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Key words: word recognition, The article examines Iexical recognizability as a multidimensional
lexical recognizability, psycholinguistic phenomenon emerging in connected reading rather than
morphological decomposition, in isolated word paradigms. While traditional research on visual word
lexical ambiguity, literary text recognition has primarily focused on orthographic, phonological, and
analysis, context, cognitive text morphological processing of single words, less attention has been devoted to
processing. how lexical access operates within coherent discourse. The study addresses

this gap by analyzing lexical recognizability in literary texts, emphasizing the
interaction between bottom-up lexical properties and top-down contextual
constraints. The theoretical framework is based on Morris’s four-level model,
which includes morphological structure, word familiarity, grammatical class
(content versus function words), and lexical ambiguity. Using a qualitative
analytical approach, excerpts from Francis Scott Key Fitzgerald’s The Great
Gatsby and Cormac McCarthy’s The Road are examined to illustrate how
these dimensions function dynamically in descriptive and minimalist prose.
The analysis demonstrates that lexical recognition in discourse is adaptive and
context-sensitive: word frequency and orthographic familiarity alone do not
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determine processing ease. Instead, recognition depends on the compatibility
between lexical input and the developing discourse model. The findings
highlight the role of morphological decomposition, phonological activation,
contextual prediction, and stylistic cues in shaping word accessibility during
reading. Literary context amplifies the interaction between lexical features
and narrative expectations, revealing how readers integrate ambiguous,
low-frequency, or morphologically complex words into coherent mental
representations. The study contributes to psycholinguistics by bridging classic
models of lexical access with literary text analysis and by conceptualizing
lexical recognizability as a situated, integrative process in natural reading
environments.
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Kniouogi cnosa: posniznasanms
cnosa; mopgonoziuna
0eKOMNO3UYis, 1eKCUuiHa
HEOOHO3HAYHICIb, AHANL3
XYO00HCHLO2O MEKCMY;
KOHMEKCM, KOZHIMUueHe
ONPayIO8aHHs MeKcmy

Y crarTi poO3MIAHYTO JIEKCHMYHY BII3HABAHICTh SK OaraTOBUMipHHUI
MICUXOJIHTBICTUYHUN (EHOMEH, SKHHA BHHUKAaE B TPOIECI 3B’SI3HOTO
YUTAaHHA, a HE B 130JIbOBAHOMY CHPHHHATTI OKpeMux CIiB. TpamumiiHi
JOCTI/KEHHST 30POBOTO PO3MI3HABAHHS CIIIB MEPEBAKHO 30CEPEIKYBAIIHCS
Ha opdorpadivniii, doHOMOriYHIH Ta MOpdoIoTiyHii 00pOOIl OKpeMHX
JIeKCeM, BIITaK 3HAYHO MEHIIIE YBaru MPUIULSIIA TOMY, SIK JIGKCHYHHUHN TOCTYII
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(YHKITIOHY€E B MEXax IUTICHOTO AUCKYPCY. Y CTATTI II0 IPOTAINHY 3aIIOBHEHO
HIISIXOM aHaJli3y JEKCHYHOI BII3HABAHOCTI B XyJOXKHIX TEKCTAX 13 HAroJI0COM
Ha B3a€MO/Ii1 TIEKCHUHHX BIACTUBOCTEH y MPOIEC] CIPHUHATTS «3HU3Y BrOpY»
(bottom-up) Ta KOHTEKCTHUX OOMEXKEHb Y TIPOLECI CHPUHHATTS «3TOpH
BHU3» (top-down). TeopeTHUHOI0 OCHOBOIO JOCIHIIKCHHS € YOTHPHUPIBHEBA
Mozenb Moppica, IO OXOIUTIOE MOPQONOTIYHY CTPYKTYpY, 3HaHOMicTh
CIIOBA, TpaMaTHYHHUN Kyac (TIOBHO3HAYHI Ta CIyXOOBI CJIOBA) Ta JICKCHYHY
HEOJIHO3HAUHICTh. [3 3aCTOCYBaHHSAM SAKICHOTO aHAIITUYHOTO IMiAXOmy
mpoaHainizoBaHo (parmentu pomaniB @. Ckorra Dimmxepanpia «Bemukuit
Terc6i» Tta Kopmaka Makkapti «J[opora» 3 METOK NpOIEMOHCTPYBATH,
SK 3a3HAUCHI MapaMeTpu AWHAMIYHO (PYyHKLIOHYIOTH Yy JAECKPHITHBHIN
Ta MiHIMaIiCTU4HIA mpo3i. IIpoBeneHui aHami3 3acBiguye, IO JICKCUYHE
pO3Mi3HaBaHHSA B JUCKYpCl Ma€ aganTHBHUI 1 KOHTEKCTHO 3YMOBJICHHI
XapakTep: YacTOTHICTh cjoBa Ta opdorpadiuyna 3HAHOMICTH caMi IO
co0i He BM3HAYAIOTh JIETKICTh HOro CHpHHHATTA. HaTomicTh ycmimiHicTh
PO3Mi3HABAHHS 3aJICKUTH BiJl Y3TOKEHOCT] JIGKCHYHOTO CHUTHAITY 3 MOJICIUTIO
CHPUIHATTA XyZOKHBOTO TEKCTY, SIKa (POPMY€ETHCS y CBITOMOCTI dYMTada.
OTpuMaHi pe3ylabTaTH MiIKPECIIOTh POIb MOP(OIOTIYHOI JEKOMITO3HII1,
(oHOTOTIYHOT aKTHBaNii, KOHTEKCTHOTO IPOTHO3YBAaHHS Ta CTHJIICTUYHHX
MapkepiB y (hopMyBaHHi JOCTYITHOCTI CJIOBA IMiJl 4ac ynTaHHs. JliteparypHuit
KOHTCKCT TIOCHJIIOE B3a€MOMAII0 MK JIEKCHYHHMH XapaKTEPUCTHKAMH Ta
HApaTUBHUMHU OUIKyBaHHSIMHM, JIEMOHCTPYIOUH, SIK UHTa4l IHTETPYIOTh
HEOJIHO3HAYH1, HU3bKOYACTOTHI 200 MOP(OJIOTIUYHO CKIIa/HI CJIOBa B IUTICHI
MEHTaNbHI penpe3enTaii. JlocikeHHsS poOUTh BHECOK Y IICHXOMIHTBICTHKY,
MOEIHYIOUN KITACHYHI MOJEN JISKCHYHOTO JOCTYIy 3 aHAJIi30M XyAOKHBOTO
TEKCTY 1 KOHIENTYalli3yloud JICKCHYHY BITI3HABAHICTH SIK CUTYaTHBHUH Ta

0araTOKOMIIOHEHTHHH TPOIIEC y MPUPOTHUX YMOBAX YUTAHHS.

Introduction. Lexical processing represents a
core psycholinguistic mechanism underpinning read-
ing comprehension, as words function not merely as
visual forms but as cognitive units carrying meaning.
Research in visual word recognition has extensively
explored how isolated words are identified through
orthographic, phonological, and morphological cues.
Yet, in natural reading, words rarely appear in isola-
tion; instead, lexical access occurs within continuous
text, where constructing meaning, integrating seman-
tic information, and predicting upcoming content are
central cognitive objectives.

This distinction raises a fundamental psycholin-
guistic research question: how does lexical access dif-
fer when words are processed in isolation compared
to when they are embedded in coherent discourse?

The topicality of this study is determined by the
increasing focus of contemporary psycholinguistics
on context-dependent mechanisms of lexical pro-
cessing during reading. Therefore, investigating the
multidimensional nature of lexical recognizability
contributes to the development of modern theories of
reading and has practical implications for language
education and literary text analysis.

Contemporary research on lexical recognizabil-
ity during reading builds on classic psycholinguis-
tic foundations while integrating modern empirical
evidence from self-paced reading, eye-tracking, and
neurocognitive studies. Below are key contributions
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from recent literature that extend Morris’s ideas
to current theoretical and methodological contexts
[Traxler & Gernsbacher, 2006].

Lexical recognizability constitutes a fundamental
component of reading comprehension, allowing read-
ers to access word meanings rapidly and integrate
them seamlessly into the ongoing interpretation of
text. Psycholinguistic research indicates that visual
word recognition involves a complex interaction of
orthographic, phonological, and semantic representa-
tions [Rayner, 2019]. In skilled adult readers, words
are processed not as isolated letters but as holistic
units, facilitating fluent reading and efficient compre-
hension.

Recent empirical studies underscore the multi-
faceted nature of lexical recognition. For instance,
research published in the Journal of Cognition (2026)
emphasizes that word recognition is a cognitive pro-
cess that integrates perceptual input, attentional allo-
cation, orthographic processing, and semantic activa-
tion. This interplay enables readers to identify words
swiftly within their textual context while sustaining
comprehension across sentences and extended pas-
sages.

The precision of word recognition also plays a piv-
otal role in reading development. Karageorgos et al.
(2020), in a longitudinal investigation, demonstrated
that accurate lexical recognition significantly influ-
ences both reading speed and overall comprehension.
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These findings suggest that even adult readers rely on
efficient lexical access to process complex texts effec-
tively. Complementing this perspective, studies on
bottom-up processing reveal that the ability to iden-
tify sublexical elements — such as letters or word frag-
ments — directly impacts text understanding [Wiley et
al., 2024]. Collectively, this research highlights that
fluent reading depends on the automatic activation of
lexical entries within the mental lexicon.

Empirical evidence from recent psycholinguistic
studies indicates that individual letters are recognized
more accurately when they occur within real words
than in isolation or within nonwords. For example,
Massol and Grainger (2025) demonstrated that letters
embedded in words and sentences are identified with
higher accuracy compared to when the same letters
are presented in pseudowords or nonword strings,
highlighting the word superiority effect and suggest-
ing that readers process text holistically rather than
letter-by-letter.

Contemporary research trends in lexical recogniz-
ability emphasize three interconnected aspects. First,
the automation of lexical access, achieved through
the integration of visual, phonological, and semantic
information, enables rapid and efficient word process-
ing. Second, attentional mechanisms and eye fixation
patterns significantly influence lexical recognition,
with fixation durations closely correlating with pro-
cessing efficiency and the ease of accessing meaning
in text. For example, de-la-Pefia (2024) found that
shorter fixation durations and efficient eye movement
patterns are associated with more rapid recognition
and integration of words during implicit reading
tasks, indicating that attentional deployment reflected
in fixations plays a central role in lexical processing.

Third, numerous studies confirm that automatic
word recognition supports higher-level comprehen-
sion, freeing cognitive resources for interpreting
narrative structures, stylistic elements, and deeper
semantic content. According to the lexical quality
hypothesis, readers with high-quality lexical rep-
resentations recognize words more efficiently and
with less cognitive effort, enabling them to devote
attention to complex meaning integration and narra-
tive inference during text processing [Perfetti, 2007].

This article addresses a critical gap in psycho-
linguistic research by examining lexical recogniz-
ability in the context of connected reading, particu-
larly within literary texts, rather than isolated word
paradigms. While previous studies have extensively
explored visual word recognition and the role of fre-
quency, morphology, and lexical ambiguity, few have
integrated these factors with narrative context, stylis-
tic devices, and discourse-level expectations.

By analyzing passages from Francis Scott Key
Fitzgerald’s The Great Gatsby [Fitzgerald, 2004] and
Cormac McCarthy’s The Road [McCarthy, 2006],

36ipHuK HaykoBuX npans «Hosa dizomoris» Ne 102 (2026)

this study demonstrates how morphological structure,
word familiarity, grammatical class, and lexical ambi-
guity interact dynamically with top-down contextual
cues to influence recognition and comprehension.
The findings highlight the adaptive and context-sensi-
tive nature of lexical access, providing deeper under-
standing of how readers process text in naturalistic,
complex reading environments. Therefore, the study
contributes to the field by bridging classic psycholin-
guistic models with contemporary literary analysis,
offering new insights into how bottom-up and top-
down mechanisms jointly shape lexical processing in
real-world reading.

The aim of this study is to analyze lexical recog-
nizability in connected reading, focusing on how
words are accessed and integrated during compre-
hension in literary texts. Objectives are: (1) to exam-
ine the four-level model of lexical recognizability
proposed by Morris, including morphological struc-
ture, word familiarity, grammatical class (content vs.
function words), lexical ambiguity; (2) to illustrate
the operation of these levels using examples from lit-
erary texts: Francis Scott Key Fitzgerald’s The Great
Gatsby and Cormac McCarthy’s The Road.

Object of the study — the processes of lexical
recognition in text comprehension; subject of the
study — psycholinguistic mechanisms of word recog-
nition during reading.

Presentation of the main body. The present sec-
tion examines the empirical and analytical findings
related to lexical recognizability in literary texts,
with a focus on the four-level model proposed by
Morris [Traxler, & Gernsbacher, 2006, p. 378-384].
By exploring morphological structure, word famili-
arity, grammatical class, and lexical ambiguity, this
analysis highlights how these dimensions interact
with contextual factors to influence word recognition
and comprehension. Literary examples from Francis
Scott Key Fitzgerald’s The Great Gatsby and Cor-
mac McCarthy’s The Road serve as illustrative cases,
demonstrating how lexical access operates dynami-
cally in descriptive, ambiguous, and minimalist prose.

Lexical recognizability may be defined as the
degree of cognitive accessibility of a word during
reading. In experimental paradigms involving iso-
lated word presentation, recognition is typically rapid
and highly automatized. Readers rely on stored lexical
representations activated through orthographic input,
often without conscious awareness of intermediate
processing stages [Melnychuk, 2023; Woolnough et
al.,2021]. However, silent reading for comprehension
imposes additional constraints. The reader must not
only identify the word form but also integrate it into
an evolving mental representation of the text. Thus,
lexical access becomes embedded within a broader
comprehension system involving semantic activa-
tion, syntactic integration, and discourse updating.
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This distinction between isolated word recogni-
tion and contextualized reading suggests at least two
important differences: (1) task orientation: in isolated
paradigms, recognition itself is the goal; in reading,
recognition serves comprehension; (2) contextual
pressure: in text, lexical processing is influenced
by prior semantic activation and expectations about
upcoming information.

Importantly, lexical recognizability in a literary
text is not merely a reflection of lexical frequency
or orthographic familiarity. Instead, it emerges from
the interaction between bottom-up lexical properties
(form, morphology, frequency), semantic representa-
tion strength, and top-down contextual constraints.
Therefore, lexical access in discourse should be con-
ceptualized as an adaptive process in which recogni-
tion speed and stability depend on the compatibility
between incoming lexical input and the developing
discourse model.

Morphological decomposition plays a critical role
in lexical recognizability, particularly for complex
words composed of multiple morphemes. Psycholin-
guistic evidence suggests that the recognition of such
words is not purely holistic; rather, readers access and
process constituent morphemes during initial stages
of lexical retrieval. For example, the frequency of
individual morphemes can influence gaze duration
and fixation times even when the overall word fre-
quency is controlled [Andrews et al., 2004].

Studies employing eye-tracking during sentence
reading demonstrate that morphologically complex
words, such as affixed or compound words, elicit pro-
cessing effects linked to their constituent morphemes.
Words with high-frequency roots or affixes are rec-
ognized more quickly, indicating that morphemes
serve as active processing units that facilitate word
identification in context [Bertram et al., 2004]. These
findings suggest that morphological structure pro-
vides a structural scaffold for lexical access. Rather
than perceiving a word as an indivisible form, readers
dynamically reconstruct its meaning by activating its
components, supporting the view that lexical recog-
nizability involves structural as well as lexical pro-
cessing.

Moreover, cross-linguistic evidence indicates that
the influence of morphology varies with the richness
of the language’s morphological system. Languages
with highly transparent morphological patterns, such
as Finnish or Hebrew, may show stronger early mor-
pheme activation compared to languages with less
transparent morphology, such as English [Deutsch et
al., 2003]. This highlights that morphological decom-
position is not only a function of word properties but
also interacts with language-specific processing strat-
egies.

Word familiarity is a critical determinant of lex-
ical recognizability, reflecting the reader’s cumula-
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tive exposure to a word and the strength of its mental
representation. Psycholinguistic research has consist-
ently demonstrated that highly familiar or frequent
words are processed more rapidly, receive shorter fix-
ation times, and are more likely to be skipped during
reading, compared to less familiar or low-frequency
words. This effect highlights the interplay of bot-
tom-up lexical properties and experience-driven cog-
nitive accessibility.

Beyond printed frequency, measures such as
subjective familiarity ratings and age of acquisition
(AoA) provide complementary insights. AoA, in par-
ticular, is thought to influence the quality of seman-
tic representations, with earlier-acquired words often
exhibiting richer, more robust connections within
the mental lexicon. This aligns with psycholinguis-
tic models suggesting that lexical access depends not
only on form recognition but also on the activation
strength of associated meanings.

Importantly, phonological representations play a
pivotal role in reading. Even in silent reading, early
phonological activation facilitates recognition, espe-
cially when words present ambiguous or irregular
pronunciations. For example, words like /ead (metal)
versus lead (to guide) engage competing phonologi-
cal patterns that influence fixation durations and inte-
gration processes. Psycholinguistically, this under-
scores that lexical access is not purely orthographic
but integrates visual, phonological, and semantic
information dynamically.

The grammatical class of a word — whether it is a
content word or a function word — affects its recogniz-
ability, particularly in connected text. Content words
carry semantic meaning, denoting entities, actions, or
attributes, and often participate in productive com-
pounding or derivational processes. Function words,
in contrast, primarily serve grammatical or syntactic
roles, such as linking content words, marking tense,
or indicating relationships within the sentence. They
contribute little independent semantic content.

Research on eye movements and reading behav-
ior indicates that readers process these two classes
differently. Content words tend to receive longer
fixations, reflecting the additional cognitive effort
required to access and integrate their semantic con-
tent. Function words, especially when short, frequent,
and predictable, are more likely to be skipped or pro-
cessed peripherally, indicating that their recognizabil-
ity relies heavily on context rather than lexical form
alone [Staub, 2024].

Importantly, while early stages of lexical access
may show minimal differences between word classes,
integration into the evolving mental representation of
the text amplifies these distinctions. Content words
contribute more to discourse construction, requiring
the reader to activate associated semantic networks
and integrate information across the sentence or par-
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agraph. Function words, while critical for syntactic
structuring, impose less semantic processing load and
are often recognized through pattern-based or predic-
tive mechanisms. Thus, lexical recognizability in text
is modulated not only by the intrinsic properties of
the word but also by its functional role within the sen-
tence. The interaction between word class, frequency,
length, and predictability determines the ease with
which a word is identified and incorporated into the
developing discourse representation.

Lexical ambiguity arises when a single word form
corresponds to multiple meanings. Such ambiguity
provides a unique window into the dynamic nature of
lexical recognizability, as readers must not only iden-
tify the word but also select the appropriate mean-
ing for integration into the ongoing discourse. Early
research distinguished between exhaustive access and
selective access models. Exhaustive access models
propose that all possible meanings of an ambiguous
word are initially activated, independent of context,
and selection occurs only at later stages. Selective
access models, in contrast, suggest that context can
influence the activation of meanings early on, allow-
ing readers to preferentially access the contextually
appropriate interpretation [Simpson, 1994].

Psycholinguistic studies demonstrate that both
mechanisms may operate depending on the charac-
teristics of the word and sentence. For instance, the
relative frequency or meaning dominance of inter-
pretations affects which meanings become available
first. Balanced ambiguous words, with meanings
of roughly equal probability, tend to activate multi-
ple interpretations simultaneously, whereas biased
words, dominated by a single meaning, show faster
access to the dominant interpretation. The subordi-
nate bias effect further illustrates the role of context:
when sentence context supports a less frequent mean-
ing, readers exhibit longer fixation times, reflecting
the increased cognitive effort required to boost acti-
vation of the subordinate interpretation.

Context plays a crucial role in shaping lexical
recognizability, acting as a top-down influence that
interacts with bottom-up word properties. Beyond
orthography and morphology, phonological infor-
mation contributes to the recognition process. Early
activation of phonology can aid in distinguishing
homographs or words with multiple possible pronun-
ciations, facilitating rapid selection of the context-ap-
propriate meaning. For example, encountering a word
like “wind” in text may trigger different phonological
patterns depending on whether the narrative describes
weather or motion, illustrating that lexical access in
connected reading is sensitive to sound-based cues
even in silent reading.

From a linguistic and cultural perspective, the
recognizability of words also depends on the reader’s
familiarity with language-specific conventions, idio-

36ipHuK HaykoBuX npans «Hosa dizomoris» Ne 102 (2026)

matic expressions, and culturally embedded vocabu-
lary. Readers’ background knowledge — including dia-
lectal or regional variations — modulates the ease with
which words are accessed and interpreted. Words that
are highly frequent in one variety of English may be
rare or carry different connotations in another, influ-
encing fixation times and integration into mental text
representations.

The literary context further illustrates the dynamic
interplay between lexical properties and broader dis-
course. In narrative or poetic texts, authors often
manipulate syntax, vocabulary, and semantic ambigu-
ity to create aesthetic or interpretive effects. Lexical
recognizability in such contexts is not solely deter-
mined by word frequency or morphological trans-
parency; it is also guided by narrative cues, stylistic
devices, and thematic expectations. For instance, in
descriptive passages of literary fiction, low-frequency
or archaic words may be recognized more efficiently
if the surrounding context strongly supports their
meaning, highlighting the predictive and integrative
nature of reading for comprehension.

Overall, lexical recognizability in connected text
emerges from a complex interaction of bottom-up
features — orthography, morphology, phonology — and
top-down influences — semantic context, cultural and
linguistic knowledge, and literary expectations. This
framework underscores that word recognition is not
a static process but a situated, adaptive phenomenon
shaped by the interplay of linguistic form, meaning,
and context.

The following literary example illustrates con-
textual influence on lexical recognizability. Consider
a passage from Francis Scott Key Fitzgerald’s The
Great Gatsby: “He smiled understandingly — much
more than understandingly. It was one of those rare
smiles with a quality of eternal reassurance in it,
that you may come across four or five times in life.”
In this excerpt, several aspects illustrate psycholin-
guistic mechanisms of word recognition in context:
(1) lexical ambiguity and contextual disambigua-
tion. Words like understandingly and reassurance
are morphologically complex and infrequent. Their
meanings are not immediately obvious in isola-
tion, but the surrounding narrative context provides
semantic cues that guide the reader’s recognition and
interpretation; (2) morphological decomposition. The
adverb understandingly is derived from the adjective
understanding plus -ly. Readers can leverage their
knowledge of morphemes to access the word mean-
ing more efficiently, illustrating the point about mor-
phological constituents supporting lexical access; (3)
predictive processing and literary style. Francis Scott
Key Fitzgerald’s literary style, with its rich descrip-
tive and evaluative language, sets up expectations
for emotionally rich vocabulary. Readers anticipate
words that describe perception or emotion, which
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facilitates recognition of less frequent, contextually
supported words; (4) integration across sentence and
discourse levels. Recognizability here is not only
about identifying individual words; it is about inte-
grating them into the ongoing mental model of Gats-
by’s character and the scene’s mood. Function words
in a phrase like it was one of those are quickly pro-
cessed, while content words like eternal and reassur-
ance require deeper semantic integration.

This example demonstrates that lexical recogniza-
bility in literary texts is dynamically shaped by mor-
phological cues, frequency/familiarity, word class,
lexical ambiguity, and the stylistic and thematic con-
text in which words appear. It highlights the adaptive,
context-sensitive nature of reading, bridging the four
dimensions outlined by Morris with real-world read-
ing experience [ Traxler & Gernsbacher, 2006, p. 378].

One more literary example demonstrates mini-
malist and context-dependent lexical recognizability.
Consider a passage from Cormac McCarthy’s The
Road: “He walked out in the gray light and stood and
he saw for a brief moment the absolute truth of the
world. The cold relentless circling of the intestate
earth.”

This passage highlights several aspects of lexical
recognizability: (1) context-driven disambiguation.
Words like intestate are rare and potentially ambig-
uous. In isolation, intestate might be interpreted in
its legal sense (“without a will”), but the surround-
ing apocalyptic context cues the reader to interpret
it metaphorically, referring to the lifeless, lawless
world. Context constrains and guides lexical access
efficiently; (2) morphological and lexical complexity.
Complex words (relentless, absolute) are accessed
through their morphological components (relent
plus -less, absolut plus -e) and by leveraging prior
semantic knowledge, facilitating recognition despite
low frequency; (3) minimalistic style and predictive
processing. Cormac McCarthy’s sparse style, with
short sentences and limited function words, heightens
the importance of each content word. Readers rely
heavily on semantic and contextual cues to integrate
word meaning and construct the scene. This illus-
trates how literary style can amplify the interaction
between bottom-up lexical properties and top-down
discourse expectations; (4) integration with discourse
representation. Recognition of these words is not
merely about form; it involves integrating them into
a mental model of the bleak landscape, characters’
psychological state, and narrative tension. The cog-
nitive load increases with lexical rarity and ambigu-
ity, demonstrating that recognizability is adaptive and
context-sensitive.

This example complements the Francis Scott
Key Fitzgerald excerpt by showing that lexical recog-
nizability is highly contingent on context and style:
in richly descriptive prose, readers benefit from pre-
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dictive cues; in minimalist, ambiguous prose, recog-
nition depends more heavily on discourse-level inte-
gration and inferential processing.

Conclusions and future research prospects.
Lexical recognizability in text processing emerges as
a multi-dimensional psycholinguistic phenomenon,
shaped by the interaction of word-intrinsic properties
and contextual constraints. Four presented levels —
morphological structure, word familiarity, grammati-
cal class, and lexical ambiguity — provide a compre-
hensive framework for understanding how words are
accessed and integrated during comprehension. Con-
textual modulation amplifies these effects. Phonologi-
cal cues, cultural and linguistic knowledge, and stylistic
or narrative devices influence how words are recog-
nized and interpreted. Literary examples from Francis
Scott Key Fitzgerald (The Great Gatsby) and Cormac
McCarthy (The Road) demonstrate that in descrip-
tive, ambiguous, or minimalist prose, recognizability
is not solely determined by frequency or orthographic
familiarity but is heavily influenced by discourse-level
expectations and predictive processing.

Future research may further explore how literary
style, cross-linguistic variation, and narrative context
shape lexical access, offering deeper insights into the
flexible and context-sensitive nature of reading.
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