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WHAT ARE REALLY THE MORPHOLOGICAL EFFECTS
INL EXICAL PROCESSING?EVIDENCE FROM THE UY GHURL ANGUAGE

Mahire Yakup ' Zhou Xiaolin *'2
(* Center for Brain and Cognitive Sciences and 2 Department of Psychology, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China)
(3Collegeof Education, Xinjiang Normal University, Wulumugi 830054, China)

Abstract

What is the nature of morphologica efectsinlexica procesing ?Can they be reduced to lexicd form efects, seman-
tic efects, or the interaction between form and semantic processng ? Are there explicit representations of morphologica
gructuresin the menta lexicon ? These questions were investigated in two experimentson the Uyghur language , which is
goken in China s Xinjiang area and is an aggl uti nate language with rich morphologica structures. Experiment 1 used vi-
sud-visud priming and crossmoda priming lexicd decidon tasks and manipulated the morphologicd rdations between
primes and targets. In both tasks, sgnificant priming effects were observed for prime-target parsthat shared root mor-
phemes and were ssmanticaly related as wholes, whether the targets were derived words (+ m+o +s/ D) , or free-root
morphemes (+ m+o0+s/ R). [Here” m’ denotes the morphologica relation between primes and target , ” 0" ortho-
graphic rdation,” s’ semantic rdation; and” +" denotes having the rdation between primes and targetsin the relevant
dmendon and” -" having no relation. ] Priming effects with smilar magnitudes were d s observed for words that were
only semanticdly rdlated (- m- o+s/ D). Incontrast, no significant efect was observed for prime-target pairs that
were morphologicaly related but not ssmanticaly rdated (+ m+o- s/ D) or that were only formaly redated (- m+o
- s/ R). Experiment 2 took advantage of the fact that in Uyghur many words are borrowed from other languages and
me of these words are morphologicdly reated in the origind languages but only ssmanticdly and formadly related in
Uyghur. Usng the ddayed repetition priming technique, this experiment compared the priming effects between Uyghur
morphologicdly related words (+ m+o0 +s/ D) , borrowed words (- m+o0+s/ D) and pure semanticdly related
words (- m+o+s/ D). The same patternsof priming efects were found for the three types of wordsin the short and
long lag repetition conditions. These findings were interpreted as supporting the connectionist argument that morphologi-
ca structure does not need to be represented explicitly in the lexicon and morphologicad &fectsin lexicd processng can be
seen as the result of interaction between semantic processng and form processng.

Key words lexicd processng, morphologicd priming, Uyghur , connectionist.



