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Preliminary Results

Puzzle: The productivity & systematicity of language suggest semantics is strictly compositional...

Principle of Compositionality

The meaning of a complex expression is a context-insensitive function of the meanings of its parts'?

..But lexical context dependence effects may pose a challenge

* many rules seem sensitive to world knowledge of what the units of compaosition refer to

NP = Adjcoor N

« context-dependent meanings of lexical items appear to compose during processing3-2

Prystauka et al. 2023 (Exps. 1&2)
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Methods

Initial results suggest...

Sentence Conditions. Picture Conditions.

A difference between offline and online: Typicality effects

« VWP shows no strong typicality effect in —ATYPICAL condition, in contrast with SPV2-11
« VWP instead indicates a potential visual salience effect (atypical > typical images) at verp
« SPV may bring typicality strongly into processing during image recognition

(a) Paul spotted the beach ball. TYPE (target, distractor) x TYPICALITY (typical, atypical)

(b) Paul inflated the beach ball.
(c) Paul deflated the beach ball.

NO CHANGE
CHANGE TOWARD TYPICAL STATE

DISTRACTOR

TARGET

CHANGE TOWARD ATYPICAL STATE

A similarity between offline and online: SENTENCE x OBJECT TYPICALITY interaction
« This is a lexical context dependence effect, which arises in the NP window in the VWP
* appears to be driven by the conjunction of a goal-state bias (initially arising in the verb window
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ATYPICAL

TOWARD ATYPICAL STATE |
in the —ATYPICAL condition) plus a lexical autonomy effect
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