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[0 O A further consideration about the individual words in the context is that such words may directly prime a
target[] speeding up responses to it (1 Simpson & Krueger[] 199101 . According to this hypothesisC] accessis
context insensitivel] and ina priming paradigm the ambiguous word will effectively prime the related targets
regardless of context.One problem of this hypothesis is that lexical priming is short-livedd and unless the relevant
word immediately precedes the ambiguity[] itis most unlikely that it can exert an effect on the target [0 Neely[
199107 .Furthermorel] Tabossi's [1 19881 findings suggested that the selective.effects after the constraining
contexts were not produced by individ-ual words assoaated with the dominant meaning of the ambiguity and
corroborate the hypothesis of a genuine effect of context. In gen-eral(] there are findings in the literature that
suggest that the effect of context cannot be reduced to lexical phenomena.[1 [0 More recently[] there arises a
dispute on the effect of contextualstrength between two currently developed models(] the reordered ac-cess model
and the context-sensitive model [J Binder[dJ 1999; Binder &Rayner[] 1998; Kellas & VVulJ 19990 . According to
both modelsl] relativemeaning frequency and contextual bias are important variables in the resolution of lexical
amloiguity. Two important findings have emergedby the reordered access model. Firstt) when readers encounter a
bal-anced ambiguous word [ a word with two equally frequent in terpreta-tions] in a neutral context[] they look
at that word longer than at a con-trol word that is matched on length and frequency.CJ O O O
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