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and color patches
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Subjects can name color words faster than they can name color patches. To account for that
effect, a generic model of naming is described which assumes that words access the mentallexi­
con directly, whereas color patches do so only indirectly via an initial imaginal or semantic rep­
resentation. However, Lund (1927) reported that the naming advantage for words disappeared
when all the items to be named on a page were the same (i.e., they were blocked). In the present
study, three experiments are reported that were designed to provide a clearer empirical defini­
tion of Lund's blocking effect and to ascertain the extent to which it requires a modification of
the generic model. The blocked lists had 50 items arranged into 10 blocks, with each block homo­
geneous with respect to color. The block lengths were either all a predictable length of 5 items
or they varied randomly from 1 to 9 items. The data indicated the following: (1) The blocking
effect occurred even when the task required a full identification of each item, and (2) the blocking
effect was confined to within-block transitions. Blocking seemed to eliminate the word advan­
tage by allowing the subject to re-use the lexical entry used for the immediately prior item, which
is consistent with the generic model.

Since Cattell (1886) first noted that the processing of
color information takes more time than does the process­
ing of words, there have been literally hundreds of studies
devoted to some aspect of this effect (see Glaser, 1992,
for a review). Over the past several decades, these ex­
plorations have tended to occur primarily in the more com­
plex context of a Stroop (1935b) interference task (see
MacLeod, 1991, for a review), but it is also the case that
the basic phenomenon demonstrated by Cattell is still lack­
ing a broadly accepted explanation.

One of the early explanations for the advantage of words
over color patches in a naming task was framed simply
in terms of the strength of the stimulus-response associ­
ation on the basis of the frequency of the pairing (i.e.,
how often red, as a visual stimulus, had preceded the nam­
ing response' 'red, " as compared with how often the color
patch had preceded that naming response). However, al­
though the issue is complicated (Lund, 1927; Stroop,
1935a), and there might be some influence of differential
practice with these two types of naming tasks, there also
are data that seem to be inconsistent with this very sim­
ple associative account (Brown, 1915; Ligon, 1932).

A Generic Model of Naming
An alternative account that can handle both the nam­

ing data and those from the Stroop (l935b) paradigm is
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based on the assumption that visual displays of words
directly access the mental lexicon, whereas nonortho­
graphic visual displays (e.g., color patches and objects
or pictures of objects) directly access nonlexical imagi­
nal representations. Furthermore, it would be assumed
that access to a common amodal semantic memory would
follow one of these two types of initial cognitive encod­
ing (i.e., lexical or imaginal) as a subsequent encoding
event.

Unfortunately, with regard to this latter point, there is
a complicating factor in that there does appear to be a cer­
tain intimacy between a nonlexical imaginal encoding and
its meaning, but that does not hold for lexical representa­
tions and their meaning (e.g., Smith & Magee, 1980).
That is, semantic elaboration benefits the encoding of
words but not pictures. This differential intimacy is clearly
a complex issue, and it may not reflect any type of
privileged relationship (see, e.g., Haase & Theios, 1992;
Snodgrass & McCullough, 1986; Theios & Amrhein,
1989). On the other hand, it does seem to be real (Glaser,
1992), and it could be handled by assuming either that
the imaginal encoding includes meaning or that it auto­
matically activates projections to semantic memory. That
is, if semantic access is required, words and pictures may
be equally effective as stimuli, but, for lexical entries,
such semantic access may be optional whereas it is not
optional for imaginal representations.

If the perceiver's task were to name the display, the
needed information would be the lexical representation.
The fact that words have an immediate access to the lexi­
con, whereas nonword stimuli gain lexical access only via
a detour through their imaginal representation, would ex­
plain why words are named faster. In addition, when there
is inconsistent word and nonword information in a dis-

169 Copyright 1994 Psychonomic Society, Inc.



170 SEIFERT AND JOHNSON

play, as in a Stroop (l935b) task, there would be no ac­
tive and competing lexical representation of the nonword
information when the word was being named. However,
by the time there was an active lexical representation of
the nonword information, there would also bea competing
lexical representation of the word, and that competition
would result in interference.

The foregoing view is generic in the sense that it is not
new, and its essential components and structure have been
the core of many models in the past (see, e.g., Glaser
& Glaser, 1989; Nelson, Reed, & McEvoy, 1977; Potter
& Faulconer, 1975; Smith & Magee, 1980; Snodgrass,
1984; Theios & Amrhein, 1989). In addition, the model
can bedetailed by noting that a logical analysis of the task,
as well as a substantial body of empirical work on gen­
eral models of visual information processing, require that
it include at least five levels of processing and their at­
tendant forms of representing information. These levels
conform roughly to those proposed by Huttenlocher and
Kubicek (1983; see also LaHeij, 1988, and Lupker &
Katz, 1981).

The first level is a sensory encoding of the display, and
it would involve a relatively uninterpreted precognitive
representation of the stimulus input, which can be identi­
fied with the work on iconic memory. Specifically, it is
assumed that the information would be encoded into phys­
ically defined units (e.g., single printed letters) but not
cognitively defined units (e.g., words), and the represen­
tation would be in the form of physical attributes (e.g.,
colors, shapes, etc.) but not cognitive attributes (e.g., Is
an item a letter as opposed to being a digit?; see John­
son, 1977, pp. 95-103; Johnson, 1981, pp. 38-41; and
Johnson, 1991, pp. 87-91, for brief reviews of the rele­
vant literature). In addition, it is assumed that the rate
at which this level of encoding occurs does not vary as
a function of whether the display is a picture or a word
(see Glaser, 1992, for a brief review).

In the event the sensory representation provides ade­
quate information for the task, subjects should respond
faster and more efficiently than if the task required some
form of higher level encoding. For example, Lund (1927)
had subjects find and point to all instances of a particular
color patch or a particular word on a sheet of such items.
Because subjects seem able to detect and compare simul­
taneously available color patches on the basis of a physi­
cal (Levell) comparison (Clark, 1969; Goolkasian,
1981), the sensory representation would be adequate for
detecting the color patches. However, for words, subjects
do not seem to have the information needed to make such
comparisons more than a few spaces from their point of
fixation (Rayner, 1975), and, as a result, they would re­
quire a subsequent lexical encoding before the perceiver
could know whether the item matched the target.

In accordance with that expectation, Lund (1927) found
that subjects were much faster at detecting instances of
a particular color on pages of color patches than they were
at detecting instances of a particular word on pages of
color words. Similarly, Clark (1969) found that subjects

were very efficient at selectively disregarding irrelevant
colors in an iconic memory task (e.g., red dots in the con­
text of detecting blue dots), whereas Sperling (1960) found
that when the two types of items represented a cognitive
distinction (digits vs. consonants), the subjects were not
able to disregard the irrelevant items.

The second level of processingand representation would
involve encoding the sensory representation into an ini­
tial conceptual form that is compatible with the physical
form of the stimulus and that could be used as the basis
for identification. A word would require a lexical encod­
ing, whereas a color patch, an object, or the picture of
an object would require an imaginal encoding, and iden­
tification would occur when this level of encoding became
active. If the task demanded the use of this form of en­
coding (e.g., a simple identificationtask), perceivers could
respond immediately, but if the task required a different
form of representation, in the third step of processing the
item would be recoded into the needed form. The third
step either could involve a semantic encoding of the item,
or, in the case of an imaginal representation, could in­
volve the activation of a lexical encoding for the item (al­
though such lexical activation might be semantically
mediated).

For example, as noted above, naming requires a lexi­
cal representation, and that encoding would be immedi­
ately available at the second level of processing if the dis­
play was a word, but, for a color patch, there would be
a need to recode its Level 2 representation into a lexical
encoding. Similarly, if the task required a response based
on the item's meaning, it could be done on the basis of
Level 3 recoding in order to obtain the needed semantic
information.

The implication of these points is that performance in
any task requiring only Level 2 encoding will be faster
and more efficient than performance in a task requiring
Level 3 encoding. This expectation is supported both by
the fact that subjects are faster at naming color words than
at naming color patches and by the fact that when the need
for lexical recoding is eliminated by having subjects use
a buttonpress to signal that an item has been identified,
the usual latency advantage of responses to words over
those to pictures disappears (Fraisse, 1969), as does the
Stroop (l935b) effect (McClain, 1983). Smith and Magee
(1980) also report data that are consistent with this sug­
gestion regarding Level 2 encoding.

Finally, the fourth and fifth levels of processing involve
response selection and response execution. Response
selection can be viewed in a variety of ways. For exam­
ple, one possibility would be to construe it as a momen­
tary priming of a particular response encoding (e.g., a
lexical entry), or, alternatively, as the putting of that en­
coding into a special preexecution buffer. Response exe­
cution, on the other hand, would involve activating a se­
lected item so that the information it represents could be
recreated. Clearly, these statements represent nothing
more than relatively standard and unelaborated charac­
terizations of these two stages.
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In summary, this generic model is simply the set of core
assumptions, without the frills, that is common to a wide
variety of more detailed models. In addition, it is this set
of common assumptions that those models use to account
for both the Stroop (1935b) effect (Macl.eod, 1991) and
the differences in the naming of words and color patches
in the absence of interference (Glaser, 1992). Further­
more, the elaboration of those assumptions with the four
levels of encoding is really not an elaboration at all, in
the sense that it is nothing more than the acknowledgment
of several decades of empirical realities that also are either
implicit or explicit components of all those models (see,
e.g., Huttenlocher & Kubicek, 1983).

Lund's Blocking Effect
Although the bulk of the naming data, as well as those

obtained with the Stroop (1935b) task, are consistent with
this model, there is one interesting empirical effect (Lund,
1927) that is not well understood and that may have im­
plications regarding the foregoing account of naming. Spe­
cifically, Lund demonstrated that when subjects were
given a sheet of paper containing all the items to be named,
and if all the items on the sheet were the same (e.g., all
the color patches were red or all the words were the word
red), there was no difference in the naming time for colors
and words. On the other hand, if the sheet contained the
same number of items, but consisting of a random arrange­
ment of different colors or color words, word naming did
have a latency advantage. This reduction or disappearance
of the naming advantage for words when the displays on
a sheet are all the same will be referred to as Lund's block­
ing effect, and the following experiments were designed
to explore this phenomenon. Specifically, the goals were
to provide a more detailed empirical definition of this
blocking effect and to determine the extent to which it
can be explained within the context of the foregoing
generic model.

One very obvious and simple explanation for the ab­
sence of a word advantage in Lund's (1927) task in which
items were blocked (i.e., all the items on the sheet were
the same) is that, when the subjects were handed the sheet,
they may have just noted that all the items were the same.
They then could have provided a lexical encoding for that
item, and, when the task began, they could have just re­
peated that lexical encoding as often as there were items
on the page. If subjects did proceed in that manner, al­
though certain automatic encoding events might occur as
perceivers move from one item to the next on a display
sheet, their performance would not be dependent on the
encoding of any specific item information. If that is the
explanation, the blocking effect is not inconsistent with
the foregoing model, and the problem is that the ex­
perimental task is flawed and theoretically uninteresting.
The major issue for the following experiments, then, is
to determine whether the blocking effect occurs even when
the task requires that each item be encoded to the point
of identification.

EXPERIMENT 1

The purpose of Experiment 1 was to assess the extent to
which Lund's (1927) blocking effect is attributable to the
fact that the subjects could see that all of the items on the
blocked sheets were the same and that therefore they
needed to encode the target only once. In this experiment,
the displays also were blocked, but instead of the items on
a whole display sheet being the same, the blocked condi­
tion employed display sheets that had 10 blocks of 5 items.
That is, there would be a run of five instances of one color
patch or color word, followed by a run offive instances
of another color patch or color word, and so forth, and
there would be 10 such runs on a display sheet organized
into five columns with 10 items in each column.

If, in the Lund (1927) experiments, the blocking itself
was responsible for the effect, there also should be such an
effect under these conditions, even though it might be re­
duced because of the fact that there is more than one block.
On the other hand, the fact that the blocked sheets actually
have several blocks per sheet would preclude subjects
from just noting that all the items are the same and en­
gaging in one encoding event prior to the onset of the task.

Method
The design of this experiment involved tasks in which the differ­

ent items on a display list (color words or color patches) either were
randomly arranged or were arranged in blocks of 5 items, with the
items in each block homogeneous with respect to color name. The
colors used were blue, green, red, orange, and brown; lO-pitch
pica type was used for the lists of color words. The displays ap­
peared on legal-size paper (8.5 x 14 in.), and there were five
columns of 10 items each. The color patches were 1x2 ern, and,
for both the words and patches, the center-to-center distance be­
tween items in a column was 3 ern, with the left edges of the items
in adjacent columns 3.75 em apart.

There were 10 instances of each color on both the color-word
and color-patch sheets, and, for the randomly arranged sheets, the
only constraint was that a color could not follow itself. For the
blocked sheets, the items were arranged into 10 blocks of 5 items
each, with the items within a block homogeneous with respect to
color. There were 2 blocks of each color on a sheet, and the order
of blocks was random with the exception that the 2 blocks for the
same color could not be successive. Finally, for each blocked sheet
of color patches and each sheet of randomized individual color
patches, there was a corresponding sheet of color words with the
same randomization, and there were 10 such pairs of sheets for both
the blocked and the randomized conditions (i.e., 40 display sheets
in all). In addition, there was one sheet of randomized color patches
and one of randomized words that were used for practice.

Procedure. When the subjects arrived to be tested, they were
first tested for color blindness with the Ishihara color plates and
some sample color patches similar to those used in the experiment.
The task was then described to the subjects, and they were given
the two practice sheets. The first practice sheet was covered with
white paper and was placed in front of the subject. The subjects
were told to name each item on the sheet as fast as possible and
to point to the item with their finger as they named it. When they
reached the bottom of the first column, they were to move over
to the bottom of the second column and move up as they named
the items; when they reached the top of the second column, they
were to move to the top of the third column and go down that
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Stimulus

Table 2
Response Times (in Seconds) for Experiment 1

Table 1
Percentage of Errors for Experiment 1

List Word Color Means

Random .20 .95 .58
Blocked .20 .33 .27

Means .20 .64 .42

EXPERIMENT 2

Discussion
Experiment 1 replicated the well-documented finding

that color-word naming was faster than color-patch nam­
ing when the order of the presentations of stimuli was ran­
dom (Brown, 1915; Garrett & Lemmon, 1924; Holling­
worth, 1915; Lund, 1927; Woodworth & Wells, 1911).
Furthermore, this experiment also supported Lund's evi­
dence that color-word naming was not faster than color­
patch naming when the items in the lists were blocked,
such that identical items occurred within a block.

In addition, this study also demonstrated that the effect
of blocking stimulus lists was not dependent on the same
naming response being used for all items on a page. That
suggests that Lund's (1927) blocking effect did not stem
from subjects simply encoding the first item on the page
(for blocked lists) and then just repeating that response
as many times as there were items on the page (i.e., sim­
ply counting events instead of encoding them). In this ex­
periment, at the very minimum, the subjects were forced
to attend to every sixth item on a page in order to encode
the first item of each new block, yet the blocking effect
was still obtained.

Experiment 1 replicated Lund's (1927) blocking effect
in a slightly different task environment, and its results in­
dicate that the effect cannot be attributed to something as
simple as subjects just encoding the presented item once
per page of displays and then repeating it as often as there
are items on the page. However, there are at least three
alternative accounts of the blocking effect that are equally
simple, and which also would suggest that the implica­
tions of the effect for the generic model are limited or
nonexistent.

The first account is that it is still possible that, under
the blocked condition, subjects may be able to name the
items within a block without first encoding them to the
point of identification. For example, when subjects see
and name an item on a display sheet, they can also see
the next item on the page, which would allow for a simul­
taneous comparison. That very simple physical comparison
(Level 1 encoding) would cue them as to whether they
should use the same response for that next item, even be­
fore they actually produce the name for the first item. In
addition, the use of such a physical comparison would
allow subjects to make a decision and select a response
prior to processing the stimulus event to the point of
identification.

[F(I,29) = 55.61, MSe = 5.67, p < .01]. The critical
interaction between blocking and type of stimulus also was
significant [F(l,29) = 114.66,MSe = 4.l1,p < .01),
and pairwise comparisons revealed that although reading
had an advantage over color naming on random lists
[F(1,29) = 121.32, MSe = 6.41, P < .01], the advan­
tage was reversed on blocked lists [F(1,29) = 2.32,
MSe = 3.36, p > .05].

23.19
18.78

20.99

Means

25.74
18.52

Color

22.13

Stimulus

Word

19.84

20.65
19.03

Random
Blocked

List

Means

column, and so forth. Finally, the subjects were told to correct any
errors that they made.

After they were given the two practice sheets, one naming color
words and the other naming color patches, the subjects were given
the eight test sheets, two representing each of the four conditions
in the experiments (i.e., random words and patches, and blocked
words and patches). The subjects were given one sheet represent­
ing each of the four conditions, followed by the second sheet for
each of the conditions, and within that constraint the order of the
lists was random except for the fact that, across subjects, each con­
dition appeared in each of the eight list positions equally often. The
task and instructions were the same for the test sheets as for the
practice sheets, and, before a list was presented, the subjects were
informed as to whether it contained words or patches, but no com­
ment was ever made with regard to blocking. The experimenter
timed the subjects by using a stopwatch, and the two dependent
variables were the total time required to name all the items on a
sheet and the number of errors made on each sheet.

Subjects. Two subjects were eliminated because they failed the
initial screening for color blindness. The remaining 30 subjects were
introductory psychology students who participated as part of a course
option. All the subjects were native speakers of American English,
and they all reported having normal or corrected-to-normal vision.

Results
An analysis of the error data (Table 1) demonstrated

that the subjects committed very few errors. They made
more errors on random lists than on blocked lists [F(1,29)
= 6.38, MSe = .89, p < .05] and more errors on color­
patch lists than on color-word lists [F(I,29) = 15.85,
MSe = .74, P < .01]. In addition, there was a significant
interaction between blocking and type of stimulus [F(1,29)
= 9.50, MSe = .60, p < .01], which indicates that block­
ing reduced errors for the color-patch lists [F(I,29) =
10.39, MSe = 1.10, p < .05] but not for the color-word
lists [F < 1.00, MSe = .40]. In addition, it is interest­
ing to note that, for the blocked lists, 98 % of all errors
occurred on the transitions between blocks.

In terms of speed of naming, mean response rates (Ta­
ble 2) were faster for blocked lists than for random lists
[F(l,29) = 97.60, MSe = 12.00, p < .01], and they
were faster for color-word lists than for color-patch lists
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Second, for the blocked sheets, subjects may note very
early that every block has five items and then just pro­
duce each response five times before engaging in a new
encoding event. Again, the blocking would facilitate per­
formance, but it would do so in a task environment that
did not require the identification of each stimulus event
within a block.

Finally, the third possible account is in terms of inter­
ference. For example, it may be that when the sheet con­
tains patches of many different colors, or when there are
many different color words on the sheet, the items in the
perceivers' parafoveal and peripheral vision provide inter­
ference as the perceivers are attempting to name a target
item (i.e., a Stroop-like interference effect). However,
the fact that words can be semantically processed only
a few spaces from the point of fixation (Rayner, 1975),
whereas colors can be processed several degrees from the
point of fixation (Goolkasian, 1981), suggests that there
would be greater interference when the sheet contains
color patches than when it contains color words. That dif­
ferential interference would account for both the word
advantage that Lund (1927) obtained and the fact that it
disappeared when the items were blocked (i.e., there
would be a drop in interference resulting from a reduc­
tion in the number of surrounding items that had a differ­
ent color).

Both the account based on simultaneous physical com­
parisons and the interference explanation assume that sub­
jects are exposed to more than one stimulus item at a time,
as was the case in Experiment 1. That problem was elimi­
nated in the present experiment by employing a screen
with a small aperture that covered all but the item cur­
rently being named. The subjects moved the screen and
named each item as it appeared in the aperture. The time
between succeeding stimuli, plus the masking effect of
the second of two adjacent stimuli on the first, would
preclude a simple physical (Levell) comparison. For that
reason, the comparison would have to be between a mem­
ory of the identity of the prior stimulus and a comparable
encoding of the current stimulus. In addition, there would
be no other stimuli in view to cause interference.

If the blocking effect occurs because subjects encode,
to the point of identification, only the first item in each
block and then use that encoding five times (i.e., count
detected events without identifying them), the blocking
effect would be eliminated if subjects had no way of know­
ing when a block ended. Experiment 2 also included a
set of conditions that explored that possibility. It compared
a group that had predictable blocks of a fixed length of
5 items, as in Experiment 1, with a group that had un­
predictable blocks that averaged 5 items in length, but
whose lengths varied randomly from 1 to 9. The screen
with the small aperture was used for both conditions, but
only for the condition with unpredictable block lengths
would the subjects have no way of knowing in advance
when one block ends and the next block begins.

On the other hand, if subjects always identify each dis­
play before responding, the predictability of block lengths

would be irrelevant. Within that context, an alternative
possibility, and one that does have implications with re­
gard to the generic model, is that subjects actually do pro­
vide an initial conceptual encoding for each item as it
appears (i.e., a Level 2 encoding), but when using that en­
coding as a basis for response selection, they first make an
initial determination as to whether the lexical entry used
for the immediately preceding item is still appropriate. If
it is appropriate, (i.e., the two identity encodings match),
that already available lexical encoding is selected and ex­
ecuted (see Rabbitt & Rodgers, 1977, for a similar use
of this idea to account for repetition effects on latency).

However, if that lexical entry is not appropriate, and
the initial conceptual encoding also is not the one needed
for the task (e.g., the task is naming, and the display is
a color patch), Level 3 recoding would be needed to ob­
tain the appropriate representation. When subjects name
color patches, this level of encoding would occur at each
block-to-block transition, but it would not occur on tran­
sitions between items within blocks. In addition, although
it would occur only 20% of the time for blocked lists,
it would have to occur for every transition on the ran­
dom lists.

The issue, then, is the extent to which Lund's (1927)
blocking effect is dependent on subjects' ability to name
the items within a block of displays without first iden­
tifying them, with the alternative being that the effect oc­
curs despite the need for such conceptual encoding. The
tasks employed in this experiment forced the subjects to
provide a conceptual encoding for each item by eliminat­
ing all sources of information regarding the nature of a
display prior to its appearance, and the empirical issue
was whether the blocking effect would occur even under
these circumstances. If it is obtained, our understanding
of the blocking effect will have a direct bearing on how
best to construe the difference, if any, between the nam­
ing of print objects and nonprint objects.

Method
The screen was made with a 43 x 71 cm piece oflightweight (but

opaque) white cloth glued to the bottom of the blade of a spatula.
The aperture (2.5 x 3 em) was cut through the center of the blade
and cloth, and the subjects held the handle of the spatula to move
the screen. The screen moved very easily and smoothly over the
display sheets, and the subjects simply moved the aperture to the
next item on a sheet before naming it, instead of moving their finger
as in Experiment 1. In all other respects, the procedures for the
two experiments were exactly the same.

Experiment 2 involved two replications of Experiment 1, except
that the screen was always used and, for one of the replications,
the block lengths varied randomly from 1 to 9 items, instead of
being a constant 5. Random-length (or unpredictable) blocks versus
fixed-length (or predictable) blocks was a between-subject factor,
and the subjects were assigned to those two conditions in random
order as they appeared for the experiment. There were 30 subjects
in each condition, and they were drawn from the same population
that was used for the other experiments.

For the predictable condition, the sheets were the same as in Ex­
periment 1. However, for the unpredictable condition, although the
sheets of random items were the same as in Experiment 1, the
blocked lists had one block each of lengths 1 through 9, except that
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there were two blocks of length 5. On a specific presentation sheet,
each color appeared in two blocks, but there was no attempt to in­
sure that each color occurred equally often on a sheet. For exam­
ple, brown might appear in blocks of one and three, whereas red
would be in blocks of nine and eight. However, across the 10 dis­
play sheets used in the experiment for the unpredictable blocked
conditions, each color appeared in each block length equally often,
and, for each sheet of color patches, there was a corresponding sheet
of color words in which the items appeared in the same order. Fi­
nally, on any particular sheet, the order of block lengths and colors
was random, within the constraints that there could not be two con­
secutive blocks of the same color and, across sheets, every color
had to appear in every block length equally often. In all other
respects, however, the unpredictable condition was an exact repli­
cation of the predictable condition.

Results
The error data are given in Table 3 and are similar to

those for Experiment 1. Overall, there was no main ef­
fect of predictability [F < 1.00, MSe = 3.03], but the
subjects made more errors on the color patches than on
the words [F(1,58) = 37.45, MSe = 3.65, P < .001] and
more errors on the random lists than on the blocked lists
[F(1,58) = 19.86, MSe = 1.20,p < .001]. In addition,
the interaction between blocking and type of item also was
significant [F(1,58) = 46.73, MSe = 2.00, P < .001],
but the other interactions all yielded Fs of less than 1.00.

For the predictable blocking condition, there were fewer
errors on blocked items than on random items [F(1,29) =
6.39, MSe = 2.84, p < .01] and fewer errors on color
words than on color patches [F(1,29) = 14.28, MSe =
4.62, P < .01]. In addition, there was a significant inter­
action between blocking and type of item [F(1,29) =
19.91,MSe =2.18,p < .01], with blocking increasing
errors for the words [F(1,29) = 5.48, MSe = .49, P <
.05], while reducing them for the patches [F(1,29) =
13.00, MSe = 4.52, P < .001].

For the unpredictable blocking condition, the subjects
also made more errors on random items than on blocked
items [F(1,29) = 14.89,MSe =2.27,p < .01] and more
errors on color patches than on color words [F(1,29) =

Table 3
Percentage of Errors for Experiment 2

Stimulus

List Word Color Means

Predictable
Random .10 2.00 1.05
Blocked .40 .60 .50

Means .25 1.30 .78

Unpredictable
Random .13 2.13 1.13
Blocked .30 .47 .38

Means .22 1.30 .76

Both Conditions
Random .12 2.07 1.09
Blocked .35 .53 .44

Means .23 1.30 .77

Table 4
Response Times (in Seconds). for E?,periment 2 __._

Stimulus

List Word Color Means

Predictable
Random 31.58 38.44 35.01
Blocked 29.87 29.65 29.76

Means 30.73 34.05 32.39

Unpredictable
Random 31.16 36.93 34.04
Blocked 31.28 31.66 31.47

Means 31.22 34.29 32.76

Both Conditions
Random 31.37 37.69 34.53
Blocked 30.58 30.66 30.62

Means 30.97 34.17 32.57
._----------

26.49, MSe = 2.66, P < .01]. In addition, there was a
significant interaction between blocking and type of item
[F(I,29) = 27.54, MSe = 1.83, P < .01], with the
blocking effect significant for the patches [F(1,29) =
22,66, MSe = 3.68, p < .01] but not for the words
[F(I,29) = 1.99, MSe = .42,p > .05]. Finally, almost
all of the errors on blocked lists occurred at transitions
between blocks of items (98%for the unpredictable con­
dition, and 97% for the predictable condition), and color
words and color patches were not reliably different in this
regard for either of the two main conditions.

The data for speed of naming are presented in Table 4.
There was no main effect for predictability [F < 1.00,
MSe = 146.58], but the subjects were faster on blocked
lists than on random lists [F(1,58) = 234.14, MSe =
7.85, p < .01], and they were faster on color words than
on color patches [F(I,58) = 106.29,MSe = 11.54,p <
.01]. In addition, there were reliable interactions between
blocking and type of item [F(1,58) = 283.97, MSe =
4.10, P < .01], as well as between predictability and
blocking [F(1,58) = 27.44, MSe = 7.85,p < .01], and
the three-way interaction also was significant [F(1,58) =
5.25, MSe = 4.10, P < .05].

In general, there was a larger effect of blocking on the
color patches (i.e., Lund's, 1927, blocking effect), and
the reliable three-way interaction suggests that the ten­
dency for blocking to reduce or eliminate the color-word
advantage was somewhat greater for the predictable con­
dition. However, that interpretation is clouded by what
appears to be a problem with heterogeneity of variance.
For example, as will be noted below, although in abso­
lute terms the interaction between blocking and item type
is larger for the predictable condition, the F-value for that
interaction is actually substantially smaller than for the
comparable interaction for the unpredictable condition
(138.09 vs. 157.42).

The results from separate analyses of the between-group
conditions were similar to the results of the overall anal-
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ysis. In the predictable blocking condition, the subjects
were faster on blocked sheets than on random sheets
[F(1,29) = 199.53, MS. = 8.29, P < .01], they were
faster on color words than on color patches [F(1,29) =
40.61, MS. = 16.30, P < .01], and the interaction be­
tween these two factors also was significant [F(1,29) =
138.09, MS. = 5.44. P < .01]. Similarly, for the un­
predictable condition, the subjects were faster on blocked
than on random lists [F(1,29) = 53.71, MS. =7.40,p <
.01], they were faster for color words than for color
patches [F(l ,29) = 83.57, MS. = 6.78, P < .01], and,
again, the interaction was significant [F(I,29) = 157.42,
MS. = 2.27, P < .01].

Pairwise comparisons revealed that, for the predictable
blocking condition, the subjects were significantly faster
on blocked color patches than on random color patches
[F(I,29) = 275.89, MS. = 8.40, P < .01] and on blocked
color words than on random color words [F(1,29) =
16.48, MS. = 5.33, P < .01]. The two random condi­
tions did differ reliably [F(I,29) = 89.10, MS. = 15.85,
P < .01], but the two blocking conditions were not reli­
ably different (F < 1.00, MS. = 5.89). Pairwise com­
parisons for the unpredictable condition revealed that the
subjects were significantly faster on blocked color patches
than on random color patches [F(I,29) = '109.01, MS. =
7.63, P < .01], but the naming times for blocked color
words and random color words were not reliably differ­
ent [F < 1.00, MS. = 2.53]. For the random condition,
the subjects were slower on the color patches [F(l ,29) =
140.98, MS. = 7.08, P < .01], but the difference be­
tween the two blocking conditions was not significant
[F(I,29) = 1.75, MS. = 2.47, P > .05].

Finally, it is important to note that the use of the screen
did have a very marked effect on the subjects' perfor­
mance. In comparison with Experiment 1, there was an
increase of about 50 % in both the error rate and the mean
response latency. That was true for both the word lists
and the lists of color patches, which suggests that having
prior visual information regarding an upcoming display
is an important determiner of a subject's performance.

Discussion
The results of this experiment indicate very clearly that

prior knowledge of when a block of same-named items
will end is not a precondition for Lund's (1927) blocking
effect. In both major conditions, there was a marked ad­
vantage for naming color words over naming color patches
when the items on the sheets were random and unblocked.
However, the difference in naming time disappeared when
the items were blocked, even when the block lengths
varied randomly and the screen precluded the subjects
from seeing an upcoming item until it was time to respond.
In general, then, Lund's blocking effect seems to have
occurred even when the task required the encoding of each
item to the point of identification, which suggests that the
facilitating effect of blocking is occurring at some point
subsequent to that initial conceptual encoding.

EXPERIMENT 3

The current data indicate that the initial encoding events
up through identification are not a factor in Lund's (1927)
blocking effect, whereas the Fraisse (1969) data indicate
that the word advantage for random lists occurs only when
the task requires lexical access. That combination of facts
suggests that the blocking effect occurs because blocking
allows the perceiver to use the initial encoding to bypass
the activation of a lexical entry. However, because a lex­
ical encoding is needed (i.e., the task involves naming),
the implication is that lexical activation is bypassed be­
cause the needed encoding is already active and available.

Specifically, in terms of the generic model, a reason­
able account of the facilitation of color-patch naming from
blocking is that the lexical entry for an item is kept active
(i.e., it remains "selected") until after the next item is
presented. If the imaginal representation of the new dis­
play matches the perceiver's memory of the immediately
preceding display, that lexical encoding is simply reen­
coded into its motor routine and executed. Another pos­
sibility is that the motor routine itself somehow remains
in an active or primed state, and the match between the
imaginal representation and the memory just retriggers
that execution. In fact, it is possible that one or the other
of these strategies is the general case, such that an en­
coding of the immediately preceding item is always avail­
able for use, regardless of whether the items are blocked
or random, or whether they are words or patches, and
it is only in the blocked situation that the availability be­
comes evident.

For both of the foregoing options, the critical assump­
tion is that lexical activation would be necessary only on
trials that are transitions from one block to the next, for
which a new lexical encoding would be needed. Only at
those points should there be any difference in the way
words and color patches are handled. For random lists,
every transition would be of this type, whereas, for
blocked lists, only the between-block transitions would
be. Within blocks, on the other hand, the initial encod­
ing (imaginal or lexical) would immediately lead to the
motor encoding or reexecution of the correct response,
regardless of the type of display, and response times
should be the same for the naming of color words and
color patches.

Along with the usual random-list condition, the present
experiment employed the blocked lists from Experiment 2,
in which the block lengths varied unpredictably. How­
ever, instead of using the screen and sheets of paper on
which the items appeared, the displays were presented as
single items in the center of a computer screen, and the
subjects responded by naming the display (consisting of
either a color word or a small colored square). A voice
key tripped a timing device, and a separate latency was
recorded for each stimulus. In that way, latencies for
between-block and within-block transitions could be kept
separate.
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In addition, immediately before each display, a small
black square appeared in the center of the screen as a fix­
ation point. Half of the subjects just looked at the black
square as a fixation point and named the subsequent dis­
play, whereas the other half of the subjects said "square"
when the small black square appeared and then also named
the subsequent display. The rationale for this factor was
that although it is quite likely that subjectscould have more
than one lexical entry primed and active at any point in
time, it is unlikely that two motor routines could be simul­
taneously active. If that is the case, that is, if the carryover
from one display to the next is an active motor routine,
rather than a primed lexical entry, the saying of "square"
between displays should eliminate the carryover, and the
blocking effect should disappear.

Finally, it has been argued that identity (Level 2) en­
codings are used when subjects determine whether a new
stimulus is the same as the immediately preceding stimu­
lus. The reason it is assumed that a sensory (Levell) en­
coding cannot be used is that the time between succeed­
ing stimulus events (about 750 msec), plus the masking
effect of the second stimulus, would preclude there be­
ing any lingering sensory representation of Stimulus N - 1
when Stimulus N appeared. For that reason, a decision
could not be made on the basis of a simple sensory-level
comparison, and a more durable memorial encoding of
the prior stimulus would be needed.

In the present experiment, the possibility of a lingering
sensory representation of the prior stimulus was reduced
even further by increasing the duration of the interstimulus
interval to several seconds, which, according to the Pos­
ner, Boies, Eichelman, and Taylor (1969) data, should
preclude the subjects from making a physical compari­
son. In addition, the black square used as a fixation point
intervened between the two stimulus events, which would
effectively mask the first stimulus, even if the interval
were not sufficiently long.

Method
Apparatus and Materials. The colors and color patches were

red, blue, yel1ow, purple, and green, and they appeared in the center
of a VGA computer screen with a white background. The words
were black and typed in lowercase in a standard typeface; the color
patches were I x.5 in. Each display was preceded by a black square
(l X I ern) as a fixation point, which, for the subjects who did not
say "square," remained in view for about 750 msec. For the sub­
jects who did say "square," the black square went off about
500 msec after their response. In each case, when the square went
off the screen, it was immediately replaced by the color word or
color patch, which remained in view until after the subject
responded.

With the exceptions that a computer was used, that the unit of
analysis was the response to an individual display (rather than nam­
ing times for a whole sheet), that the foregoingdisplay characteristics
were employed, that each display was preceded by a predisplay fix­
ation point, and that the subjects did or did not say "square" when
the fixation display appeared, this experiment was exactly the same
as the condition in Experiment 2 whose blocked displays had blocks
of random lengths. Instead of 10 sheets of 50 items, there were
10 sets of 50 trials. There were 2 sets of trials in which color words
appeared randomly and 2 sets in which color patches appeared ran-

domly, and, as before, the only constraint was that, within a set
of trials, an item could not follow itself. Two additional sets of trials
were constructed in the same manner and were used for practice.
One set of practice trials had words; the other set had patches.

In addition, there were 2 sets of 50 trials of color words and 2
sets of 50 trials of color patches in which the items appeared in
blocks, within which the items were homogeneous with regard to
color name. Within a set of 50 blocked trials, there was one block
each of lengths I through 9, except that there were two blocks of
5 items. The assignment of colors to blocks, the randomization of
block lengths, and the order in which the lists or trial sets were
presented were the same as in Experiment 2, except that instead of
having only I set of 10 randomized sheets used for all subjects, a
separate set of 10 randomized trial sets was created for each subject.

Procedure. The subjects were first given the two sets of prac­
tice trials, with half of them getting patches before words and the
other half getting words before patches. That was fol1owedby the
eight sets of 50 trials that were the test items. Before a set of trials
was presented, the subjects were informed as to whether the dis­
plays would be words or patches. Half of the subjects were told
that, for all of their trial sets, they were to say the word "square"
when they saw the black square as a prefixation display, and the
other subjects were simply told to look at the square. They were
all told that shortly thereafter the display (word or patch) would
appear and that they were to name it as quickly as possible, speak­
ing into a microphone that they held in their hand. The experimenter
determined the flow of the experiment by pressing a key to initiate
each test trial (i.e., the black square followed by a display). The
subjects also were told not to correct any naming errors (correc­
tions sometimes disrupted the timing of the next trial).

Subjects. The subjects were 32 students from the same popula­
tion used for the prior experiments. Sixteen subjects were randomly
assigned to each of the between-subject conditions (saying or not
saying "square"), and they were pretested with the Ishihara plates
to be certain that they were not color blind.

Results
The overall error data are presented in Table 5, and

a breakdown of the data for the blocked condition in terms
of between-block versus within-block transitions is given
in Table 6. With regard to the overall analysis, the error
rate across all conditions was 5.53%, but none of the spe-

Table 5
Percentage of Errors for Experiment 3

Stimulus

Display Condition Word Color Means

Not saying "square"
Random 3.88 5.50 4.69
Blocked 5.69 3.81 4.75

Means 4.78 4.66 4.72

Saying "square"
Random 4.81 4.81 4.81
Blocked 8.00 7.75 7.88

Means 6,41 6.28 6.34

Both conditions
Random 4.34 5.16 4.75
Blocked 6.84 5.78 6.31

Means 5.59 5,47 5.53._-_._----
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cific effects were reliable, with the largest effect being
whether the displays were random or blocked [F(l,30) =
3.05, MSe = 25.63, p > .05]. The separate analysis of
the blocked condition indicated that the only effect to be
reliable was the transition-type x display-type interaction
[F(l,30) = 5.15, MSe = 18.01, P < .05], indicating a
smaller difference between words and patches within
blocks than between blocks, although the between-block
difference itself was not reliable [F(l ,30) = 2.06, MSe =

64.24, p > .05].
The overall latency data are presented in Table 7. Un­

expectedly, the subjects were significantly faster at nam­
ing the target display if they had said "square" when the
predisplay fixation square appeared [F(l,30) = 7.59,
MSe = 12,138, P < .05], but that main effect did not
interact with either display type (word vs. patch) (F <
1.00, MSe = 2,903) or blocking condition (blocked vs.
random presentation; F < 1.00, MSe = 1,024), and the
three-way interaction also was not significant [F(l ,30) =

1.58, MSe = 1,579, p > .05].
The subjectsnamed words faster than they named colors

[F(1,30) = 46.03, MSe = 2,903, p < .01], and they
named items in the blocked condition more rapidly than
they named items in the random condition [F(1,30) =
120.36, MSe = 1,024, p < .01]. Finally, the critical
display-type x blocking-condition interaction also was
reliable [F(l,30) = 45.30, MSe = 1,579, p < .01], in­
dicating that once again, the latency advantage for naming
color words over color patches was significantly reduced
when the displays were blocked.

Specificcomparisons indicatethat, for the color patches,
the subjects were faster when the displays were blocked
[F(l,30) = 91.67, MSe = 2,087, p < .01], which was
also true for the words [F(l,30) = 6.77, MSe = 682,
p > .05]. In addition, when the displays were blocked,
the subjects were faster at naming words than at naming
color patches [F(l,30) = 7.03, MSe = 685, p < .05],
which was true for the random condition as well
[F(1,30) = 52.77, MSe = 3,797,p < .01]. In general,

Table 6
Percentage of Errors for the Blocked Lists of Experiment 3

Stimulus

Display Condition Word Color Means

Not saying "square"
Between blocks 7.19 5.63 6.41
Within blocks 6.25 5.44 5.84

Means 6.71 5.53 6.13

Saying "square"
Between blocks 9.38 5.19 7.28
Within blocks 8.00 9.88 8.94

Means 8.68 7.53 8.11

Both conditions
Between blocks 8.28 5.41 6.85
Within blocks 7.13 7.66 7.40

Means 7.71 6.54 7.12

Table 7
Response Times in (Milliseconds) for

Individual Items for Experiment 3

Stimulus

Display Condition Word Color Means

Not saying "square"
Random 537 657 597
Blocked 529 536 533

Means 533 597 565

Saying "square"
Random 489 593 541
Blocked 468 495 481

Means 478 544 511

Both conditions
Random 513 625 569
Blocked 498 516 507

Means 506 570 538

then, blocking did yield the usual facilitation for naming
color patches as well as for naming color words, but it
did not completely eliminate the usual latency advantage
of naming color words over naming color patches. Over­
all, the pattern of data is similar to that obtained for the
same conditions in Experiment 2, except that, in this ex­
periment, blockingdid facilitate the naming of color words
and the word advantage did not completely disappear with
blocked displays.

The second set of analyses of the latency data involved
a comparison of the within-block and between-block tran­
sitions for the blocked conditions. Those data are pre­
sented in Table 8. Again, the subjects who said "square"
were faster than those who did not say "square" [F(1,30)
= 5.95, MSe = 12,536, p < .05], but that effect did not
interact with either type-of-display (F < 1.00, MSe =
1,905) or with type-of-transition [F(l,30) = 1.22, MSe =
1,595, p > .05], and the three-way interaction also was
not reliable (F < 1.00, MSe = 837).

The subjects named words faster than they named
patches [F(l,30) = 22.48,MSe = 1,905,p < .01], and
they were faster on within-block transitions than on
between-block transitions [F(1,30) = 149.91, MSe =
1,595, p < .01]. In addition, the type-of-display x type­
of-transition interaction also was significant [F(l ,30) =
40.59, MSe = 836, p < .05], indicating that although
there was little difference between words and patches on
within-block transitions (F < 1.00, MSe = 685), the
usual word advantage was apparent on the between-block
transitions [F(l,30) = 37.22, MSe = 2,056, p < .01].
Finally, the subjects were significantly faster on within­
block transitions for both words [F(l,30) = 102.08,
MSe = 455, p < .01] and color patches [F(1,30) =
114.66, MSe = 1,977, p < .01].

In general, then, the data for the blocked condition in­
dicate that the subjects were delayed when a new item
had to be lexically encoded before the subject could re­
spond (i.e., a between-block transition), but the delay was



178 SEIFERT AND JOHNSON

Table 8
Response Times (in Milliseconds) for the

Blocked Lists of Experiment 3

Stimulus

Display Condition Word Color Means

Not saying "square"
Between blocks 563 630 597
Within blocks 521 515 518

Means 541 573 557

Saying "square"
Between blocks 521 592 556
Within blocks 455 469 462

Means 488 530 509

Both conditions
Between blocks 542 611 577
Within blocks 488 492 490

Means 515 552 533

less for color words than for color patches (the word ad­
vantage). In addition, within blocks for which no new lex­
ical encoding would be needed, naming latencies were
brief, and there was no difference between the naming
of words and colors.

Discussion
As with Experiment 2, when the subjects had to come

up with a new lexical encoding for every display (ran­
dom condition), they were much faster at naming color
words than at naming color patches (the word advantage).
However, when the items were blocked into runs of dis­
plays that had the same name, the naming advantage for
the words was radically reduced. In addition, the block­
ing effect occurred despite the fact that the perceiver had
no way of knowing whether or not an upcoming item
would be a repetition of the prior item until after it had
been presented and encoded to the point of identification.
For that reason, it seems clear that the two effects that
occur when displays are blocked (i.e., the reduction in
naming times and a reduction or elimination of the word
advantage) have to be the result of some event that occurs
after identification has been completed. Furthermore, the
fact that there is no word advantage (and presumably no
blocking effect) when the task involves a buttonpress
rather than a lexical response (Fraisse, 1969) suggests that
the critical postidentification event that is being influenced
by blocking must involve some type oflexical processing.

Specifically, it was conjectured that, at any point in a
series of displays, the lexical entry for the immediately
preceding item remains activated and available. Given that
that is the case, lexical activation can be bypassed when
the display is a repetition of the prior item, because once
the item has been identified, subjects can simply select
the already activated entry for that item, and whether the
display was a color word or color patch would be of no
consequence. In the event that the new display did not
match the prior item, lexical activation would be neces-

sary. However, in the case of a word display, lexical acti­
vation would already have occurred as part of the iden­
tification process, and all that would be needed would be
to select that entry and execute the response. For a color
patch, on the other hand, lexical activation could occur
only after the display had been identified as a new item,
which would delay the response more than it would when
the display was a word.

With respect to this final experiment, the critical data
involve a comparison between the latencies for within­
block and between-block transitions, as well as a com­
parison between those latencies and the latencies for the
random condition. The critical prediction was that if lex­
ical activation is not necessary within blocks, and if such
activation is a necessary condition for the word advan­
tage, there should be no evidence of a word advantage
within blocks, which the data indicated to be the case.
Similarly, if lexical activation is necessary on between­
block transitions, the usual word advantage should be ob­
tained at those points, and the data are also consistent with
that expectation.

The one result that is not completely consistent with
the model is that the between-transition latency data are
not identical to the latency data from the random condi­
tion (albeit they are very similar). A separate analysis
comparing those conditions indicated only an unreliable
8-msec difference between the conditions, but there was
a significant condition X display-type interaction [F( 1,30)
= 18.52, MS. = 790, P < .01], indicating a larger word
advantage (or color-patch disadvantage) in the data from
the random condition (110 msec vs. 72 msec). Although
it was expected that those two effects should bemore sim­
ilar, part of the explanation could be reflected in the fact
that a surprisingly large number of subjects spontaneously
commented on the fact that the random color-patch list
was especially difficult and fatiguing. Unfortunately, not
only were the subjects significantly slower on the random
color patches than on the color patches for the between­
block condition, but, for the color-word displays, they
were significantly faster on the random lists, and the fa­
tigue explanation does not account for the latter effect.

In general, then, the comparison between the within­
block latencies and the between-block latencies offers
striking support for the idea that the blocking effect stems
from the subjects' ability to use an already active lexical
encoding on within-block transitions. However, the fact
that the between-block latencies do not look exactly like
those for the random condition suggests that some other
factor may be operating as well, and part of that might
be the subjects' excessive fatigue on the random list of
color patches.

Finally, half of the subjects were asked to say"square"
when they saw the prefixation display. If the blocking ef­
fect occurred because the subjects were able to keep avail­
able a motor routine that conformed to the immediately
preceding response, their saying "square" between dis­
plays should have replaced that routine with the one for
"square," which should have eliminated the blocking ef-
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fect. However, that did not occur. The only effect of say­
ing "square" was to speed up the response to the next
display, which may have occurred because there was an
optimal interstimulus interval between the warning event
for the next display and the display for that condition. That
is, for those subjects, the saying of "square" preceded the
next display by 500 msec, whereas, for the other subjects,
the only warning "event" was the onset of the fixation
square, which preceded the next display by 750 msec.

With regard to the blocking effect, there was no influ­
ence at all stemming from the saying of "square," which
strongly suggests that any carryover from one display to
the next that is involved in the blocking effect probably
is not in the form of a primed and active motor routine,
but rather is in the form of a primed lexical entry that
would need to be reexecuted (but not reactivated) in order
to produce a response. One piece of data that might not
be completely consistent with that idea is the fact that al­
though within blocks the latencies for color words and
color patches were the same, that equality was achieved
in part by the fact that blocking slightly facilitated the nam­
ing of color words. That is, only after the lexical entry
for a word has been activated can it be identified as being
the same as the preceding item. However, if it has been
activated for this display, what is the added value of also
having a primed representation of that entry available from
the last display? The only reasonable explanation is that
there is some interaction between the persisting encoding
of the prior item and the encoding of the new display as
it is being encoded, which in some way speeds up the en­
coding process (e.g., the lexical entry might be selected
early in processing on the basis of only a small amount
of encoded visual information).

Overall, Experiment 3 does provide support for the idea
that the persisting activation of the lexical representation
of a just-seen display can be used for the naming of a new
display. When the identification of the new display does
not entail a lexical encoding (e.g., it is a picture rather
than a word), a lexical recoding of the new item can be
bypassed, and the perceiver can simply select that already
active encoding.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In conclusion, this study focused on Lund's (1927) re­
port that the usual advantage in naming time for color
words over color patches disappears if the words or
patches are blocked so that all the items on a page have
the same name. The goals of this study were to provide
a clearer definition of that blocking effect (i.e., the elimi­
nation of the word-patch latency difference) and to ascer­
tain whether an account of the effect could be made within
the context of the generic model.

With regard to the definition of the effect, the data from
these experiments indicate that it occurs even when the
task demands that each stimulus event be fully encoded
and identified, which seems to rule out simple explana­
tions such as the bypassing of stimulus identification for

blocked lists or the possibility of differential interference
from neighboring stimuli in the two types of lists. The
effect seems to emerge as a result of processing events
that occur after identification has been completed.

In addition, the obvious influence of blocking is that
it allows for the repeated use of some type of encoding,
and is supported by the fact that, for blocked lists, the
blocking effect occurred only on within-task transitions
in which such repetition was possible. Furthermore, be­
cause the word advantage occurs only in tasks that re­
quire lexical access, it would appear that the encoding in
question is either a lexical entry or a subsequent recoding
of that information (e.g., a motor routine). However, the
fact that subsequent vocal activity (e.g., saying "square")
does not interfere with the blocking effect seems to point
to the lexical entry as the critical encoding that is main­
tained by the repetition. That is, the execution of another
motor routine should interfere with maintaining the criti­
cal routine in a primed state, but all the data from studies
on semantic priming in lexical decision tasks indicate that
it is quite possible to have more that one lexical entry
primed.

Finally, these data can be handled quite well in the con­
text of the generic model if we make the small additional
assumption that activated lexical entries remain active and
available for a short period of time after they have been
used. Furthermore, with regard to that model, it seems
quite clear that the difference in naming latencies between
color words and color patches requires an assumption that
words and patches have differential access to the lexicon,
which is the core assumption of the generic model. The
other alternative would be to assume a difference in the
time needed to encode words and patches to the point of
identification, but that is inconsistent with the fact that
the latency difference was eliminated under blocked con­
ditions that did require identification.

Overall, then, the blocking effect, as empirically defined
by these experiments, can be readily understood in the
context of the generic model. Furthermore, this enhanced
definition of the effect adds credibility to the generic
model because it seems to rule out, as part of the account
of the word-naming advantage, any encoding event that
occurs prior to the full identification of the display. In
that context, the idea that words have a privileged access
to the lexicon seems to be the most viable alternative.
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