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Understanding fast action sentences increases reaction
time.
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Abstract

Recently, numerous studies have investigated
the relationship between sentence comprehension
and sensorimotor representation. Such studies
have shown that action—sentence comprehension
activates sensory—motor simulation and affects
actual actions. This study investigated whether
speed of described action influences sensory-—
motor simulation. Native Japanese speakers
judged the sensibility of Japanese sentences
and responded by pressing buttons. A t—test was
conducted to compare reaction times for
sentences that describe high— and low-speed
actions. When participants comprehended high—
speed action sentences, their responses were
slower than when they comprehended low—speed
action sentences. That is, the result revealed
an incongruency between the speed of described
actions and that of actual responses. This lack
of congruency suggests that the sensory—motor
simulation includes speed of described actions
The neural mechanisms are discussed
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