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NO PSEUDO-MORPHOLOGICAL DECOMPOSITION DURING LEXICAL AGCESS,

BUT ACTUAL MORPHOLOGICAL ANALYSIS IN THE LEKICON

Roberto Petrosino, Jon Sprouse & Diogo Almeida

BACKGROUND
MORPHO-ORTHOGRAPHIC DECOMPOSITION (RASTLE ET AL. 2004)
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MORPHO-ORTHOGRAPHIC DECOMPOSITION HYPOTHESIS
sublexical phenomenon based on the mere appearance of morphological complexity
(Rastle & Davis 2008; Lavric et al. 2007)
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(2) PSEUDOMORPHOLOGY (OPACITY): HARD TO DEFINE & OPERATIONALIZE
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RESULTS
VARYING-COEFFICIENT META-ANALYSIS (BONNET, 2009) - PREDICTION INTERVALS
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(3) ORTHOGRAPHIC FACILITATION > 0 & HIGHLY VARIABLE
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OPAQUE PRIMING CORRELATES WITH # OF POTENTIALLY TRANSPARENT PAIRS
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TWO EARLY MECHANISMS: LEXICAL Vo SUBLEXICAL

1. occurs only for truly morphologically complex words
(painter— PAINT; driver—PAINT), and triggers the same activation as

( )

2. The morphological structure of words is therefore already accessible at early stages, in
contrast with the MORPHO-ORTHOGRAPHIC DECOMPOSITION HYPOTHESIS.

3. occurs for orthographically similar words (starch—STAR;
canvas— CAN), regardless of their apparent morphological relationship (corner— CORN;
wander— WAND).
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