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BACKGROUND RESEARCH QUESTION

Morphemes are frequent co-occurring letter chunks with semantic or syntactic properties (e.g.,

the suffix -er in dealer and player denotes an agent). During visual word processing, readers , ,
To what extent is letfter chunking due to a general

recognise morphemes and code for their typical position within words [1,2]. But how do we

. . , L ability of the visual system to extract statistical
construct morpheme representationse Drawing from recent evidence from psycholinguistics

Lo
and stafistical learning [3], we test whether morpheme representations are based on a letter- regularifiess

chunking mechanism that utilises probabillistic information in the visual input.
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CONCLUSIONS

*When exposed to a large set of word-like items, readers spontaneously form representations for chunks of co-occurring
characters and code for their typical position within these strings. Crucially, in the absence of any linguistic information, chunking

relied only on the probabilistic information determining the internal stfructure of the novel words.

e Current findings provide evidence that morpheme-chunking during visual word processing can e, at least partly, ascribed 1o a

general cognitive chunking mechanism that capftures statistical regularities in the co-occurrence of visual objects [3,3].
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