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1. Introduction 3. Results

* A crucial task in spoken language comprehension is to segment * Analysis time window: 200 ms after target onset to the DP in each clearly spoken sentence (same window was used for its conversational counterpart,
speech into words and resolve lexical competition (e.g., two thus including some post-DP segments).
lips or tulips?).  Generalized additive mixed models [15] were fitted to “target advantage” over time: EL(prop. of target fixations) — EL(prop. of competitor fixations), where
* Listeners use various signal-dependent cues: preboundary vowel EL = empirical logit transformation [16].
Iengthemng [1 ; 2], lexical stress [3], efc. Fig. 1. (Left and mid) mean proportions of fixations to the target, competitor, and distractor images in 20-ms time bins within one second after target word onset in the congruent and incongruent conditions. The dashed line
« Listeners also use relatively signal-independent semantic cues marks the average disambiguation point and the shaded area indicates the average analysis time window. (Right) same plots for the results from [13], for target sentences without the preceding semantic context.
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L | * No significant style difference when the congruent context biased listeners toward the target. A significant . ¢ advant |
She saw the ham sfarting to get crispy and brown - In the incongruent context, the advantage of the target over the competitor in attracting fixations CSS Igntlhlgﬁn };ngreioenrvear;%?ioﬁa;/ansa%eec,lﬂ
| - - - > Disambiguation point (DP) was significantly (p < 0.05) greater in CS than in conversational speech. P

L . L emerged at 70% into the analysis window.
* This significance emerged at 89% into the analysis window.
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