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+ Linguistic material dealing with Action, Affordance,
or Stereotype has effects on:

Word processing (Pexman, 2019 ; Pulvermiller et al., 2005)

Word memorization (Dutriaux et al., 2016)
Sentence processing (Fecica & O'Neill, 2010 ; Glenberg & Kaschak, 2002 ; Moody & Gennari, 2010)
Metaphor Comprehension (Gibbs, 2006)
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Walking speed (Bargh et al., 1996)...
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It demonstrates that language is grounded in action

vaan, 2008 ; Glenberg & Robertson, 2000 ; Monaco et al., 2023 ; Wilson, 2002 ;
waan, 2014)

(Barsalou, 2010 ; Fischer & 7
Wingfield & Connell, 2023 ;

YPOTHESES

% RESEARCH QUESTION: Does prior exposute to
words dealing with speed affect motor-response time?

¢ Processing of words and pseudowords would be:
» Sped up when preceded by a cohort of words (Prime
cohort) dealing with Fast (e.g., rocket)
»Slowed down when preceded by a cohort of words
dealing with Slow (e.g., snail)

< The size of the prime cohort that precedes the test items
would influence the magnitude of these effects.

MATERIAL & PROCEDURE

¢ 108 participants e s - 2.9 petformed Lexical Decisions.

% The test-items bloc consisted of words that did not
convey any concept of speed (eg, neckiacey and pseudowords.

% This test bloc was preceded in Exp. 1 & 2 by a prime

cohort of words in three conditions:
v' “Fast” condition: all words dealt with fast motion (e.g., rocker)
v' “Slow” condition: all words dealt with slow motion (e.g., snail)
v' “Neutral” condition: no motion words (e.g., bottle)

The size of the prime cohort was large in Exp.1, twice as
small in Exp.2. The whole items were randomized in

D

Exp.3. (See Figure 1. after)
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Figure 1. Items presentation as a function of Experiment (Fixed blocks but Random items inside blocks). Items on which statistics were made in red

RESUL

% Linear mixed models were performed

»> RTs as Dependent Variable, Priming condition as fixed factor and
Participants as random factor®

Experiment 1 — Large prime cohort

Significant 44-msec. Spog when test pseudowords were
preceded by Fast compared to Neutral condition

Significant 32-msec. slow down when test words were

preceded by Slow compared to Neutral condition

Experiment 2 — Small prime cohort

Test WorDs TEST PSEUDOWORDS

Significant 26-msec. slow down when test words were Significant 40-mse

speed up when test pseudowords were

preceded by Fast compared to Neutral condition

preceded by Slow compared to Neutral condition (p.<01

Experiment 3 — Randomized

TEST PSEUDOWORDS

Test WorDs

Reactontime

In Exp

as expected, in the absence of a prime context
no significant effects were observed

* R Formula: rt ~ context + (1 | participant)

Supplementary analysis

Priming effect as a function of rank in test bloc
Regression analyses with priming effect as DV and ranks as IV were performed for test words and test pseudowords

Experiment 1 Large prime cohort

Experiment 2 — Small prime cohort

> None of these slopes were significant > Ones cannot conclude that the effect of Speeding up or Slowing down compared to Neutral

% While both 'Slow down' and 'Speed up' for words and
pseudowords were predicted, these items were oppositely

affected depending on the prime condition:
» Test Word-RTs were slowed down by context words dealing with SIOwW (ut not spea
in the Fast priming condition)
» Test Pseudoword-RTs were sped up by context words dealing with Fast (sut not
slowed down in the Slow priming condition)
+* Similar effects were observed (though smaller in amplitude)y When
the context was twice as small (Exp.2) but, as expected, not

in the Randomized condition (Exp.3).

w In accordance with the embodied view of language,

processing words related to speed affects motor-RTs.
» It confirms the statement that “...speed tend to be linguistically encoded as just one
among multiple features of events” (Speed & Vigliocco, 2016)

< Last, supplementary analysis on the ranks showed a

continuous priming influence on the test items.
> Test items were not differently processed as a function of their remoteness
from the prime cohort,
> A context of 18 words dealing with Fast or Slow is sufficient to establish a
motor resonance that would influence RTs on subsequent items.

w It raises questions on the control of semantic-features
dealing with speed in tasks that require a motor-response.
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