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Introduction

The organization of words in the mind and the ability to evoke them is a core issue in the explanation of semantic memory. The results of semantic norm studies represent a
snapshot of a moment. Generally, these studies are not designed to collect information on the within-subject effects of linguistic and nonlinguistic context during feature evocation
or semantic association. Depending on the context, a word may acquire different meanings, occasionally literal or metaphorical. Since the activation of metaphorical mappings is
contextual and they tend to freeze (see Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Bowdler & Gentner, 2005), it is possible that the difference in context does not affect the mental lexicon, the
semantic domains evoked do not change, and no distinct semantic networks are generated for a literal or metaphorical contextualized clue.

Aims

To study how linguistic context impacts the semantic domains evoked and the semantic networks that Participants
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Methods
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certain conditions of temperature and pressure. - rexty with the cue T Heon M e
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Control shows .91 ACC in

Control

d. No Remembering

allows to externalize a feeling of friendship, affection, love, remembering.

affection, fraternity or sympathy.

until answer

Results: Semantic network

up to 5 words

UP (ARRIBA) MEANS SALTY (SALADO) MEANS SUPERLATIVE TO BE IN THE OVEN (HORNO) MEANS TO MUCKIN (HOMBRO) MEANS THE SOURCE (FUENTE) MEANS THE

ORIGIN OF SOMETHING g ) P

POSITIVENESS/GOODNESS/HAPPINESS (POSITIVE/NEGATIVE) DIFFICULTIES OR HAZARDNESS GIVING SUPPORT/HEL? ——
OREFUSEREECHDISCHMINATE.  ATTEND SOMEBODY PASSIONATE/ENTHUSIASTIC NEGATIVE/FAILURE SADNESS O GVING SUPPORT OR HELP. Figure 1. Task steps
ABAJO_R
Results: Semantic category preferences
wEhio_m WANG R
N\ ABAJO_L \\\\ Table 2. Semantic typological distribution of associate by framing without
filler clues (residuals are in parenthesis).
CUENTE N o N\ Category Literal context Metaphoric context p(value)
Lovens Cases p Cases p
Entity 1384 (7.89) 36 1118(-7.89) .30 <.001
Introspection 1046 (-14.30) .27 1718 (14.30) .43 <.001
Situation 681 (6.04) .19  517(-6.04) .13  <.001
Taxonomy 704 (2.60) .18 649 (-2.60) .16  .142
Total  3815(2.23) 1  4002(-2.23) 1

Figure 2. Cluster representation of the cosine similarity matrix. Main picture: cut-off at r = .10. Right
embedded picture: cut-off at r = .50. The letter at the label of the nodes indicates the framing. For example,
in the node CALOR_M (with red characters), the M indicates the metaphorical framing.

Pearson’s correlation for the three networks (metaphorical [M], literal [L] and filler [R]) showed a Instruments

correlation of p= 0.83 between the three groups. :
For collecting data:

Psychopy (Pierce, 2007)

For semantic network data:
Definition Finder and Synonym
Finder softwares (Vivas et al.,
2014)

UCINET software (Borgatti &
Everett, 1997)

Discussion

The visualization of the similarity cut-offs (from .10 to .50) shows some effects as the stringency increases: i) some links between literal and
metaphorical nodes are lost (ABAJO, CALOR, MANO), ii) the HOMBRO-ESPALDA cluster is the only one that holds at the most stringent
cut-off (.50) and iii) all other clusters show a discontinuity between clues. This result suggests a decoupling between the lexical items
forming the metaphors examined. In turn, the disengagement of literal and metaphorical framing in the cases of ABAJO, CALOR and
MANO is the relevant finding for the aim of the study. The found clustering of metaphoricity-literality groupings with respect to the clues
may be partly because of the metaphors chosen, i.e., that they refer to very distant domains (both source and meta) in lexical semantics or
that the source domain ruled their clustering. The analysis of semantic category preferences of clue-associate pairs showed a higher
selectivity of introspective relations for metaphorical context. The results open some questions about the effects of lexicalization on the
transparency of semantic mapping mechanisms that could ground the semantic projection and evolution of lexical items.

For labeling semantic
categories:

Spanish adaptation (Macedo et
al., 2023) of the coding
instruments created by Wu and
Barsalou (2009) and
Wiemer-Hastings and Xu
(2005) to categorize semantic
relationships.

ANT|T Funding by Agencia Nacional de Investigacion e Innovaciéon (2017-2019)

Borgatti, S.P. y Everett, M.G. (1997). Network analysis of 2-mode data. Social Networks, 19(3), 243-269.

"' Fac_ultad Qe *metaforatemporallsu@gmail.COm Bowdle, B. F., & Gentner, D. (2005). The career of metaphor. Psychological Review, 112(1), 193. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.1.193
J Pswolo,gla % a o2 g . ., Macedo, M. N., Yerro, M., Vivas, J., Castillo, M., Meliande, M., de Lebn, A., ... Aguirre, R. (2023). Contrasting the semantic typology biases of Deaf and hearing non signers in their
HNIVERSIDAD DELAREFORHC @ Mente, ACClon y Lengua_]e ((MAL)- Centro de IIlVeStlgaCIOIl conceptualization of time and space. Applied Psycholinguistics, 44(6), 1090—1123. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716423000413
@ 7 e . 2 . . 2 . . Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (1980). The metaphorical structure of the human conceptual system. Cognitive science, 4(2), 195-208.
C I B PSi B asicCa €n PSICOlogla (CIB PSI), Facultad de PSICO]Og1a7 UnlverSIdad Peirce, J. W. (2007). PsychoPy—psychophysics software in Python. Journal of Neuroscience Methods, 162(1-2), 8-13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2006.11.017

Vivas, J., Lizarralde, F., Huapaya, C., Vivas, L., y Comesana, A. (2014). Organizacion reticular de la memoria seméntica. Natural Finder y Definition Finder, dos métodos informatizados para
recuperar conocimiento. Encontros Bibli: revista electronica de biblioteconomia e ciéncia da informacao, 19(40), 235-252.

Wiemer-Hastings, K. K., & Xu, X. (2005). Content Differences for Abstract and Concrete Concepts. Cognitive Science, 29(5), 719-736. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15516709c0g0000_ 33

Wu, L., & Barsalou, L. W. (2009). Perceptual simulation in conceptual combination: Evidence from property generation. Acta Psychologica, 132(2), 173-189.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2009.02.002

CENTRO DE INVESTIGACION
BASICA EN PSICOLOGIA

de la Repuiblica. Montevideo, Uruguay.
Collaborators: Andrea Boschiero, Jorge Vivas y Francisco
Lizarralde.



