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Abstract: This two-experiment study investigates whether the position of the affix in derived words
might have different impacts on L2 word recognition. Experiment 1 employed a lexical decision
task with masked priming to examine how advanced Chinese learners of English process prefixed

and suffixed words during word recognition. Prefixed word primes like disagree were presented to
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the subjects to see whether their recognition of the transparent stem targets (i.e., AGREE) was
facilitated, compared with unrelated primes such as disorder. Non-derived words like nuclear were
included to see whether they primed a form-related word embedded at their ends (i.e., CLEAR).
Also included were suffixed words like sailor derived from SAIL and form-related words like pillow
(with PILL embedded at its front part). Experiment 2 used a simple lexical decision task (i.e.,
with no primes) to see how participants reacted to pseudowords with morpheme structure (e.g.,
suffix + stem, like printful, and prefix + stem, like resuif) compared to pseudowords without
morpheme structure (e.g., printfil and lesuit, where neither -fil nor le- are affixes). It was revealed in
both experiments that the advanced EFL learners decomposed suffixed and prefixed words. The
processing of prefixed words was found to be harder than the processing of suffixed words, with
English proficiency being a mediator.

Key words: prefix; suffix; derived words; word recognition
1. 8

B 2 R A ] AR B AL E], B AT E S A R AR BVAE AR S T
SR, A fife & A2 B R[] A, 2 75 BT A UR A TRl R an ik, DA S — 3B IR AR i) AT AR 43
it [ AT AFAE L

M o3 e 2y =R 1) B IEHE 43 % BEIE (the prelexical decomposition
account) 2 1] 22 4 55 W (morphology-first view) , YK A4 0] S5 43 A B F 2H ARG TA) 2%
T30 3 3 L6 P37 B A pY %K JA] (Taft & Forster 1975; Rastle et al. 2004; Longtin &
Meunier 2005; Taft & Ardasinski 2006), 2) #ir]JC 1S (the supralexical account)tA
S A AR TR #E30) J5 AT DL ik 3R] 2 R AIF (Giraudo & Grainger 2001), 3) $rH ) —
UK AR A7 (a hybrid model), $2& H i) 20 T B BE 0] L= A e RialC i B, tn] A
FEAETEHRNC Y B, 3X P FRIE 8 AT LA [R]ESHFEFE (Diependaele et al. 2005, 2009; Morris
etal. 2011; Diependaele et al. 2013),

v R IR A i DR 0 R T B K, S E R S R A5 3] T UIE 52 (Marslen -
Wilson et al. 2008; Diependaele et al. 2009; Kim et al. 2015), Diependaele et al.
(2009) % B, 3 3l 0] 2 918 i IR A 1 B (A0 rename-NAME) 518 SUAS 325 B IR A 7]
(4 relate-LATE) , 16]AR 2y B Arinl , #5453 1300 . Rastle et al. (2004) & I EEFH#
X T S W Y J5 28R A 1Rl (teacher) S Ji 2], R A B A% i8] (TEACH) ) W, il
18 IR 2 1) % H 4R 4R (40 - corner- CORNY W HL A7 J& 8l 3% . A I Rastle & Davis
(2008) A AEHT AMFFEHE Y, U HAT 1] 28 540 BRI RI A T DA™= A= o 1

SR, B 4% F e 28300 122 55 R 98 1t R £2 DL (Beyersmann et al. 2015;
Beyersmann et al. 2016). il & 18] A5 28 iR 76 15 5 2% LA 220078 T« B2 W Ak
AR D) AR B 1) M A R TR AR Y 3 RIEDE o S S A el 2R AR B T (D
decide-decision) f1id) JE (41 happy-happiness). J& 2% HA “REF=1E", BENE 2L JF A
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AR IR PR A E 2R ], B A DI E . XS 2 R R R g R EA O BERAE DT
K M2 S350, NIRRT L7, 55 AR TR & L 2s s d e
XEHN T 07 A AR R 2

AWFERW )5 82 S HOIN T2 5% . [N, Beauvillain (1996) 1 R 3
WIS & B, 7 e 12 J5 82 1Rl B, 1) AR 2291 3R) A3 (cumulative stem frequency) 23 5% i
TR A B[] T e S R B, 5 A Y R B LA [B] . Kim et al.
(2015) &3, 5h 1B RE1E 2 A6 5 2hin) R J5 8RB, Joie S A5 A& EL AR, AT Pk dn e, 5
RE A8 X FLIRI AR 7 A R SN o 10 25 iR AT gl i, HAA B R AR H A
AR B RON o SR A B9 SR BT, AR RN R SR AE i T R TR R
Beyersmann et al. (2016) FLiEM 5T, & B, 24 H 45165 AMOUR (love), Jii 8ljiA]
S A Fh ], BT 28 45 iR) préamour (prelove) | 3 11 4% 1] brosamour (broslove) . & 4%
{i& 15] amouresse (lovedom) A1 J5 4% ] amourugne (lovegne) i} , Jii 3l %4 I ¥4 45
HEE,

BEEIN TG i AR A B, IR ToeFEMZ L& B 2R S
BEEFA By T %R L AAEPI RS DS . — R, R
B AR TR SO Y g TRy A SRR BE S  (H s S REE I T AL
AHALL A9 (U Diependaele et al. 2011; Li et al. 2017), 55 —FUL S AR, — i T
S5 T4 74 i3 22 51 (Silva & Clahsen 2008 ; Clahsen & Neubauer 2010 ; Clahsen
et al. 2010; Heyer & Clahsen 2015), TA b 127 > & W 1)1 T8 /D86 T 0] 36
ZEHE T 22 MO T R 1R A

[ R 2E 05 v, IR AR TR TR R 0 K s 0], A, 245 Wy Iy 45 (2012) &
B, TR BLR A TR A AE A3 0 T AR IR A= e DU B R T sk AR BT (2014) 48 4
ST B e IR A R ) fin T 7 AR BE AT IR AR Rl 2 a0 i 0 T s R R AR (2014)
KB, H AR KO 19 8 12 ) 35 0 S R AR LU RS 1 4 ff I 42 5 2R R 1 (2018)
E—25 B, KIS 2 2 X6 i TR AR RN S 284 B 1) AR A ) (4 1R LA
I3t RE . Li et al. (2017) FeAE 1 A0 R 2 A 5 ) N R 2 AR R IIR A= ) TR 0
T, R EAKCE X F 5 808 i R 2 EL i . BRI S, 33X SE A 5T 43l DT
WAL ST I ) T KT A5 O TS SRS SRR AR I N T, IR R T — sk
J'& o XFRTSR I TR a5tk (201 5) % 1T 48 21 45 5 B U7 i i 5
FRIEFHAT I 731 o Li & Taft (in press) % /iy 28 i) (149 3R 1 i “C A5 & B0, Sei 2 )
RS T 2R, RN KOT R R TR R RE A . AR SR
AR 510 5 KA OC , A SO B 7K B i ) R ik

H T P i JC B AR R R s SR T 25 S i SRR IE o AR SO A
AW SE 8, B WFE T2 A D0E R B 0 8 KO 9818 24 2] 35 0 B 2800 5 )5 4%
RSB TR S AETE2E 5, DA PTRERYSE I [ 2
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2.1 LIH—

AL SR SRR 20 52 30 AT 55, 25 22/ 88 IR A= 1) R AR 14 J sl &R0 o
WA AT R AE 1) 5 5 GEUR AR TR T IRAR R B s son — 2, B TR ) E
X TR P AR IR AR TRl TR N T8 25 50 A0 SR ET R AR 1R T iRl AR 1Y) J5 Sl a0
KT8/ T 5 BIR A 116 TR AR (4 J5 SR0007 , 156 B 1] 288 i) o7 88 o)~ 9 A= 1] 1 U0
TR
2.1.1 #R

B 40 A7 E R 7B R BUR b K (UNSW) B 22 AR B FIE 5
AL A SR R HE B LS o 6.5, - I HE LS 7.0 (SD =0.57), AR IR
21.3(SD=5.6),

BEH BRI 42 N, J& UNSW ABHE | SFH4E R 19.8 (SD=4.3),

2.1.2 LI M

B BE N 20 S FT 2 3R], 20 55 FiF 28R X 1 1% 3R] JE AH 5 1R] (1€ ) Li & Taft
in press) ; 20 M5 &), 20 > 5 J5 G R AH N 1R AH OGIR (GE F Li et al. 2017). K
A ) 5 A 7 A R AR BC X, IR AR )RR T SCOC R B T RR R g B A SC R
disagree-AGREE; sailor-SAIL) . 18] JE AH G ia] 5 H: N (%) 88 4 1ml L T, (A0: stranger-
ANGER; pillow-PILL) [R]I3E4E 4520 A~ JCTRAE R G 2hia) , 5 H AR i 4 s e ¢
1) %} (UN: disorder-AGREE; editor-SAIL; success-ANGER; research-PILL), P4-~7K
S e shiR A H bR e TR R AR TRN A T A B 2 R (p>0.05)

e im] H b im] e L] B Rk — A R ok, B3] 1] X R S SRR R — A 7
4%20 X i3 gl iA) -8 18] H AR R BO6 (An: improve-FROVE; umbrella-BRELLU; weekly-
CEEK; rubbish-FUB)FI 4*20 %} Jt 1) 7 2l -fin] H R g (Un: resound-FROVE;
timidly-CEEK; umbrella-BRELLU; perhaps-FUB) .

SR IR P BE R T BT, A A AL, AR AR A B R B — ik B br
1] o DR, 3 AN 20 52 56 04 v B BT R 22 A 0 BT AT B b i) FE 2y 14T AR
PEVEE T 7 SR 1 RR AN AN, 7 RoR IR B XA A, A i
BRMEN E Y5 T 5.

2.1.3 EHitE

AR SZEG{# ] DMDX (Forster & Forster 2003) £ 7 52 03I i 12 s #80a8 S vz o
TE 7R 25 5 v g B R FE R 38 ™ L 500 ms Ji5 B0/ NG R il S 50
ms ZJ& , BEdE g SRS ) BAR . B AR B 1500 ms, 30 AR
FiRd RV BE K o 1000 ms Z G #E AN — k& . BRI BEE A s il, 2E
SRR NS A — H AR B AR SO < a0 SR H AR O 1R, 2245 1 9 shiife B 2R
H AR FIRORAR A, 4 2200 ) shift 5, 1E US4 Z ATA 16 IRZR i
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214 SR
TR 3% Br A 3 s 7 BSHEG T 250 ms 18 25 TP 3458 2.5 A oE 22 1 00 o B
BRI L A7 43 2 4.81% . Z5 5032 1 B .

R BHEE S TIRE RS S T R RO SRR A B E PR IE2E)

JLNEH (ms) FETER (%)
EE B3l I e S 08
S -7 S e
B AH G 557 (117) 839 (330) 9.22 (28.97) 5.68 (31.6)
— Vb NGBS 550 (115) 865 (275) 10.73 (30.99)  11.20 (23.19)
175 B AH 5 18] 512 (108) 803 (242) 4.16 (19.98) 2.92 (16.86)
175 B AN A 2K 1A) 540 (100) 839 (274) 5.08 (22.00) 6.25 (24.26)
TJEAH G 610 (147) 855 (237) 6.78 (25.15) 6.88 (25.33)
. EVZNIEES 616 (144) 879 (224) 7.66 (26.61) 11.22 (31.58)
175 WIAH OG 11 569 (146) 822 (245) 2.90 (16.80) 4.32 (20.33)
175 BN A 5 1) 598 (116) 882 (245) 4.57 (20.90) 6.36 (24.41)

% R 1 Imed: £ 19 28 1% 43 BT (Bates et al. 2012) 75 125 3 43 H7 1E B 19 52 17 1)
(RTs) FI4E 1R Z (ER) B . TF B 114 S 07 ) 28 3 47 5 48, BII-1000/RT ] SR PEAE
DLl A H AE S BEALA F (random factors) . Ji 28] i4 AH & P (A 3¢ 5 A 41
), I SR ZE R (A A K, BT AS S0 , ARG R ) TR AR DG 1)) , 2800 (B3 3 1
O E R H . AR E T T AR A0 H BRI A IR, R AR DM AR
i, Fad LR BR AR R, BRI B AR A

NS A3 ATT « BB B B0 UM (1= 11.08, p < 0.001) ; A S HE A 3
RIS B AR (1=3.28, p=0.001) 5 #H P e 2h i) 2 8R4 5145 58 B AR A
(t=4.30,p<0.001),

HIZEART T B W) 5 400 22 BAEH (1=2.55, p=0.01) BEE & 1Y i 210 I
SN KT g . IR S A 5A L BEAEH(=1.98,p=0.05), & 1 iniE
JASNR TREEE . AT 5 DEX L 52 BAEH W3 (=3.03,p=0.04), 7R bR
I R S RTE A DGR B 25 7 KT i

JEBEAETT BRI AR LA K 37 W -5 1) 1) 1) 22 ) 45 20 AT AT 22 L
YER (p>0.05) iR BEE & 5 54 0 G 8655 W R A 22 5,

BEE 4007 JS sh 28 E30% (1=2.36, p=0.02), J5 Shia A 56t S 3725
BIAAZZ HAEH(1=2.10,p=0.04), #—2L 43R, i BRAG JE S300 (1=4.79, p<
0.001), FAIE 5 shi% A E480% (¢1=0.77, p=0.44), i3 W16 51 5 817208 506 32 HAE
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H(=0.23,p=0.82), Ui BRI/ 5 20 5 N A 25 57 o B A CIA 7= A2 )5 Bl
BN, BLTERTZRBG ZBAAF T BTRIE A G 2 55 (1=1.73,p=0.08), &MY
T AR H 5 R BRI A 2 AR (1= 0.64, p=0.52) , 17 I 18] 5 178 f3 shAH 1
A EZEF(1=2.60,p=0.01), 7 S BA ERUV (1=4.23,p<0.001), YL TGS 1E
R BT AT, URAE 1] 5 10T AR G A 7E 10 25 25 5, (R b 25 AR AHALL

TR T SR AR ST R shiR 28R A2 HAE FH (1=3.41,p <0.001),
75 BRI A SN 5 TR 2R A 2 BEAEH (1=2.51, p=0.01), J5 iR B )5 3 325K
I (50ms) LU HIT28 18] 1) )5 2 322800 (36ms) B3 o )T AH 55 3800 5 i 5 28 1) 2
AR HAER- (=2.93,p=0.003), W7~ FEFTZE 3 4544 (B stranger-anger) T HL7E S
BIash s PR,

FERF 3T - R glmer(binomial function) 5 15 38 73 1 R B, AH G HEAT 24000
(z=2.19,p=0.03), &S B 554 T80 (2=2.58, p=0.01), WIE )5 50 5 41 5]
AR HEAEMH (2=236,p=0.02), FERTEFMET , 218 FH WIEIE A G 8h 800
(2=2.26,p=0.02), FEESAF T A G SR (p>0.05), BEEH B G a3 8 3%
T ZiEH . HEHE IR R sh R0 5115 4R s EAEH(2=3.06,p=0.002),

TERTZR A T WTRIE AR O sha8v K TR B N Ia shaoni o AR T
WA F ROV S H AUV (p>0.05) -
2.1.5 i

SR B AT s, FERT R A5 T, BB &5 0B 33 X015 B R AR 2 A 0 33K
N, BB FERAFIE G 3, iEEWEGRIE R 3. fERSANT  BhEE M
A RIILF—2, FE VR A JE 3808, W AH IR A JE sh a0 .

X BRI S, BT IS shROW 5 5 80 A e 22 5, BABHE # 7
AT 28] 5 5 28 3n] i R s R T A N T 28 5 . A WFSY (AN Rastle et al. 2000
Rastle et al. 2004; Diependaele et al. 2009; Kazanina 2011; Li et al. 2017) %2 ! A J5
S5 XF TRAR () IR SR K TR 5 shinl (4R SR , AR SE g0 BEE 25 1Y SE i R R
5L A gE— 3%, Ud BB X T R 2808 RN IS 28 ) AE TR 3 A 3 A S A A 3 i
i (E6F PR IR A 18] B T 25 57

B G SR R Sl AONE B T2 R %) I Sl AN BE A i LT 2R AR T A i
TR SN, B 55 7 28R o i U AR ) o TR BA I N ANAEAE TR A SRR,
Ui B Z0A) B A3 RO 58 Aok F IR R AN o i 15 SR B A shah R 5 BE
O AR, BB AR 2 B SRR LT SR T TR R o i
ZRRAET YR A= TR RN RIS AH G IR ER A T SO, (H IR AT IS A WX A S 2l a0
SRR TR 2 4 i i 2 UL R i E A

ARSI 1 24 2R B R T AR o) O TG 4R 5 5 2 n R S A 25
{HEARA AT 2 — 258 o ol TR 0] B8 45 & 2 3R] 00 RN TR 4 A o, DAL ke
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TESZHS o, FRATT 1R B X B R R AT 1R W AT 45 ok it — B R R R R 5 R
Zam N Ty 22 S o BT A TR S T RE AE A R A PR R o SRR TR OR AR AR
XRE A 18] 25 o 6F MR TR %) ) Y ) DR AT 55 BE A5 L S e i e ) ) 2R 25 R Y A
M

2.2 K

S R HIRNCRIWE R, L BT g+ AR T B R S TR R A5 Y
fsinl , RN I 28+ TRI AR A 1l ) A1 0] 5 TG 1) 2R 25 A AR 1) 43 ABCHT T, TR 3 an i A 25
S, BLRARTZE ) 5 5 S0 B O T8AT 25 5 0 A, P TR
2.2.1 #K

A OSSR — A E , 55 o oA AE UNSW BB 55, Ir A il
BT BHE R SN 6.9 (SD=0.64), 5 5250 — 9l T 8 3 22 R (1= 0.65) . L4
g5 R, T A ) F B 58 i — o I IE DU K 8, f# % 1 Andrews & Hersch
(2010) TG AT 30 R, $2 0k ) W 7y HE 51, 288 % — A5 — 49, 9l il e (IR 15
o3 A, B 43 26, R 445 45 153 BRI 2O 4.4 BEIERE R UNSW
OHLRPAE,

2.22 Mk

SRNELIR) Ay WY S ABR) , J 0 kg s A I 28 B 26 A i) 3R A AR AR, R R
1 ICIR) 2R A5 A AR IA] o A ) 3R A5 R4 i AR 43 S PR, — i E 1R 5 S 28 B S
ZZBiA) , 3L 30 4>, 4N, printful . wonderness | lamply , i #% & SP (suffixed pseudo-
words) ., 7EIX ZH i Be Al b, 22 AR5 B He i — AN Bk R B0 R 28] AR G
1] R 250 A0 BIA] , 4N, printfil . wondernass | lampny , 15, J2& 30 /1A, F 3C & Fx NSP
(non - suffixed pseudo words). X P 41 ia] H A — A4~ BEAS ], B0 3] K /)N
(neighborhood size) , P -} 1r) il (bigram frequency)¥3J VT g

I3 — ARG AERR] , J2 R 5 T2 B AT SAE R, A0 resuit \dishurt |
prodance {7 ¥ A PP (prefixed pseudo-words) , 7F It JE At [ I B¥ %) TG 18] 28 25 44 1
1], U lesuit .dashurt .plodance , fijFx 4 NPP, Wi2H1A] 4% 30 1,

Shy DU 2R ] v A T 2L TR AR AL R B v, DR S B SR FH L T i, B —
Y11 Hh 45 — = SP 1 PP, — >} NSP I NPP; 7 — 41 i) J& 4 I () NSP il NPP, SP
1 PP, B PR A A 27N A B LR SP/NSP, 2 PP/NPP il . 30 1> 2R
AR (U0 painful) , 30 4~ H1 28 IR A 1 (A0 distrust)VE R IE8f ], INA BN 1) i,
223 F R

{# F§ DMDX (Forster & Forster 2003)F2 7 & Bt H Axia] F 10 s e v o 1E 2
TR ok B B b e 5L B 300A] 455 B8 1500 ms, 3 2 05 R A0 44 B s N BT 2%
1500ms Z 5 # AN —kill &, W PIREF 2, DIgom s hds 5,
18 i A S g —.
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224 %R

B AL B M Ik R S — o R I B8 G R AR R i AR

Ji 28 B 1] (SP) 5 422 ] 15] (NSP) 1) BE 38 (17 #K SYN), SVN A E &0 (1 = 3.84,
p<.001), £H WA F A0 (1=34.69, p<0.001), —ifH 5REE H RNY I E H.
YER(t=1.63,p="10), R FFEE I SINZUY 5 18 H WA 225, MR
7R, SYN A FERL (z=7.69, p<.001), H 944 FRV (z=6.94, p<.001), SVN 5
0922 HAEFEE B3 (:=1.68, p=.00) Ui B EFIE F R 15 & Z m 4R R E 7
AR

®2 PHEE S TIRETES ST R RO SRR AR A BE R EZE)

. S Bst F TR

SIS AT - ; N .
BB —iEH TR iR

Ja & Akn) 774 (237) 1065 (247) 28.09 (44.98)  43.89 (49.51)

Je S5 A 4 o ) 714 (206) 1013 (230) 9.31 (29.08)  18.96 (39.13)

HiT 2 A 1) 777 (262) 1035 (243) 33.17 (47.12)  40.49 (49.13)

2R A 4 o 1) 711 (219) 1004 (237) 10.85 (31.12)  10.73 (30.98)

SVN S5, BEE 19 S g B R 15 2R 3 BT 3R W, 5 A 1) B 4 o 1) o g
FIWr (1=6.60, p<.00152=9.74,p<.001), —ifi & 5EEFH A M L4518
BRI 53 BT (1= 3.49 , p < .00D) FAE R 51 8T (2= 12.30, p <.001) &R L B, /5 28 {1
T F ) DRI L A TR O . a2 AR R B S RE 1) 80N 7E SYN Y S I
I 53 A O AR EE 3 (1= 148, p = 0.14) , B TEFE D350 B 52 0 Bl 35 (2 = 1,04,
p=0.30).

i 28 A5 1] (PP) 5 2 il 1] (NNP) 1 FL AL (R AR PVN) o 7E PVN &1 T, & 5
BIE 0 BN A 32 BAEH (1=10.30, p<.001), 20 9145 300 (1= 16.48, p<.001),
PVN A ER V. (1=7.11,p<.001),

L5 RS 4 R A L, BETE 8 R IS AR R A BT 2 B B2 B0 L s
] 37 X B (1= 612, p <.00152=10.72, p<.001), —iF# 5818 F A E 8
B I AT (1= 6.85, p <.001) %5 1R 53HT (2=13.29, p <.001) # K I, Hir 4
15 TA) A AT BT s i )

FEE B PYN 208 JCi8 2 B W I (1= 1030, p < .001) ik S B 1R K (z=15.51,
p <0.00)# K F B H K PYN RN o i & A9 Y0 A 1800 (=491,
p<0.001), H 5 PN G 3 HAEH (=226, p=0.02), 7~ 18 10 7K -8 5 10 4t
PVN [N AR R . ZEE IR AT P WA X — 4 (2=7.23,p<0.001)
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SvP 5 NvP WY LU R A SvP. M BEER 5 il H 1) SvP 4T LU BT, [ b
BT BN, CIEEETR S G R 22 5 B KT RHEH (1=3.58,p<.001), 5 1R %
it s T AR (z=11.50,p<.001).

SN 53 AT, BEE () SvP IR 3 25 7 (1= 0.52, p=0.60) , Hi 5 Hr s ik
IRWIH T (2=0.56,p=0.58) 18 # B SvP BN 43 BT R, 5 10 AR
HAHAEH (t=2.55,p=0.01), WL FIRA ER00 (1=4.86,p<.001), SvP £ i 4K
Vi (1=5.52,p=0.60) , &7~ Jo SN K F R ARUN  FLIRNE K80 1 244
IR 5580 220N, SRR R SVP AT £/ (z=17.91,p<.001){H 5
RS A 2 HAER .

2.2.5 it

SEG TR, BEEE R SP R PP ) i 2 X T AE N 14 i 1 U B R R
T 1) 2R G5 KA 1 A ) 4 DB A DA B R A R 2 AT T X A e R 5 A
(AR A PR 122 AT — A R B At R o R X 336 A e ] 1 S B 5 R 0 2 s ) A
FEIE A B 2= 5 Ui I RS B T 2R AN S SR AR R N T 05 =S e, BB A AE
TSR B R . XSS — g R — B

B F N T SP RN PP H W7 1 A1 e T A N A 4 3R X — 45 5 Casalis
et al. (2015) 1 WF5E & P —3L . TF Casalis et al. (2015) 1 WF 58, il N EEE T
i 2F 2] Xt T 00 YR A A TR 1 ) R A X R A, AR S U I
BB E BN T AR A I, 7R 2200 2R 0 B9 U A AR A AR 1 R O

SR, AT 2RI 5 5 B BRI N AEE 28 5 0 B 2, IR KO AN 5 i) J 28 118 1)
B0 T, B3R K P A6 T 5 28 3R] 19 0 T3 A %2 . Marsden et al. (2013)
AT A & R MR IR AR J5 28, & BRI BB B8 1 25 10 i8¢ S H 0 T
Jei 28 45 KA T UR A 1) A AR TR R UL, 1 B S 8T R A N B R ARG TR KO B
R PT LR X — 50 SE0 — W & B IRIE AKX fa 2 ABGa] 1 i 3% A =2,
AELHI FT 2B AR IR A N T A 5 ], SR A i v A 2 A X T 8 A i) A ) D B i)
K T B A AR IR 5 4 R Y 22 S ORI REE W m Ty X, BB
SREEF A, 5 SUBOR AN T 5 B A 22 5, TR 28 AR iR 4 o ) Y 22
HEH S RHEF A BE 25, B PN ROV i THRHE & . 5 =, iRE N TR
A 1) 8 0 Wr -5 s R AE R L B S dE T R SRR ) S R 2 R 22 B TR SvP R 22
BER T REE .

LU T — UL T KOS 2] RS E 2R A= 1A A 1R
W 5 B B RO A A R (AT S S 0 R B Tk B AT B R 2%
St AR B B IR, R A0 TR KO B A e R T R T A Y
TR,
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3. BiTit

SRS — FISL I R 4 AR I, B T 2R (B0 1R RN S 2 (R 1) A U
HRAFAE IR 5 1R 28 A 2 el A, T LR 2 A 25000
3.1 ZIEFEIEWMERAMIESR

S — 25 R R KOS 2 2 2 X R4 R RS SR U N T A AE 2
S, TR AN TR S E TS 2R o B AR T 28Rt A TR AR R TR 28 A3 i i e A (H
Je 28R 4 e s8N PR S8 T RTS8 A 5 i 2] 0 hn T SR i RE A U R 4
WA TAE R B . S50 —rp, SYN AW KT PyN, H SvyN 5L /K TG
X, B JE N T 57K Jo o6 . SE5 — i 7R PN R B 18] 7K 7 14 34 m
T K, T30 W T 26 1) 1 om T Bl Ik i e o, i 1y S R R
32 BMAIEHRMIERMER

5, AT, 52 S S0 122 5 0 B 3R 2 f AT RS 15 5 2R e
YEE ) o Sapir (1921) 1 W H 5 B4 618 (the suffixing preference) , A i 20 WL 4%
PGS, J5 2 L ar g b PR 4% B 15 . Hawkins & Gilligan (1988)2k H T 200 Fiif
T IREAS  WFGY T 44 1) RN By i) 1) 28 (44 ) AR A B 1 B A A ) I A0 AT I O IR SR
TIREARSEE . AT PR £ B2 R, ] (1) H 2 i dy TRl AR " AR AE AL T
WEE N W7, IS 288w W . Kandel et al. (2012) >R F 5.8 $F 5 0F 57
R TE R E X TR 200 55 BAA W R 20, T8 0 9F 5 7 e &=
I RS o X SEAE ST AR U IA 5 28R LT ) 0 0 T ey BE N AT
FETRNFN W X, B 6 FT 28 0m) i RO I T oA IR 0 0 T B2 1 BR , PR b i 28 1)
HIR%EA 225 . HXT T 2B E kUL, RIME 2 & /K 353, /i gm0y n TxE
FEAT R T I 80n] , TN T st 17 25 5%

YR, 52 MRS S0 T 25 5 09 PR SR 76 T D ZE BT 18 5 3 B3] ] 32 0 )
Taft et al. (2017)42 45 1 38] 19 TR ) & 4o o fif ok 72, e B RSB R —
S A IR FAE AR VG B 58 B o 3R A ZE B4 1 43 AL 35 FH T 58 R A
P, WNFAF R SR R o AATIESE , IR AE 1] meath B, R A ) B B R B3] meat
A 23 R B 0TS L RAE, P AEAE S AR R, S0 BF 2 98 5 5 T 1H31) 1) 2 B 5 . 3]
FAER] , AN smeat B, N 238005 meat B FAE , FI W i ) R 2 ZE4 o [R I0 J4) IK
smeat AR L meath B25 5 , J R B0 B o G B 0 DTt 2 — | i)
beard 218 F clove , [} beard 7617 15 B3 &% T H41d] bear , M love W F3 55 £ clove Y
W, FEAHEFE 0] & AR B9 5 2830 4N darkness 23[R 30 AR dark , R I
Jo3 ShESON w58 T R 2% 18] prehistory Xt history 053 311, R IE BH J5 28 36] 19 42 51 r
T AR 2> TR 4in]

55 = LA XA a0 T 22 5 052 . ASAFGE &8, 765 SR 0 105
T, e 7K 91 2 2 35 1 IR A I R R FESZ AR, X 5 Li et al. (2017) 11
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Diependaele et al. (2011) i 57 285 16— 20, BN HE1E K SR X 5 2818 ad n T L-F-
WA M TR KT EO6 T2 98] A = A 1 s, o — 25 U B A 2] 8
TXERE B S TR 2R PR IRIE K38 v 1 a2 ) paRlism 1o S T
BREF I T 70,

4. it

XTI A B 1 e 7K P S i 2 o) R, S 28 m) 5 i 2 m] A R e D ) R
IR AR SR S o i R . T S RO T R T D R R , H S
e K- TC G, J5 S5 m) A TR 5 BETE 280 T ORI o X SR A TR D) 5 g
TEAKPAROC , ZKF- 8 1 383 A AT 28 TR B2 i a3 . X b 22 S ml g
S A ZE ) A B R R DA SR SR RN 2R R T TR AR B A5 AN R I S B
ARG — AR EPORE TR A2 2 5 RR BT LAY K iy ik 5
T, DAE R I 7K RO PR H

References [ % 3L ik]

Bates, D., M. Maechler & B. Bolker. 2012. Ime4: Linear mixed-effects models using S4 classes. R
package version 0.999999-0. http://CRAN.R-project.org/package = Ime4

Beauvillain, C. 1996. The integration of morphological and whole-word form information during
eye fixations on prefixed and suffixed words. Journal of Memory & Language 35(6): 801-820.

Beyersmann, E., E. Cavalli, S. Casalis & P. Colé. 2016. Embedded stem priming effects in prefixed
and suffixed pseudowords. Scientific Studies of Reading 20(3): 220-230.

Beyersmann, E., J. C. Ziegler & J. Grainger. 2015. Differences in the processing of prefixes and
suffixes revealed by a letter-search task. Scientific Studies of Reading 19(5): 360-373.

Casalis, S., P. Quémart & L. G. Duncan. 2015. How language affects children’s use of derivational
morphology in visual word and pseudoword processing: Evidence from a cross-language study.
Frontiers in Psychology 6: 1-10.

Clahsen, H., C. Felser, K. Neubauer, M. Sato & R. Silva. 2010. Morphological structure in native
and nonnative language processing. Language Learning 60(1): 21-43.

Clahsen, H. & K. Neubauer. 2010. Morphology, frequency, and the processing of derived words in
native and non-native speakers. Lingua 120(11): 2627-2637.

Diependaele, K., J. A. Dufiabeitia, J. Morris & E. Keuleers. 2011. Fast morphological effects in first
and second language word recognition. Journal of Memory & Language 64(4): 344-358.

Diependaele, K., J. Morris, R. M. Serota, D. Bertrand & J. Grainger. 2013. Breaking boundaries:
Letter transpositions, and morphological processing. Language & Cognitive Processes 28(7):
988-1003.

Diependaele, K., D. Sandra & J. Grainger. 2005. Masked cross-modal morphological priming:
Unraveling morpho - orthographic and morpho - semantic influences in early word recognition.

Language and Cognitive Processes 20(1-2): 75-114.
© 633 -



2019 4F HASME 51

Diependaele, K., D. Sandra & J. Grainger. 2009. Semantic transparency and masked morphological
priming: The case of prefixed words. Memory & Cognition 37(6): 895-908.

Forster, K. I. & J. Forster. 2003. DMDX: A windows display program with millisecond accuracy.
Behavioral Research Methods, Instruments & Computers 35(1): 116-124.

Giraudo, H. & J. Grainger. 2001. Priming complex words: Evidence for supralexical representation
of morphology. Psychonomic Bulletin and Review 8(1): 127-131.

Hawkins, J. A. & G. Gilligan. 1988. Prefixing and suffixing universals in relation to basic word
order in Papers in Universal Grammar: Generative and Typological Approaches. Lingua 74(2-
3): 219-259.

Heyer, V. & H. Clahsen. 2015. Late bilinguals see a scan in scanner and in scandal: Dissecting
formal overlap from morphological priming in the processing of derived words. Bilingualism
Language & Cognition 18(3): 543-550.

Kandel, S., E. Spinelli, A. Tremblay, H. Guerassimovitch & C. J. Alvarez. 2012. Processing
prefixes and suffixes in handwriting production. Acta Psychologica 140(3): 187-195.

Kazanina, N. 2011. Decomposition of prefixed words in Russian. Journal of Experimental
Psychology Learning Memory & Cognition 37(6): 1371-1390.

Kim, S. Y., M. Wang & M. Taft. 2015. Morphological decomposition in the recognition of prefixed
and suffixed words: Evidence from Korean. Scientific Studies of Reading 19(3): 183-203.

Li, Junmin (%% {2 #). 2018. Sensitivity to morpheme structure and word stress in Chinese English
learners. Chinese Journal of Applied Psychology (1): 52-61. [2018, Fif 4 ) & IR 4 18] AY 17
HEFER . OIS 1 :52-61. ]

Li, Junmin (2% 12 ), Li, Degao (7= =) & Ma, Bosen ( & fifi £§). 2014. English learners’
recognition of inflected and derived words in the target language. Foreign Language Teaching
and Research (6): 901-914. [2014, B ¢ > 3 S i Jif 7 1) AIR A 1] U300 T v 1) 22 5
CGMBEZEESHTTO) 5 6 H]:901-914. ]

Li, J. (Z& #0) & M. Taft (in press). The processing of English prefixed words by Chinese-
English bilinguals. Studies in Second Language Acquisition. (https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0272263119000172)

Li, J. (R0, M. Taft & J. Xu. 2017. The processing of English derived words by Chinese -
English Bilinguals. Language Learning 67 (4): 858-884.

Longtin, C. M. & F. Meunier. 2005. Morphological decomposition in early visual word processing.
Journal of Memory and Language 53(1): 26-41.

Marsden, E. J., J. Williams & X. Liu. 2013. Learning novel morphology: The role of meaning and
orientation of attention at initial exposure. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 35(4): 619-
654.

Marslen-Wilson, W. D., M. Bozic & B. Randall. 2008. Early decomposition in visual word recognition:
Dissociating morphology, form, and meaning. Language & Cognitive Processes 23(3): 394 -421.

Morris, J., J. H. Porter, J. Grainger & P. J. Holcomb. 2011. Effects of lexical status and
morphological complexity in masked priming: An ERP study. Language and Cognitive
Processes 26(4-6): 558-599.

© 634 -



PR Marcus Taft RIEA JRACET I ESETEE T & W RIS 0K AR 1R B U 22 5=

Ni, Chuanbin ({5 1% %). 2015. The acquisition and attrition sequences of L2 English prefixes.
Modern Foreign Languages (5): 636-645. [2015, S ifAE R B R 4% > 155 B by . (B
TRAMED SR 5 0] :636-645. ]

Rastle, K. & M. H. Davis. 2008. Morphological decomposition based on the analysis of
orthography. Language and Cognitive Processes 23(7-8): 942-971.

Rastle, K., M. H. Davis, W. D. Marslen-Wilson & L. K. Tyler. 2000. Morphological and semantic
effects in visual word recognition: A time-course study. Language and Cognitive Processes 15:
507-537.

Rastle, K., M. H. Davis & B. New. 2004. The broth in my brother’s brothel: Morpho-orthographic
segmentation in visual word recognition. Psychonomic Bulletin and Review 11(6): 1090-1098.

Sapir, E. 1921. Language. New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World.

Silva, R. & H. Clahsen. 2008. Morphologically complex words in L1 and L2 processing: Evidence
from masked priming experiments in English. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 11(02):
245-260.

Taft, M. & S. Ardasinski. 2006. Obligatory decomposition in reading prefixed words. Mental
Lexicon 1(1): 183-199.

Taft, M. & K. I. Forster. 1976. Lexical storage and retrieval of polymorphemic and polysyllabic
words. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior 15(6): 607-620.

Taft, M., J. Xu & S. Li. 2017. Letter coding in visual word recognition: The impact of embedded
words. Journal of Memory and Language 92: 14-25.

Yao, Panpan (24 [} ), Li, Ni (2= #8) & Chen, Baoguo ( B4 % [E). 2012. Influence of stem
frequency on the representation of English inflected and derived words in native Chinese
speakers. Foreign Language Teaching and Research (5): 694-705. [2012, ) #5555 130 B
A ST R iR AR A 1R SR AE T s . COMEZCE 50FFE) 5 5 ] 694-705. ]

Zhang, Beizhen (K Jb4H). 2014, A study on Chinese EFL learners’ processing of English derived
words. Modern Foreign Languages (2): 221-230. [2014, 7[5 1 2% 2] 25 IR A= 18] 0 TR 5% .
CHUAROIE )5 2 19 : 221-230.

W B #1:2019-01-14; FEFAEECRT , 2019-04-23; 4% FIE1T,2019-05-20

BIESE : 228 < jm576@163.com >
200240 b FIEACHE R EAME R4 B

Corresponding author: Li Junmin, School of Foreign Language, Shanghai Jiaotong University,
Shanghai 200240, P. R. China

© 635 -



