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The subjective familiarity of 40 homophone pairs was examined. The homophones consisted of
monosyllabic English words (on one reading) and male first names (on the other)—for example, art
and Art. Subjects heard these homophones embedded in two kinds of lists, one with 40 unambigu-
ous words and one with 40 unambiguous names. Ratings were made for familiarity as words and as
names. These correlated significantly with the log of printed frequency (.63 for words, .53 for names).
In a final task, just the homophones were presented, and the subjects were asked fora comparative
rating of whether the word usage or the name usage was more familiar. This direct comparison cor-
related well (.91) with the difference between the ratings for the name and word familiarities, but less
well (.55) with the differences between the printed frequencies of the word and name meanings. This
indicates either consistent biases in the Jjudgments cr true differences between printed frequencies

and subjective familiarity.

Homonyms have been useful in psychological re-
search, because they can help us test lexical effects with-
out interference from phoneme-based or sound-based ef-
fects. The primary benefit has been in the study of lexical
access (Coltheart, Davelaar, Jonasson, & Besner, 1977;
Davelaar, Coltheart, Besner, & Jonasson, 1978; H. Ruben-
stein, Garfield, & Millikan, 1970; H. Rubenstein, Lewis,
& M. A, Rubenstein, 1971), in which the ability to access
one phonemic string via two different orthographic
strings (which might represent words of different frequency
classes) can shed light on access in the general case.

Homonyms that differ orthographically (*homo-
phones™) have separate entries in word counts and there-
fore can be assigned printed frequencies directly (in
sources such as Thorndike & Lorge, 1944, or Kudera &
Francis, 1967). Homonyms with the same spelling are more
difficult to distinguish, though it is possible in some
cases. For example, the expanded version of the Brown
corpus (Francis & Kutera, 1982) provides syntactic
markers, which can distinguish such pairs as arm (the
noun) and grm (the verb). A similar approach is taken for
British English for the Lancaster—Oslo/Bergen corpus
{Johansson & Hofland, 1989).

Printed frequency counts have some inherent limita-
tions, some of which can be overcome by using subjec-
tive judgments of familiarity. Printed frequency is espe-
cially problematic for the lower frequency words, since
whether or not lower frequency items will be represented
depends on the particular texts chosen. When frequency
and familiarity disagree, it is familiarity that better pre-
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dicts performance (Connine, Mullennix, Shernoff, &
Yelen, 1990; Gernsbacher, 1984; Kreuz, 1987).

One class of homonyms that has rarely been studied is
that of proper name/common word pairs, such as arf and
Art. Kreuz (1987) included 48 such pairs in his list of
homonyms to be rated, but there was a great deal of vari-
ation in the type of proper name included. These ranged
from typical first names (Ben and Mary) to unusual first
names (Dred and Cain) to locations (Maine and Skye) to
names that occur only as part of larger names (Klux and
Rhode). Since names of such variety are associated with
varying categories, they do not provide a good base for
studies dealing explicitly with the proper/common di-
mension. The present study presents a small but tightly
controlled set of stimuli that can provide the basis for
further exploration. Additionally, if there are differences
across the different groups of speakers of English, or for
the same group across time, it will be helpful to have a
baseline for comparisons. It may be that familiarity rat-
ings for names change more readily than those for words,
given the changes in name selection that can be seen
across generations. Such changes will be easier to assess
with more data. Also, it is hardly the case that words are
stable. Kreuz (1987) includes words like gene that have:
become much more heavily used in recent times, but
also words like moil that are nearing obsolescence.

The homonyms studied here were a subclass of homa-
phones, ones in which the words not only are pro-
nounced the same, but also are spetled the same. Having
them differ on the proper/common dimension allows us
to ignore the “different word/different senses” distinc-
tion that is otherwise inherent in such homophones. (For
example, the use of eqr as “musical sense” may or may
not be a different word, depending on the criteria.) In the
present study, the homophones were restricted in spelling,
number of syllables, and semantic domain. The spelling
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was required to be the same, so that the only way of dis-
tinguishing the word from the name in orthography is
the capitalization. Although such a restriction has draw-
backs, its benefit is that there can be no difference in the
treatment of the word/name on the basis of wnusual
spelling (as in, say, dug and Doug). All the items chosen
were limited to one syllable. This was done to eliminate
any effect of stress differences (such as Mabel and
Nadene; even the same stress sometimes leads to differ-
ences in vowel reductions, as with Arfene and Delean)
and to simplify the classification of the homonyms (e.g.,
by vowel type). The semantic domain selected was that
of male first names (and nicknames so common as to be
the norm for some, such as Mike). Surnames are too
open-ended a class for many purposes; we would not be
surprised to find almost any word in use as a surname
(e.g., when the main character of the film “Yellowbeard”
adopts the alias “Dr. Anthrax™). This does not mean that
surnames are not differentially familiar, since reliable
ratings have been obtained previously (Zechmeister,
King, Gude, & Opera-Nadi, 1975). Still, the smaller
number of common first names seemed more promising
in terms of consistency. Since there are relatively few fe-
male first names that are monosyllabic, it seemed better
to narrow the semantic field even further by using only
male first names.

The subjects not only rated each homophone under
each condition (i.e., as a word or as a name), but also
gave direct estimates of whether the item was more fre-
quent as a word or as a name. This allows us to examine
more closely the relationship between the use of the two
scales. Such measures could also be obtained for com-
parisons of which sense of a word is more common,
which part of speech gets more usage, and so on. How-
ever, it is also possible that proper names are treated dif-
ferently in their subjective rate of occurrence, given their
important role in a speaker’s community. Common words
account for much more of the written texts in Kucera and
Francis (1967); just the nouns are about five times as
common as the names (Francis & Kucera, 1982, p. 544).
Thus, it may be that the direct comparison of familiarity
for word usage versus name usage will reveal an intrin-
sic difference between judging word frequency and
judging name frequency. Alternatively, it may be that
subjects simply use frequency in an undifferentiated way,
and the name and word judgments will be comparable.

EXPERIMENT 1

In the first experiment, we presented the homophonic
names and words to subjects auditorily for them to make
familiarity judgments within a 7-peint scale.

Method

Stinmli. Forty homophones, for which one meaning is a male
given name and the other a noun, verb, or adjective, were chosen
for this study (see Table 1). Forty unambiguous names and 40 un-
ambiguous words were also chosen. These tokens are listed in Ta-
bles 2 and 3. The homophones appeared in two lists, in combina-

tion with the names and the words—one list of 80 names and one _
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TFable 1
Ratings of the Homophones in Experiment 1
Mean Mean

Rankas Rating SDas Rankas Rating SDas
Homophone Name asName Name Word as Word Word
John i 6.93 0.24 9 5.03 213
Mike 2 6.0  0.30 8 5.06 1.72
Bob 3 6.67 094 13 4.25 1.98
Bill 4 6.67  0.59 3 5.87 1.26
Tom 5 6.45 0.80 11 4.53 2.39
Mark 6 6.16 1.21 7 5.28 1.68
Rob 7 5.96 1.51 5 5.56 1.45
Jack 8 5.77 1.38 14 421 2.19
Rich 9 5.32 1.77 2 6.06 .13
Pat 10 5.16 1.52 10 4.84 1.85
Frank 1 5.00 1.63 i6 4.18 1.80
Nick 12 4.90 1.37 18 3.90 1.63
Chuck 13 4.58 1.40 30 3.18 1.95
Don 14 4.12 1.82 31 2.90 1.80
Ray 15 4.12 1.78 22 3.78 1.94
Brad 16 3.87 1.40 35 2.43 1.72
Will 17 3.83 1.80 1 6.15 1.27
Glen 18 n 1.66 36 2.31 1.55
Jay 19 3.67 1.53 32 2.78 1.67
Art 20 322 1.72 6 5.40 1.36
Curt 21 3.22 1.38 34 2.56 136
Gene 22 3.03 1.68 17 4.15 1.77
Hank 23 296 142 38 2.06 1.64
Stew 24 2.96 1.32 27 3.37 1.80
Cliff 25 2.96 140 21 3.78 1,49
Dean 26 287 1.28 24 359 1.82
Drew 27 245 0.96 15 4,18 1.94
Bud 28 241 1.58 26 3.43 1.52
Grant 29 2.35 L3¢ 23 3.62 1.77
Norm 30 2.38 1.22 25 3.46 1.66
Rod 31 2.38 1.35 19 3.81 1.63
Earl 32 2.29 1.29 39 2.00 1.41
Chip 33 2.25 1.26 12 4.25 1.48
Lance 34 2,19 1,22 37 2.06 1.16
Dale 35 1.83 1.09 40 1.90 1.08
Clay 36 1.67 1ol 29 3.31 1.57
Guy 37 1.67 094 4 5.65 1.47
Wade 38 1.54 1.02 33 2.75 1.70
Buck 39, 1.38 091 20 381 210
Kit 40 1.22 0.80 28 331 1.74

Note-~-SD, standard deviation.

list of 80 words. Ten dummy items (either unambiguous names or
unambiguous words, as appropriate) were added to the beginning
of each list. These were not analyzed, since we assumed that the
subjects were fine-tuning their rating criteria at the beginning of
the test.

The words and names were presented auditorily by a male na-
tive speaker of American English. The words were randomized to-
gether, and the names were randomized together. Three different
randomizations of each were read; from these, one pronunciation
of each word and name was chosen as a stimulus token. For the ho-
mophones, only the version spoken as a name was used in the
name lists, and the word version was used in the word lists.

Subjects. Thirty-two subjects from the Yale University commu-
nity were paid to participate. Thete were 19 women and 13 men,
all native speakers of American English. The subjects were tested
individually in a sound-treated room.

Procedure. Four randomizations of the word tokens and four
randomizations of the name tokens were created. Each subject lis-
tened to one list of words and one list of names. Half heard the
names first, and half heard the words first. The subjects were in-
structed to rate the items on a scale of 1--7, from very uncommon
to very common. They were told that some of the items would be
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ambiguous, and they were instructed to base their ratings on the
first meaning that came to mind. The text of the instructions is
given in the Appendix.

The subjects filled in answer sheets with the numbers 1-7 for
each list. The instructions emphasized that all values between 1
and 7 were to be used. This aspect of the instructions was usually
repeated by the experimenter after the instructions had been read,
We used an all-positive scale rather than one that went from —3 to
*+3, for practical reasons, In pretests, the subjects had been less
adept with the negative/positive scale, and there were clear in-
stances in which they had omitted the minus sign. None of the sub-
Jects reported any difficulty in conceiving of the scale as one coy-
ering a range from rare to common.

Resuilts and Discussion

Table 1 shows the results for the homophones. Each
homophone is given a rating and a rank. The rating is the
average score over all subjects given to that lexical item
when heard as part of the name list and when heard as
part of the word list. A rating of 7 means very common;
arating of 1 indicates very uncommon, Names and words

Table 2
Ratings of the Unambiguous Names in Experiment 1
Name Mean Rating SD
Dave 6.15 1.27
Chris 6.06 1.13
Jeff 5.87 1.26
Dan 5.65 1.47
Scott 5.56 1.45
Tim 5.40 1.36
James 5.28 1.68
Ed 5.06 1.72
Greg 503 2.13
George 4.84 1.85
Al 4,53 239
Ted 425 1.48
Ron 425 1.98
Charles 421 2.19
Keith 4.18 1.94
Sam 4.18% 1.80
Craig 4.15 1.77
Fred 3,90 1.63
Carl 3.8] 1.63
Bruce 3.81 210
Roy 3.78 1.49
Stan in 1.94
Ralph 3.62 1.77
Russ 3.5% .1.82
Luke 346 1.66
Mitch 343 1.52
Walt 3.37 1.80
Seth 3.3 1.74
Ross 3.31 1.57
Clint 318 1.95
Lloyd 290 - 1.80
Nate 2.78 1.67
Ned 2.75 1.70
Dwight 2.56 1.36
Hal 243 1.72
Zach 2.31 1.55
Abe 2.06 L.16
Sid 2.06 1.64
Floyd 2.00 1.41
Garth 1.90 1.08

Table 3

Ratings of the Unambiguous Words in Experiment 1
Word Mean Rating SD
can 6.37 1.03
clock 5.96 133
date 596 1.23
joke 5.90 1.08
chose 5.84 i.19
Jjog 5.56 1.24
junk 5.34 1.77
boot 534 1.38
gain 5.2] 1.36
tune 4.78 1.64
hike 4.59 1.34
grill 4.56 168
frame 4.46 1.54
bit 440 1.82
net 4.37 1.45
brag 4.31 1.42
curl 431 1.74
rib 428 1.54
ban 4.21 1.84
rot 4,09 1.63
raid 3.84 1.60
dim 3.68 130
tame 3.65 133
rank 3.65 1.49
warp 3.56 1.56
tim 3.53 145
‘pant 343 1.62
mock 3.43 1.38
beak 3.37 1.21
chess 3.25 1.54
reck i 1.49
miff 3.09 1.37
sill 3.00 1.72
dab 2.81 1.59
jade 2.68 1.22
lurk 2.65 1.12
wad 2,59 1.36
clan 2.56 1.62
etch 221 1.15
lilt 1.78 1.21

Note—SD, standard deviation,

Note—SD, standard deviation.

are ranked from 1 to 40, with 1 reflecting the highest rat-
ing {most common).

Tables 2 and 3 show the mean ratings for the unam-
biguous names and unambiguous words, respectively.
The subjects found this task easy to do, and they used the
full range of the scale. The standard deviations were
similar to those in Kreuz (1987). For the word list, there
was no effect of the order in which the lists were heard
[F(1,2558) = 1.37, p = .24]. The mean over all items
for the subjects who heard the word list first was 3.9; the
mean for those who heard the name list first was 4.0.
There was an effect of order for the name list, however
[F(1,2558) = 9.31, p = .002]. The mean over all items
for the subjects who heard the word list first was 3.6; the
mean for those who heard the name list first was 3.9,
Thus, overall, names were given slightly lower ratings by
the subjects who had first rated words, perhaps because
no name is as common as the most common word. (Only
a few words differed by more than 1 rating point, de-
pending on the order in which the lists were heard. The



names, foilowed by the scores from when the word list
was heard first and from when the name list was heard
first, were Nick, 4.38/5.38; Ray, 3.63/4.63; Rod, 1.69/3.00;
Ned, 1.44/2.69; Zach, 1.38/2.44, The words, with scores
in the same order, were ray, 3.19/4.38; stew, 3.88/2.88;
clay, 3.94/2.69; lurk, 2.13/3.19.)

The ratings for the words correlated well with the
Kucera and Francis (1967) counts as well as with previ-
ous ratings. For the Kugera and Francis numbers, all or-
thographic matches were counted, so that some in-
cluded name usages as well. A log transform was
applied, since this minimizes the effect of extremely
frequent words (Carroll, 1971). The correlation for the
73 words that occurred in the Brown corpus was a sig-
nificant .63 (p < .001). This is somewhat lower than
Kreuz's (1987, p. 156) correlation of .75. The correla-
tion was .72 for the subset of homophones and nonho-
mophones. For the comparison with other familiarity
scales, the FAM property of the MRC psycholinguistic
database (Wilson, 1988) was used. (There was no over-
lap with Kreuz, 1987, of course, since he required a dif-
ferent spelling and used homonyms with the same
spelling.) The FAM number collapses the rating values
of Paivio, Yuille, and Madigan (1968), Toglia and Bat-
tig (1978), and Gilhooly and Logie (1980), again on a
7-point scale. There were only 37 words from the pre-
sent set of 80 that had such a rating. The correlation
with the current ratings was .89 (p < .001), similar to
Kreuz’s (1987, p. 156} .85 correlation with the Toglia
and Battig (1978) values. The 19 items that were only
words had a correlation of .91 (p <.001), and the 18 ho-
mophones had a correlation of .88 (p < .001). So, de-
spite the possible problems in using word/name homo-
phones, the familiarity ratings behaved quite similarly
to those in the literature.

We can also examine the name rating in relation to
printed frequency, although there are no other ratings of
first names in the literature. Nine of the names in this
study did not appear in Francis and Kudera (1982) as
proper names. The correlation for the remaining 71
items with the log frequency of the proper-name usage
was .53 (p < .001). The correlation for the 37 unam-
biguous names that appeared in the corpus was .38 (p <
.05), and the value for the 34 homophones was .67 (p <
.001). The lower correlation for this set of items could
have been due to any number of factors, inciuding the
auditory presentation used; differences between the
form of @ name used in speech and in print (e.g., using
William in print and Will in speech); overrepresentations
of certain names in the Brown corpus (e.g., Dwight, pre-
sumably referring to Eisenhower); the conflation of
first-name and last-name usage in the Francis and Ku&era
count; and probable changes in the actual frequency of
male first names over the past 30 years. In general,
though, if male first-name familiarity is the dimension
of interest, it appears that it would be advisable to obtain
such familiarity directly rather than inferring it from the
printed frequency.
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EXPERIMENT 2

Although we can compare the ratings of the use of the
homophones as names or as words, it should also be pos-
sible to directly assess subjects’ judgments of the rela-
tive frequency. The objective of the second experiment
was to determine whether subjects are able to relate
these two domains, even though they differ in size and
frequency within the language.

Method

Stimuli. The 40 homophone stimuli from Experiment 1 were
used for Experiment 2. These items had appeared in two forms in
Experiment 1; they had been read either as a name or as a word. In
order 1o use both of these productions, two randomizations of the
stimuli were created, one with the 40 homophones pronounced as
part of the name list, and the other with the 40 homophones pro-

Table 4
Ratings of the Homophones for Relative Ocewrrence
as Words or as Names in Experiment 2

Homephone Rating SD
Kit 6.25 1.29
Guy 5.65 1.96
Art 5.56 1.50
Clay 534 1.61
Buck 528 1.88
Cliff 5.03 1.46
Drew 4.96 1.87
Rod 4.90 1.61
Stew 4.68 1.61
Chip 4.65 1.713
Wade 4.62 222
will 4.62 1.87
Rich 443 1.83
Grant 4.34 1.92
Dean 421 1.7¢
Lance 4.18 1.97
Norm 4.18 2.05
Bud 4.03 1.63
Pat 3.93 1.62
Rob 3.87 1.15
Gene in 1.97
Ray 3.59 1.81
Mark 334 1.67
Nick 331 1.42
Earl 3.28 2.06
Bili 3.21 1.47
Chuck 3.06 1.60
Frank 3.00 1.84
Dale 2.90 1.87
Curt 2,81 1.90
Don 2.56 1.79
Glen 2,40 1.64
Jack 2.40 1.62
Jay 2.40 1.68
John 2.03 1.97
Mike 2.00 1.50
Bob 1.93 145
Brad 1.87 1.23
Hank 1.68 1.40
Tom 1.28 1.08

Note—TFor ratings, 7 = word meaning is more frequent; | = name
meaning is move frequent; 4 = both are equally frequent or infrequent,
8D, standard deviation,
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nounced as part of the word list. The subjects would thus hear only
one or the other production.

Subjerts. The same subjects that had participated in Experi-
ment 1 listened to one of these lists after they had rated the words
and names. The list of 40 homophones always came third. Half the
subjects heard the items that had been pronounced as names; the
other half heard the items that had been pronounced as words,

Procedure. The subjects were instructed that they would hear
some of the items from the previous lists, and that the items could
be used as either words or names. They were asked to rate the com-
monness of the word usage relative to the name usage. They were
asked to rate each item on a scale of 1-7 (1 = item is much more
common as a name, T = item is much more common as a word, and
4 = both uses are equally common). The exact text of the instruc-
tions is given in the Appendix.

Results and Discussion

The rating and standard deviation of the rating for
each homophone are given in Table 4. There was no ef-
fect of whether the item was read as a name or as a word
[F(1,1278) < 1, n.s.]. The mean for items read as names
was 3.6, and the mean for items read as words was 3.7,

Figure 1 shows the word versus name score plotted
with a square for each item. In order to compare these
values with those of Experiment 1, the graph shows the
scores with 4 subtracted, so that a score of 3 means most
wordlike, —3 means most namelike, and 0 means
equally likely to be a name or a word. The ratings de-
scend in a fairly linear manner, from 2.25 for Kif to
—2.72 for Tom. There is no apparent clumping of the
values. We might have expected a fair number of “0”
values if the subjects knew that both senses were neither
extremely common nor uncommon but were unable to
relate the two scales and so opted for equality. Instead,

they seem to have been able to make reliable judgments,
ones that matched their use of both independent scales.
Figure 1 also plots, for each item, the difference be-
tween the rating for the item as a word and the rating for
the item as a name from Experiment 1 (diamonds).
There was a significant correlation of .91 between the
difference score (word — name, Experiment 1) and the
relative frequency score (word vs. name, Experiment 2).
The difference value tends to be higher than the direct
rating. This means that being a homophone either in-
creases the familiarity on the word task, or decreases the
familiarity on the name task. We have no way of decid-
ing between these with the present results. Indeed, each
may be active, especially at different ends of the scale,
For items that are more common as names, it could be
that the name familiarity boosts the value for the words
(as with hank and tom). With items that are more com-
mon as words, subjects may be unable to ignore the word
meaning, which might induce them to lower their name
ratings (as with guy and will). However, since there was
no effect of presentation order in Experiment 1, the ef-
fect seems to be due to a feature of the homophones rather
than to the task at hand. That is, if the seemingly higher
than expected familiarity of the word sense of form is due
to the familiarity of the name Tom, it appears whether
the name sense has been processed in the experimental
session or not. Whatever interference there is occurs for
the subjects who perform the word rating task first,
where only their internal knowledge of Tom is relevant.
The relative familiarity judgments were also com-
pared with the difference between the printed frequen-
cies for the Brown corpus of American English (Francis

—O— Familiarity, word use vs, name use
=&~ Word rating - Name rating

Homophones
Figure 1. Plot of the direct word/name rating (Experiment 2) versus the difference between the separately

obtained word rating and name rating (Experiment ).



& Kucera, 1982) and the LOB corpus of British English
(Johansson & Hofland, 1989). In this case, items that had
no occurrences in either of the corpuses were assigned a
frequency of 1, so that all 40 items could be included in the
analysis. A difference value was obtained by subtracting
the log of the name frequency from the log of the word fre-
quency. If there is any large cultural difference between the
American Brown corpus and the British LOB corpus, the
correlation of the present American judgments should be
less for the LOB than for the Brown corpus. In fact, the
correlation was smaller for the Brown corpus (35 p<
:001) than for the LOB corpus (.59; p < .001). From this
result, there is no indication of major cultural differences
in the tating of name and word frequencies,

The correlations with the printed frequencies, how-
ever, are much smaller than the correlation with the sub-
jects’ own familiarity judgments. On the one hand, this
is completely unsurprising, since the judgments were all
based on the same internal lexicons and the printed fre-
quencies combined many writers’ work. The oceurrence
of low-frequency items, including names (and, in some of
our cases, nicknames), is less representative than that
of high-frequency items. On the other hand, it is still the
case that the task in the first experiment was to rate the
items within their own domain—that is, words in rela-
tionship to the usage of other words and names in rela-
tionship to the usage of other names. It could easily have
been the case that nonlinearities in one or the other dis-
tribution would lower the correlation between the direct
Judgments and the difference between the separate judg-
ments, Perhaps if the word list had included more very
high frequency items, this effect would have occurred.
As it was, will was the only item that had more than 500
occurrences. So, given the high correlation, we can con-
clude that subjects are successful in relating the two kinds
of frequencies that they were asked to report on here.

It might be that the high correlation is due not to the
use of a single lexicon (i.¢., the subject’s), but instead to
the use of the same subjects in both experiments. The
subjects may have retained a memory of their ratings and
simply compared them mentally, rather than performing
the task afresh. However, this notion would be difficult
to assess, since another group of subjects would, no
doubt, give a lower correlation, simply because intet-
subject correlations tend to be lower than intrasubject
ones. The lack of an effect of list order in Experiment 1
is also helpful here, since the subjects were able to ig-
nore the judgments they made on the homophones when
they performed the second task in' Experiment 1. This
makes it likely that they were performing as desired in
Experiment 2, and thus the high correlation between the
independent word and name judgments and the direct
comparison judgments is due to a close relationship be-
tween the two.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The subjects were quite capable of making familiar-
ity judgments on komophones of common words and

HOMOPHONES 407

proper names. The ratings obtained for the word mean-
ings were comparable with previously obtained ratings,
despite the difference in the word type (the homonomy)
and the use of auditory rather than visual presentation,
There was no possibility of covert use of differences in
the printed version, since all the stimuli were to be
spelled the same on both readings. The name judgments
correlated significantly with the log of the printed fre-
quency, but the correlation was not as large as that for
common words. Several possible explanations for this
difference were proposed, but the general conclusion is
that if familiarity as a name is the dimension of interest,
familiarity ratings should be obtained directly. The val-
ues listed here appear to be usable, at least for the United
States and Britain; the one comparison that we could _
make for these results—the comparison of written
American and British English—showed a small differ-
ence, with, in fact, slightly better agreement between the
printed British English and the current American famil-
tarity judgments than with the American print sources.

1t was also possible to obtain reliable tatings of the
relative occurrence of the common word and proper
name uses of the homophones. This rating correlated
well with the difference between the separately obtained
familiarity of the word sense and the name sense, even
though the words and names were rated for familiarity as
words or as names, respectively. Thus, the two kinds of
familiarity, one as a word and one as a name, are still
based on the same kinds of experience, since the direct
comparison is well matched to the independent ones.

These stimuli may prove useful for other studies as
well. For example, there are some aphasia patients who
seem to be specifically impaired for proper names (Se-
menza & Zettin, 1988). Would such an aphasia interfere
with the word meaning of word/name homophones?
Such homophones can also be used to explore the effects
of the common/proper distinction on priming {e.g.,
Valentine, Moore, Flude, Young, & Ellis, 1993). These
homophones have already formed the basis of one study
(Whalen & Wenk, 1993), and another is in progress. The
first study showed that the names behaved like high-
frequency words, even though they were lower in their
average rating than were the words. The work in
progress is a test of whether the two familiarity functions
affect word and name reading times in a complementary
way. Subjects rapidly read the items, sometimes as a
word, and others as a name. If the reading-appropriate
familiarity is what determines response time, there
should be different patterns for the two functions. Re-
sults such as these will solidify what is apparent from the
present work—that subjects do indeed attach different
levels of familiarity to the word and the name meanings
of homonyms.
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APPENDIX
. Written Instructions Given to the Subjects
: Prior to Hearing Each List

Word List (Experiment 1): '
You are about to hear a list of 90 English words. What we
want to know is how common you think each word is. If you

think the word you hear is VERY COMMON, put down a 7 in
the blank provided. If you think it is VERY UNCOMMON, put
down a 1. Try to use all the values in between, since many
items fall between these extremes. At the beginning, you may
not be too sure about where ¥ou are on the scale, but don’t
worry about it, just put down your first impression and leave
it. Even if you have to guess, do not leave any blanks,

Some of the words will be ambiguous. For example, you
might hear “creek™ and not know if it was, indeed, “creek” or
rather “creak.” Since you will be listening, there is no way to
tell, so just put down the rating for the word you thought of
first. .

The words will have three seconds of silence between them,
which may seem a bit short at first but will, in ali likelihood,
seem just right later. There is a longer pause at the end of each
line, which will help you keep your place, )

If you have any questions, please ask the experimenter.now,
Thank you for your participation.

Name List (Expetiment 1):

The instructions for the name list were exactly the same ag
the instructions for the words, except that “given names for
males™ was substituted for “English words” in the first sen-
tence, and “names” was substituted for “words” throughout. In
addition, the following paragraph was substituted for the sec-
ond paragraph in the word list instructions:

Some of the names are shortened forms, such as Doug would
be from Dovglas. Try to Jjudge how common the name is in the
form you hear. For example, if you heard Douglas, try to picture
how frequently people go by that form rather than Doug.

Homophone List (Expetiment 2):

You may have noticed in the previous lists that some of the .
items appeared both as names and as words. What we would
like to know now is just how common each usage is. So, in this
last portion, please write down a number showing how com-
mon the word usage is relative to the name usage. If the item
is much more common as a name, give ita 1. If it is much more
common as a word, give it a 7. If both uses are about equally
common, or uncommon, give it a 4. For example, the word
“able” is not particularly common, but it is much more com-
mon than the name “Abel,” so you might give it a 7. The name
“Doug” is not very common, but “dug” is not a very common
word, so you might give Doug a 4. On the other hand, the
name “Lou,” though less than common, is a lot more common
than the word “lieu,” so you might give ita 1,

Try to use all the values from 1 to 7. There is the same
arrangement of items (three scconds between, longer at the end
of the line) as before. If you have any questions, ask the ex-
perimenter now. Thanks again!

(Manuscript received August 13, 1993;
tevision accepted for publication March 8, 1994.)



