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of Azt o1 WY WYL WAL Hslolst EAlo] Abole] Frla WAL FY, Ao, FA, THACE 2
stgch 4% A3k, ANele] Fela ol et el U8k Evbol Aol etk Fela o] e Hnto
ARt 2212 A8 B3k ekt ol A QTN BEo] B4 Felh WHAATL ABHelA 2H o7} 3
Bl AT ge AR Wele] 9F NEY e AN B AT 238 ENE 93] A4oANe 7=
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FHoO: HEls Heh B, BHAtof, HElD A, JHelA

(Brief report)
Individual differences in the morphological decomposition of Hanja words

Sungbong Bae Donghoon Lee

Department of Psychology, Yeungnam University Department of Psychology, Busan National University

The present study investigated individual differences in morphological priming using Hanja compound words as stimuli. Participants
were divided into high and low MA groups, according to the morphological awareness (MA) score. Morphological relation between
prime and target was manipulated as identical, different, pseudo, or unrelated. Participants performed the primed lexical decision task
with primes masked. The results showed that morphological priming effects differed according to morphological awareness. Facilitatory
priming effect was only significant for the high-MA group, suggesting that the representation and processing of Hanja compounds
might be different among individuals with varied morphological knowledge. The results from the high-MA group are consistent with
the semantic-morphological decomposition hypothesis. Based on the results, the structure and access of the Korean mental lexicon

were discussed in relation to individual difference.

Key words : morphological priming, morphological awareness, individual difference, Hanja words
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Me HA 744 FHAE Y et Ao

T F3 EJ":HFrost, Grainger, & Carreiras, 2008; Taft
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Wong, Huang, & Chen, 2014).
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TES 9o vE Z2H4E Ao M &
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2oz FRIUG. FUFuL2 2e) 434
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Table 1. Sample Stimuli and Mean Word Frequency (per million words) for the Stimuli
Prime
Target
Identical Different Pseudo Unrelated
Stimuli 73 T A 7 -
Frequency 10.1 10.8 11.1 10.5 16.2
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05; FA1, 109)=114.56, MSe=2463.89, p < .000L.
I-MA T HF HREAZRE AMA T
B RESARERTE 33ms U W H3sliH
A FaA= FAXCE ForEith, FG,
294)=13.12, MSe=1204601, p < .0001; Ff3,
327)=9.78, MSe=3203.96, p < .0001. ALZEA A
74 sYFEA 209 Fa-E 20 Aloldwt
oJgk Aol7t A ASE UERRH F(1, 98)=
35.19, MSe=1339.15, p < .0001; F{1, 109)=19.91,
MSe=13936.55, p < .0001.
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T Aol Aol #AY EHVF {3t
Fi3, 144)=23.61, MSe=863.32, p < 0001, F{3,
327)=16.30, MSe=3046.87, p < .0001. ARFEA
A%, I A 202 FHd 209 vust
of REGAIZEO] fofabAl &2 ZoE Yege
W, F(1, 48)=70.57, MSe=1303.07, p < .0001;
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i 213 fAEEA 24 739 2459
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005, A-MA FH6.9%)2 A-MA FHTH7.6%)ETF

= o
A ATE A e Y Aolg F
gol welFgith 94 WAHCE ima B

—

!
of o] S-UsHGT WAL o Fu o

Table 2. Mean Lexical Decision Times (msec) and Mean Percentages of Errors (%) as a Function

of Prime-Target Relations.

Prime-target morphological relation

Group Total
Identical Different Pseudo Unrelated
RT 661 (62) 698 (66) 704 (67) 704 (60) 692 (66)
High-MA
PE 5.3 (4.3) 5.6 (4.7) 7.2 (6.4) 5.4 (5.2) 5.9 (5.2)
RT 724 (86) 722 (87) 730 (79) 724 (77) 725 (82)
Low-MA
PE 8.2 (5.9 7.2 (4.9 7.6 (6.0) 7.3 (6.6) 7.6 (5.9

* RT: response time, PE: percentage of error, Standard Deviation in parentheses.
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Q1A= of JHOIXIZL SHEA Hat S0 O[X|= He

ou}, go} AFelAE S8 AN, B Q4
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(Andrews & Lo, 2013; Perfetti, 2007; Yap, Balota,
Sibley, & Ratcliff, 2012). g2 T AANHE of
| AdAEe]l F83A & dojEelAe i
AzEe} oGA THEA & Hele Zlo] dow
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