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Abstract

It has been well known that the response times toward a
word modulate due to its lexical frequency and word
familiarity. The word familiary available in the literature is
collected often through a kind of questionnaire from a large
group of the participants. On the other hand, it is conceivable
that the familiarity of a given word vaires depending on the
interests or experience from a particular individual. We
measured the lexical decision latency for words that are
frequently used by students from Tsuda University. Such a
reaction time latency was compared with that for words used
widely and commonly, and the latency differency is termed
as ‘“Tsuda-familiarity effect”. We also report that the
Tsuda-familiarity effect was observed in students from Tsuda
University, but not in participants who are not from Tsuda
University. We conclude that the familiarity effects observed
in this study can be used for estimating a phase of personal
property of university students.
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HLEEIZ 63 % AR 2 B9 2 R 3k & 72 RIS
Ko TEAT DL LITESBLEEINTEY (for a
general overview, Traxler 2012, etc.), FEHCAHE-OBIE 1T
REMNLERE L THLNTWDHEDD—FHTH S
(Wolk, et al. 2004; Connine, et al. 1990; & D1Z5), FE%5
BAREECBUE L DR W HEEIT, £ 5 MRV EEEIZ A
T, —RANCBOSHEN L 70D, £ OBy pr &+
LRI, 2 OPREEZINNT o — el x
WL CHLNTFFEMTHD Z 3% (Nusbaum &
Dedina 1985, Whittlesea, et al. 1990, K& - VT - 455
2008).

ZD &) e BB R R, BREREEEA AR E L
TOMKHRBRBE LR LIS D E N T L HTE
D776 LIV, MR 5, i AN ORERIZE O
L3zl —#% 7T 2 b Tidie . ZOEADERE

NG = RER, WELT, RRERTS & ORR A IRBERIZ L o
T, EOX DR HREICK L TR LAERO) @Efko
BN L D) 1TET D, EADKRZREIZE-T
BUBREENE 2 5 L) 2D X 9 B AN D B MEHE
TENZAEDTED MBI, I L7508 C HIEF I
MNHEA TUND (Abel, et al. 2011, Conover, et al. 2011; %
DML, ~—rT 4 7@l T, HEE—A—A
WXL COA RS~ A AR, GEFFE OO HFE—
A= ANDFEAL A DRI ) F 2T AORE
R E~DISHbBEENL TN D,

AW TIE., BBER— 2D ANDBIEHEE N, 35
FHIWH B 5 SOSEER] & U 5 FRIE D & & OFLE AlEE
THOLIONERINTHZE2BET D, HEDOKE
BT 5FAEN A EHBEICET D HGELZIREL., Th
D & BUE L OFE L U T - RERe T 5280 4 S0t L
oo LT, 2O XD BB EIEEN BHHEEIC—E
BREAHTHAZ EEHLMNI L,
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FERCHIWTRRE A i LT, R IR B O
A 354 (T_Theth) & MRZEOFA 70 EE R
WZJE L CWRWHARANRIRERES 344 (9 Bt 1944)
Tholz (WREOFELEFMIL 22 w6, ¥ —7 v Ml
WEEL LT, HEBKENTHEN B H ORFAEFT
BT OMEDZVHEET, — I H AARGERERLE L
TSN TV DHRESR 60 B3 E LTz (ERHEE: B T
PITY = 2 —1T1230k)) . Iz T, JA< — B CHEH
SN TWDHHFET, 7D LilOEHRE & FEFEHEE K
XL BB VHEED 60 FEERE L (FEEEHEE : 4
TS TF5%8)), HHEGEE & R EFEORIL, 0T
SR — TR BN IS Rl STz, Fe
FEHGRE & IEEEHGEOM T, — BB IE VA e
Wk oIz, KBt (2008)% b &I ENENDFEICKT
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DB 2 A LGBV RV X9 SRR L7 (3 1),
SF 0, HHGE L IFEHFEOMICIT, —RHRERT
DOBEEDZET N EBZBND, AR
DOHDIZDIC, ZTNHOX—7 y ML, B
FEIZ & o THEBHERE SRRy T b (& 2),
R HIWRRE Y BT A 10 HT-0 ., EHET 4 5 —%
120 AT HE LI (B T2eA Z) 155D,

AATIE. RS (1000ms) & 28 (500ms) Dk,
SCFFIRRR SN, BRE T, BRSNS
NHAFEOHFETHDIMNE I NE TE DT Bk
I, F—A—FOF—%2MHFZ L THETDHLIICH
R LTz, B R ROHIEIZ 1 PsychoPy (Pierce, 2007)73
Hushiz,

K 1. WEGEEO PR (7 simin) & ARERZE

TR R
He T3 483 L2
FEHEHRE 5.00 1.35

2. BRMORHGEEIZ 1T 2 385 HE CHEUEE)
A0y A IR E R 2

SRR AR 7t
N 2.977 1272 2.122
AR (0.589) (0.566) (1.028)
N 2517 1.564 2.040
HE (0.396) (0.544) (0.673)
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FOSHRI 2 M OBEERE (2 T L < Do T 4R

F 14 GEERE) OF—X 725 WIIEEROE) >
72 5 SOREGE GEHEEGE) OF —X R4 LTz, 7%
O DT —ZIZHADNT, YBRE R & H BB R D
PHIEEREZFRH L., 205 OERIZESWTHE
GMEEELEEE A, RAERANBE IR
(F(1,66)=53.57, p<.001) | HEHAITHHFEIC T 5 B
RPIEEHFE T O IEER LY < IFRAAET
XD RE— RN D 2 ERbh Tz,

K3 PRERIED L OIEER (I aNIIEERE)

HE AR FHE R
T 98.2 872
A 3.1) (7.4)
T 933 92.5
I (4.7) (4.5)
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Y OT —HNBRREDRITT — S 2 L F— 7
v MRIPEEE R 2 FHSOSHR 2 FH L7e (3% 4),
o LT, #EORE (BEAE, JEREE) LD
WERE IR, FEGUHEE (RSREERE. (RARE) L
FOBA A GRERE, JEHEMER) © 2 SOHERANER
(ZHADN T T 2 Fahti L 72

F 4. YERE RN - FESEE - B E Z L O
JEIETR] (T = NI HE( R 72)

AR FHEEH L
EHEE
AR R 670 (100) 690 (118)
AR 800 (139) 940 (244)
FEEHEE
AR R 744 (122) 763 (138)
AR 824 (154) 837 (174)

FERCBREC X 2 FRARMEIEL STz (F(1,66)=175.26,
p<001), F7=. HRHE OEM L BHBEEOLZAER
NEIER SN (F(1,66)=16.46, p<.001) . Bl =20 ROMIE
D> 0 B FE D S S i AR I I3 B St (p<03)
—J., IEEMAEIIZZDO L D RENBIE SR
722k (ns) BHLMIRST-, BARMICIE, BEAE
IXIEE I B CHE GRS R T 2 SOGR RS B
o TN, FERMAITITE D KL D N oz,

AHFIEIX, FEERRE 2R E L TR SN D BIBE T
372 <, BEORT (BHEAKT) BT 542 A
T OHIEEBBEEORWEE L L CGERE LR
AR A FEM LT, OB RN H R PO 54
I SN2, F 2B S RO HRBRE R Clale
SN oTo, TORRIE, FEEOHIERIIT DK
ISR 2 D 2 & THEBRE O RMEDOHEEIZHWD
LARETH D Z L ZRET 5, ZOHBEICHT D
BN I (HEHGE L IFERMEO MR OZ) DX
3 &, KFARE QBB 2B AT THETE)
ELTHBI B L, A% MEICIE 2 Ffid 5 72012,
iOS & Android CENMERIREZRT 7' ) r— 3 A PR
L7, BUET AV r—a o0 Tid, 2235
DI E T > TV D GEIMOEHITE 1 HEHOY
=7 A MZE#ETE).
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