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COULD AFFIXES BE 
RECOGNIZED ON THE BASIS OF 
LETTER CO-OCCURRENCE 

REGULARITIES?
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TASK 2: UNPRIMED LEXICAL DECISION

TASK 1: MASKED PRIMING LEXICAL DECISION

TASK 3: RATING (1 to 7 LIKERT SCALE)
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RELATEDNESS: 
F=152.294, p<0.001 

CONDITION: 
F=0.072, p=0.93 

CONDITION * RELATEDNESS: 
F=0.877, p=0.41

R2 = 0.51

1/RT ~ CONDITION*RELATEDNESS + … + (1|ITEM) + (1|SUBJECT) 



t= -0.78, df=75, p=0.43, r=-0.09
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CLUSTER FREQUENCY

NONWORDS ELICIT 
ROBUST PRIMING

MORPHOLOGICAL STATUS

SEMANTIC INTERPRETABILITY
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DO AFFIXES  
PLAY THE SAME ROLE  

IN WORD AND NONWORD 
PROCESSING?
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TASK 2: UNPRIMED LEXICAL DECISION

TASK 1: MASKED PRIMING LEXICAL DECISION

TASK 3: RATING (1 to 7 LIKERT SCALE)
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t= -1.20, df=24, p=0.24, r=-0.23
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t= 0.43, df=24, p=0.66, r=0.08
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RELATEDNESS: 
F=261.58, p<0.001 

CONDITION: 
F=2.90, p=0.02 

CONDITION * RELATEDNESS: 
F=15.31 p<0.001

R2 = 0.50
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ORTHOGRAPHIC PRIME-TARGET PAIRS  
SYSTEMATICALLY FAIL TO ELICIT FACILITATION.  

WHY?

(EXPERIMENT 2)
NO CLEAR DISTINCTION BETWEEN WORD AND NONWORD 

PROCESSING

FORMAL FEATURES OF AFFIXES CANNOT ACCOUNT FOR 
MORPHO-ORTHOGRAPHIC DECOMPOSITION

(EXPERIMENT 1)

THE PRESENCE OF AFFIXES DOES NOT ENTAIL STRONGER 
FACILITATION

(EXPERIMENT 1 & 2)

NO EFFECT OF NONWORD INTERPRETABILITY
(EXPERIMENT 1 & 2)

(EXPERIMENT 2)
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