
Do they know it’s Christmash? Lexical knowledge directly impacts speech perception

Sahil Luthra1, Anne Marie Crinnion2, David Saltzman2 & James S. Magnuson2,3,4

1Department of Psychology, Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA, United States
2Department of Psychological Sciences, University of Connecticut, Storrs, CT, United States

3BCBL: Basque Center on Cognition, Brain and Language, Donostia-San Sebastián, Spain
4Ikerbasque: Basque Foundation for Science, Bilbao, Spain

Corresponding author:
Sahil Luthra
Department of Psychology, Carnegie Mellon University
5000 Forbes Avenue, Pittsburgh, PA 15213
sahilluthra@cmu.edu

Author Note
All data, analysis scripts and figures are available at https://osf.io/mdn8w/. This research was
supported in part by U.S. National Science Foundation grants BCS-PAC 1754284, BCS-PAC
2043903, and NRT 1747486 (PI: JSM). This research was also supported in part by the Basque
Government through the BERC 2022-2025 program and by the Spanish State Research Agency
through BCBL Severo Ochoa excellence accreditation CEX2020-001010-S and through project
PID2020-119131GB-I00 (BLIS). SL was supported by NIH NRSA F32DC020625, AMC by
NIH NRSA F31DC021372 and DS by NIH NRSA F31DC019873. AMC was also supported by
NIH T32 DC017703 (E. Myers and I-M. Eigsti, PIs).





ambiguous fricative as /s/ given the frame “Christma_” but as /∫/ [“sh”] given "fooli_"; Ganong, 

., an ambiguous step from a “tapes” “capes” continuum is more likely to be heard as /t/ after
/∫/ and as /k/ following /s/; Mann & Repp, 1981). Elman and McClelland found that a fricative 
restored as /s/ or /∫/ (front place of articulation vs. back) by lexical context (“Christma_” vs. 
“fooli_”) could drive CfC on a subsequent /t/

McQueen et al. (2023) write that “Before Luthra et al. (2021) can conclude in favor of top
processing based on their data from the LCfC paradigm… they need to offer a convincing 

t” (p. 3). They focus 



hypothesis in the third case. (By convention, Bayes Factors between ⅓ and 3 are considered to 

https://osf.io/mdn8w/


–



“know” which aspects of their input are external (from the actual input nodes) and which 

adding feedback: “the problem here 
multiple times, and amplified each time” (p. 5), potentially leading to hallucinations. Thus, to 

triphone, …). Without a computationally specific explanation of how TPs might explain lexical 

McQueen et al., 2023 appeal to triphone TPs as well as “higher order TP biases”, p. 4). 



—





approach is that each context’s ambiguous stimulus is the maximally ambiguous morph between 

—
—

McQueen et al. (2023) argue that our effects could be “the result of acoustic effects, TP or 

amplified each other” (p. 10). However, without a fully specified (e.

or falsify) the authors’ suggestion that these factors 





–

evidence for “top down” effects. –

–

–‐

–

–

–

https://cran.r-project.org/package=Rmisc


–

–

–

analysis of Bem’s ESP claim. 

https://www.r-project.org/





