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(6) 4L arfT (ANCOVA)

A RO R EATOREOTHRL, T8, FEER,
EHEHEOmERE (4 % (B) L [

(7) R

multivariate 72
( multivariate F=)

#F1
BE i) oL RAaE SR REOEEL KEEORRE
e RO E %
BRSRARIE () HPLEE '”h;;fg@ ) T x
. (Small) (Medium) (Large)
(1) B r 10 30 50
R 02 13 26
(2) BEER ST
o £ 02 15 35
I r 10 30 50
(3) t BE (¢test) RLELIZRL d 20 50 80
7 01 06 14
Lo artial -
(@) — RS . e 7 o 09 o
(One-way ANOVA) : : 29
f 10 25 40
LEE r 10 30 50
2 01 06 14
(5) — R Sy AT FaR partial 17 -
(Two‘wa}' ANOVA) & 01 09 925
R 5 WS 7 01 06 14
(Multi-way ANOVA) ZHIER partial 12 -
*EREELL DS @ 01 09 25
LRI r 10 30 50

(MANOVA) BEmIRE multivariate B
partial 72
&3 Bt Ay i oA ) e
_ EREHTLD . ) ) ) e .

(MANCOVA) P T, TEER, SEEEOBERT (4 3 2 AL
(8) - 2 FpgiE 2% 2 M4y HlE pl=W .10 30 50

(x2test) 2%2 LA Cramer's V 10 30 50
(@)
LR wh=—0 UEE Y 8 T
VAN ACDHFFNETORE Zicm®RLT r 10 a0 ]
IZAIN T H VAN FORE  r &ROD

TV—F=BE

Note. Cohen (1998; 1992}, Field (2005), Tabachnick and Fidell (2006) 7:&# 87 {Erk, FHMEoREE
TR ETEETHLO THRGFIZE-TEDS, (3) d (4) £ (8) W -2\ vTOiF#IL, Cohen (1988) &
BozE, f OREFEOFEICRIZE>TIE, r 22 B/UE 22808 T, 2 = 01 G RE)), 12 = 09
(Zh Y i), 7 =25 (R K) LL Ty abhobss, Ein, partial f OBROKEXOEAETHELRL QR
72l multivariate 72~ multivariate partial g2 OfEII{EEE 3 (dependent variable) DI L-TED
Afzsh, ZHLE O E 2T Cohen (1998) #EME,
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TAELE 1

Mean proportion of letters in the correct serial position:
Effects of a single concurrent token at equal intervals

Letter st
Phonological ly
Semmilar dissinalar
Concurrent task M 5D M 5D
Control K] A7 B3 A5
Irrelevant speech 62 A7 81 16
Tapping 53 19 iy i 22
Articulatory suppression Ah 7 Ah A2
TABLE 4
Surmmary of the magnitude of the effect of each variable manipulated across Experiments 1-3
Experiment
I 2 k)
Single token at Symeopaied Muluple
egnal intervals sngle toden tadens
- 2 o 2 o 2
Conditon Effect n Effect n Effect n
Irrelevant specch Diecrement 2 {1 11 A7 15 239
Similarity effect 19 532 12 A62 11 287
Manual tapping Decrement 10 226 L) B4 11 ABR
Similarity effect || 5R7 0 04 24 A2
Articulatory suppression Decrement Ly} B27 41 81 42 B8
Similarity effoct 0 00 -1 053 -1 D60

Note:  Marnitude of decrement from the control condition for the dissimilar letters is given, in percentages,
together with the effect size (eta squared). The effect of acoustic similarity (the difference between similar and 21
dissimilar letters) and effect size (eta squared) 15 also shown for each condition.
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