Exploring Novel Visual Word Learning
methods & the role of consolidation
with an original FPVS-EEG approach
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Aim: Hypotheses:
=
Contrast 2 methods of learning novel words: « Immediate lexicalization with both methods
e PH (Phonological & Orthographic information) « Persist over time
g e SEM (additional Semantic information) « Better learning with the semantic method (SEM)
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» Better recognition in lexical decisition task in post and consolidation testing
» Slower reaction time on neighbors' words (competing effect) after learning the associated novel words
» Discrimination in EEG-FPVS paradigm of the novel words embedded in pseudo words
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;D Effects p.ers'St « No difference between post & consolidation testing with both EEG and Behavioral data ,9,
over time g
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Impact of » No difference observed with Lexical decision tasks and EEG-FPVS paradigm. n
method e But in a free recall (two days later), words learnt semantically are better recalled 'n
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