BVERO G NIERIEREGEL Y 2o T,

2.3 EE

FRICKL, XRRLEHETHH Y EHFETHH
BREEDREDPBD O, ZEITRD b h o7z,
ZOFERIE, IR (2006)23 7R L7z X 9 I HAGED

BITHEE & 1T R e BOoREEO HEBUEEE 2 X
DIRLS 2V E THRIFRFZFHEDIRVGOND Z
LEESTTWAHLOD, SCARD 20 B H A L

DR NIRRT Z X, RO ENR+4y
ozl EaRBLTND,

ZOFRIE, SURE 1 SDOBETEBL LS &
LIZZ DO TRV E B2 bz, B,
Figure 1 O3HRS 0 Gt OFEFHIBIERER 01X 5>
TR LEIFICHRTRE Do, 2D &
X, B, EE &0 SUIREED “EE” L
9 BIRIEDFEERG AL L TR AT 5
LRI TR, 57, B, “TRAT7 7R
LWV o T OBREEDFERER L ATEML L, 2R
FERERORBEZME LG a b o Te 2 & BRI
LTWbEEZ b,

MMA T, FEBR1 CTIIFEFREFOBRE RN
D@ To, EBNTRRET LikE R, HBSEE S &
W2 H 2D BT, BB, TR, BEET L
9 STHHDRERITI0%EBZ T\, Zhixy
BRI EO L, YL EEE O )RR R 1
MWD DI NWBINEOT — 20 HRD HTZH O
W7o TLEDTD, FMENRT LR mHE
PEIZED RN EB X T,

Z ZTHER2 T, BEROED-RE RE

AR & BT, UIROFEL L WHEICT S
72z, RS O K TIE 1 DO RRGEICR LT
3ODNRFEE Bon L, D TR R & IR
B RFEEOERAIMIRR 2 HE - T ob 0L
L7,
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3. Ebg2
3.1 A&

SME AAEREEORFESILDHH AT
(et 14 40) % SUIR7: LBEIS, 4040 (Zetk 18 44)
%3RS O BEZEID BT,

HE FEBR1ICHELT,

Rl SUIREE D 3 FEl m,%%%&i?w%@
W<, o, HAHFREHEDR
ol L LER 1 OBEFEORKRELRD &,
FBR 1 OFKTET T OB ET- T LI L
WeEBZ bz, TIT, AEREEDIERTR
FAELER 1 O 25 FEICER 1 LRI CE&MFT®
TELT245 1S GBZ N % 724 40 38, #1803 & FHE L,
644 DN % %512 QCAS CHAEFRA 21T - 7=,
Z LT, ZRiELE XTFOEEN R, HEAAMEEN
FAZ3ALETOHFET, KIEKTH 24 0BMEN
WA U7ZREE SUIRGEE Lic, £72, B 1 OFF
RFFEOBERITIEFFTRFEE LY @hole, £
Z T, 3FEOINNRGEERE TX Lo FE R

[N % CTHEBR 1 CRBEN RN T, T
%”“ﬁé”i%%#é&&%:,ﬁaA & &
HEFTREZFECHOBENE LI 2D LOHE

L7223 b, [RERFEEE 20 78, FE[FE 55 20 35
ABE L, RESNTZHETERLILFELLO
i, RIEREFE 1455, AT REFEN205ET
bolz, IEHFE 40 GEIX, Fric /e BoRil & PO E
BORNIEHFEL FEER 1 O 50 FEOHR N HRIN L
R L7z, FEHGEDOH I —D 3550 CHRGEIZITK
B« M4 < 350 - ) E Q01D T o F AT A
7240 FEOBETRIFFEOMABEE N 1 (L2 D 3L
OHEEFEEZFEHT DL L, TNHEENDL L
BT OBEMBORNIFHGEIZEI Y YT, [FIERE
Fh & IR REREE O BoReE K OVSUREE A Table 4
2, ZORFEBEMOFLIE (SD)% Table 5 127,

FrE FBRLICHELT,

3.2 #R

BROFERIT 631% T, IEEOEEHIMO

FEGHTORGE UTe, F121EE OREFHIBIRER O
I +£2.58D DA BB 3.41%D T — & it
T2 LTI LT, AT, BEEDIEAD d'H
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Table 4
Stimulus words and their context words for Experiment 2
Homophones
Stimulus Context

HE BRE CES E30
B’E el B FEL
neE IEA B I
’e R ER 3
A% =i AR 2=
(R S35 g ~NUF
A TAN  RE #HOUY
s R EIE3 ok
#EE  Tuy—+ BE R
Hiff B BB A
i3 Eadl LIk 3
kA% REB TAE ZA
BT BEN =H 2
83 I= I S

Al R FURRE &K
R TAk F fil =i
I% EEER e BX
=1 B s EX
HE ,-.i-,&" KE ®it
BE T2 #EFH AEY—
Nonhomophones
Stimulus Context

el R 7 e EE
%E HE  U5R A

B BAE i n
Eh E= =1t B3
EE HE  REF  OHE

B il FHT e i
KRB B B B1g
BRiE ETF4+  TLE &4

B A% A %
3 = b A

BR A i £2F
BEE B HEEIdE RUF
[ETfr:T] FLE Nvar R&kE
Eif koo EE s
05 t= =1t 518

BiE 1D INERR R
H#HE BHA IFER A35.%
aE =i Wi aFvA
EF %S NS EN

BLjE BE =it H=E

Table 5
Means and standard deviations of the attributes of
stimulus words for Experiment 2

Homophones Nonhomophones
Word Freq 5137.75 (7036.70) 5135.60 (7104.63)
N of Mates 8.60 (5.72)
N of Moras 3.50 (0.59) 3.40 (0.49)
Familiarity 5.69 (0.33) 5.84 (0.30)
N of Neighbours 152.85 (73.36) 120.5 (51.67)
Character Freq ~ 622358.85 (633737.51)  478549.90 (497386.14)

Stroke Counts 20.80 (6.14)
Note . Freq stands for frequency, and N for number.

22.35 (4.67)

2.0 KON CUR7e LM 4 4, SRS D 5

t24) OF—Z I OXGIE Lz,
EENLEOICIREE S SEpap HEIREE € SRk el

D) (SD)% Figure 2 (2o~ d, SUIRO A %A 2
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Table 6
Means and standard deviations of error rates (%) for
homophones and nonhomophones with and without
contexts in Experiment 2

Homophone Nonhomophone

Without Context 7.21(6.85) 6.51(5.34)
With Context 5.13(5.56) 5.92(6.16)
e, RS REREOREESIMEN &5 2 K

IRA TR OFER, SIROFEED TR (F(1,79)
= 11.06, p < .01), [FHEBIFGEOTEOTEE (F (1,
79) = 5.66, p < .05) , ZXHAEH (F (1, 79) = 7.70, p
< O)DOETCHEERE 7=, Xk, kB D
2 DM CRFRFZFEOA MO MR 2K
Wic& A, R LA TIRIRE RaEssorEae
Wi D 3R E RFFE LD bR o128 (F (1,
79)=13.28, p <.01), STk U St CIIAEAITRD
B o T2 (F(1,79)=0.08, ns),

B ORERIT Table 6 (R TY T, oL [A]
U 2 BRG BT ORER, IROGEDOFER (F
(1,79) = 1.72, ns), [AERFEEOHEOTNE (F (1,
79) = 0.003, ns) , RASEH (F (1, 79) = 0.69, ns)DW>

THHAETIE o7z,
3.3 BE

[ P25 & IEA F REFE OB RITEITH O
HILY, ERGEOLBEMNEYITH -7 2 & D3R

Shic, TLT, IRDB RV IEIRE RREED

O Without Context

750 r
B With Context

:En/ 700
(]
€
= 650 [
C
K=l
.2
S 600
[a]
3
< 550
(]
4

500

Homophone Nonhomohpone

Figure 2. Means and standard deviations of lexical
decision time for homophones and nonhomophones
with and without contexts in Experiment 2.
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ERELNDD, SURD S 5 5A I RS RS
& IERIE R EEFEOEE IR ER RN 2 &R
MR ENT=, R 2 WA R B FE R 3
BFohniz &0, JIlE Q006)28 R L7k HICH
ARFEDOLGGEIIHEE & 1T R 2 Y BoRGEO MBS
I VRS RS THRIEFRZBFIRPHGOND
ZEERLTVWD, LT, D H 55
HTREBEEDEDGE O N0z Z 21X, HEHEE
D X INTARDPFFAET D5E121%, B ARGERGE

FEEFR DAL G JER R AFE O & [F] U
FIZHBICATOND Z 8 2R LT D,

4. BEHEBR

KB 2 TINRGEE 3FEICTH 2 LT, ROE
BEXORAMEIZTLHZENTERL, £LTEDIR
PR T, A R AE OB EIWR XI5 52
FaBOREFHIWRE & 2203720 2 L DR S T,
SF Y, BlFESGm &R U XD ICSURDBAFET UL,
TN 2 < O D Z 0 HAFED R B IEFE T
b, HFFEIFEREELEE MWL ns e
BN ERST,

FEEE, BAGED X O ICRITREZFENZL <, 92,
ZOME b EEH D LD REIET, FEREEN
HFEFERZFELYARTH ST 2720, Hall
(1976)1%, SEEMOEENEIRTH D Z &0
SnEIC LB T D LR L TRY, &R
S REFEOLEALTFICL TN DENH I, H
RFETITZ < OFE RIGEMHEK S LTI
fifse LT D ATREME LRI,

FERFHELEVN-TH, WEORIEFRFERELA
AFEOFRIE RFFETIL, M, Mok, Kid%E
MREL B2 D120, HAGEME OERORFHL
RAIRTHA9, LT, HEREBEORFRFED
MV 72 AL BRI SCARIS AN FI R Tdo B & 34U, SR
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