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Korean words are classified into three types based on their origin: Sino-Korean words, native words, and loanwords. While most

Sino-Korean words consist of multiple morphemes, native words can be further categorized into monomorphemic words and

polymorphemic words, depending on their morphological structure. Previous research (Shin & Park, 2023) has shown that various

letter characteristics (such as letter frequency, vowel direction, and the presence of final consonants) affect lexical decision times

for two-syllable Hangul words. The present study aims to investigate whether the effects of letter variables differ according to

word type. To explore this, lexical decision time data from KLP (Yi et al, 2017) were analyzed, by categorizing words based on

word length (2, 3, and 4 syllables) and word type (three origins). Native words were further classified as either monomorphemic

or polymorphemic, based on the number of morphemes.

The results of a hierarchical regression analysis revealed that for

two-syllable Sino-Korean words, lexical decision time tended to increase with the frequency of both the first and second letters,

and it was longer when the first letter contained a final consonant. For two-syllable native words, lexical decision time only

increased with the frequency of the first letter, but this effect was observed exclusively in polymorphemic words. In contrast, for

two-syllable loanwords, lexical decision time increased with the frequency of the second letter. For three-syllable and four-syllable

words, the effects of letter variables were less pronounced, and no significant difference was found between monomorphemic and

polymorphemic native words. These findings suggest that word processing may vary depending on the word type, particularly

indicating that the processing of two-syllable monomorphemic words and polymorphemic words may differ.
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Table 1. The number of words used in the study, along with the mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) of their word frequencies

Native Words

Sino—Korean Words

Monomorphemic words

Loanwords
Polymorphemic words

2 Syllables 7240 (4.86, 1.39)
3 Syllables 3432 (4.01, 1.02)
4 Syllables 451 (3.60, .76)

642 (5.33, 1.58)
256 (4.61. 1.30)
36 (4.22, 1.40)

586 (4.38, 1.21)
868 (4.01, 1.01)
263 (3.76, .91)

482 (4.26, 1.08)
495 (4.22, 1.10)
242 (4.01, .98)

Note: Word frequencies are natural log values of raw word frequencies.
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$4, W §Roleh

27 9 & 2R WEE 7 2H9 9AE FEsle] 3

ATolee] AF WRA AT Joz AN, o3
A 34 gelel A 29 MEE A 27 Hol Fol
A A A4S TR dole] MEw FAF oo,

oSl 27k ©olo] EA 229 Rl Ul 27 ©o] FolA =4
2 a7o o5 WS dol Welh 24 weloz PHY 24 T4 O welso] MEE AT gelt 28
Qo wo] ’el2 o] Mkef ofFof foln, IAfo] FE2 E‘f‘ﬂa TFoke 249 Ego] FEE(E: T)AA,
o 7% Fela Aol wreh SlolEA Bopk shtel B WREE: LIS At WA fRE Ao Aol
Table 2. Frequency and mean of words for each condition (standard deviation in parentheses)
2 Syllables 3 Syllables 4 Syllables
SKW ~ MMW  PMW LW SKW ~ MMW  PMW LW SKW ~ MMW  PMW LW
1% LF 10.35 10.13 8.56 8.90 8.70 7.95 7.49 7.88 6.98 6.97 6.34 7.02
(L1y)  (178) (188 @01 1o (173 (172 (146 (1.60) (143 (L6l (1.36)
o [ p 10.25 9.77 8.62 8.77 8.52 8.03 7.74 8.15 6.56 6.82 6.21 7.30
(L1 @70 189 @256 (10D (146 (L7 (14D (145 (136) (145 (1.39)
34 | 8.97 9.26 8.03 7.83 6.92 7.23 6.92 7.17
(139 (1eo)  (1.83) (18D (145  (1.36)  (1.46)  (1.42)
40 LF 6.82 8.24 7.38 7.26
(1L.69)  (1.06)  (1.73) (164
IRAAY 4595 429 349 328 2150 148 537 314 302 19 173 144
¥ HV 2645 213 237 154 1282 108 331 181 149 17 90 98
2 vV 4936 427 399 259 2300 174 567 340 300 13 160 162
2" HV 2304 215 187 223 1132 82 301 155 151 23 103 80
34 Vv 2575 229 631 286 308 30 203 168
34 HV 857 27 237 209 143 6 60 74
4t vy 324 33 206 133
4 v 127 3 57 109
1" Ccv 2804 390 62 325 1599 163 333 379 180 26 149 188
¥ CVC 4436 252 524 157 1833 93 535 116 217 10 114 54
M Cv 2501 294 113 276 1275 192 425 394 169 31 116 212
2" CVC 4739 348 473 206 2157 64 443 101 282 5 147 30
34 v 1454 203 375 324 196 31 178 199
39 CVC 1978 53 493 17 255 5 85 43
4t Cv 216 33 178 167
4 CVC 235 3 85 5

Note: Letter frequencies are natural log values of raw letter frequencies. SKW = sino—Korean word; AMMW = monomorphemic

word; PMW = polymorphemic word; ZW =
CV =

vowel; letter without a final consonant; CVC =

loanword; LF = token letter frequency; VV = vertical vowel; AV = horizontal

letter with a final consonant
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Z4 Woloz dumgs gl 7t 248 BF 34 wEe
9718 27 §9°) Mt Table 20 AXEe] St

B4 A 7 Tholo] 9 Ego| 40%S ZTlets Tho]
= Ao Ael=glon, RTO Sgatol 3SDEH o
AAY A2 14071] dole SEAR TFH| F4A
A=A EAol= F 14994709 A=o] ZFHC

o]% gAtol= 11,1370k 7,24070, 322} 343270, 4
221 4517)), Tgole 2,652700Q3AF: 1,2287, 323k
11257, 422 29970)9leH, <efol=  1,2197H227}
48271, 327k 4957N, 424 242/ Arh. o1FF} Tojo] 2
ol o] SJAZEY] Hat2 Table 30 AA= o] ¢l

T 27 ol B4 A% T 34 o, nfol, ool
o A2 AR e 212} Table 4, Table 6, Table
79l ANl et AL HEAETE FAoGE
W ABFe] F7igel SAHCE felste] A WA dA
Ao A3E ANSLD, DGl Aefolol HEAEF
2 mgsige u Yo Fleel FARCR fels

fob = WA dAZRR] O] ATE A A5t

T 2A o] Ak F 27 gt} AxelA] ©ol Rl
o B9et A wAle SAHeR fosiglen(R” =
281, A1, 7238) = 2823.6, p < .001), ©ofe] RIZ=7} Z7}
SpE oEEAEE FASHTHE = -530, ¢ =
-53.138, p < .001). & WA DAlA dF BHIES FY
otole W AEEE ool FFehal(4R” = 011,
6, 7232) = 193, p € .001), WA =I5 RYPL
EARoR §OstAth(R® = 293, A8, 7231) = 3739, p
C.00D. AFHoz B A 220 Rlwet 4 249
HE7) 747 S71drs ol fludhalzto] F7tohalom (!
B = .098, r= 8503 p < .001, BA: B = .060, ¢t =
5434, p <.001), AR 27ol| BHo] gl wjEch 1S o
ojfjHAITto] FIISIATHE = 044, r = 3839, p <
001). B52-gake FAg 94%4 nyge] due =
SAHSRE fFostlem(4R” = .001, A1, 7231) =
p < .05, HA RIP= %7%49& FolstATHR” = 293,
R8, 7231) = 373.9, p C.00D). F HA DAlA Folots
g oS5 Wl olstgon, A 22| ket &
A 27| Rl *}0194 A EE TAHCR {ootATHpB

Table 3. The mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) of
lexical decision time based on word length and word type

Word Type

Sino—Korean
Words

Native Words Loanwords

2 syllables  621.13 (63.91) 618.12 (63.74)  621.03 (63.09)
3 syllables  607.81 (56.92) 597.23 (55.50) 592.93 (59.57)
4 syllables  618.68 (62.86) 598.16 (56.41) 600.90 (58.47)
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Table 4. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for letter and word variables in the lexical decision time of two-syllable Sino-Korean

words
Step Variable B SE p VIF R’ AR?
1 (Intercept) 2.316 319.293 <001 281
K1, 7238)=
WF -.530 458 -53.138 <.001 1.00 2803.6% * *
2 (Intercept) 9.811 66.635 <.001
WF -.556 471 -54.311 <001 1.08
Ist LF 098 621 8.503 €01 135 202 011
2nd LF .060 .629 5.434 <001 1.23
Ist LV(horizontal) -.005 1.339 -.529 n.s. 1.04 K7, 7232)= K6, 7232)=
2nd LV(horizontal) 005 1.394 ns. 1.05 426.1%%* 19.336%*>
Ist LC2 .044 1.491 3.839 <.001 1.32
2nd LC2 -.017 1.463 -1.605 1n.s. 1.21
3 (Intercept) 2.853 260.341 <.001
WF -.558 471 —54.394 <001 1.08
Ist LF .095 .623 8.235 <.001 1.36
ond LF 059 630 5326 €001 1.23 293 01
Ist LV(horizontal) -.005 1.339 -473 n.s. 1.04 A8, 7231)= AL 7231)=
2nd LV(horizontal) .005 1.393 n,s, 1.05 373 9% ** 6.705*
Ist LC2 .043 1.490 3.828 <.001 1.32
2st LC2 -.018 1.463 -1.627 n.s. 1.21
Ist LF X 2nd LF .026 473 2.589 <05 1.02
Note. * p € .05, ** p (.01, *** p < .001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 =

presence of a final consonants

= .026, r = 2.589, p < .05). A5ago] S *ﬂ%ﬂﬂ
Aol Zt 22 Rme] HoA 1 D Bt & Ho

H+S vHwstitk(Table 5). & 22 25 IHIEQ g XM
o] ojs|utiA|zto] 74 vEAut g 2] HlEs} Aul
S wfo] 4 22| WL g FAHCR {5t ¢
A(FAHE Hd o] 793, SE = 649, p ».05), AA =
ZHe] et IRIEd wf 4 220 WL g FAHC
2 GolstytkEA" Ha Aol 1 2336, SE = 7.08, p

Table 5. Mean (ms) and standard error of lexical decision time
based on the frequency combination of the first and second
letters in two—syllable Sino—Korean words

Second letter frequency

low high
low 60259 (5.05)  610.53 (4.07)
high 61649 (4.48)  639.84 (5.49)

First letter frequency

T 22 afeo] Axp: T 27 1fo] oA Tl 7l
A e FAHCE fostem(RT =
349, A1, 1226) = 6582, p < .001), ©oje] HILr} Z7t
s olFWEAIREY HASITHE = -591, ¢ =
-25.655, p < .001). F WA AN AZHAE Fdst
< o Ay IV BARCE footd o (4R’

007, K6, 1220) = 2.2, p € .05), A dSHAES] =Y
T EAAOR GOSIHHR’ = 356, K7, 1220) = 96.4,
p €.00D). F 22 Afofolxe A 2Ake] ¥zt F7t
g5 ofFjEgAzte] Frkohe At [ootAtHs =
090, = 3.087, p < .0D. Al HA TANA 5283
Folotols wf A9 VM SAHLRE folotA] ¢k

TH4R® = .001, A1, 1219) = 2.297, p » .05).

xR

T 27 el Ak F SA Qjdjo] AdfelA dhof Hl
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Table 6. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for letter and word variables in the lexical decision time of two-syllable native

words
Step Variable B SE t p VIF R’ AR?
1 (Intercept) 5.032 147.385 <001 349
F(l, 1226)=
WF -.591 986 ~25.655 €001 1.00 658.2%* *
2 (Intercept) 14,159 110.699 <001
WF 612 1.084 ~24.164 €001 121
Ist LF 090 930 3,087 01 1.60 356 007
nd LF -.021 912 -.766 ns. 1.37
1st LV(horizontal) -.024 3.041 ~1.057 ns. 1.00 F(7, 12200=  F(6, 1220)=
2nd LV(horizontal) -.015 3234 - 641 ns. 1.08 96.4%** 2.185*
Ist LC2 021 3.759 739 ns. 1.54
2nd LC2 011 3.657 393 ns. 1.38

Note. * p € .05, ** p (.01, *** p <.001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 =

presence of a final consonants

Table 7. Results of hierarchical regression analysis results for letter and word variables in the lexical decision time of two-syllable

loanwords
Step Variable Vi SE t p VIF R’ JR?
1 (Intercept) 10.467 69.969 <001 201
A1, 480)=
WF ~.448 2.381 ~-10.974 <001 1.00 120.4% % *
2 (Intercept) 22.749 62.660 <.001
WF 478 2.407 ~11.572 <001 1.04
Ist LF 054 1.609 1.021 ns. 171 97 07
2nd LF 165 1549 3.269 <001 1.56
1st LV(horizontal) -.028 5.608 ~.680 ns. 1.06 A7, 474) = A6, 474)=
2nd LV(horizontal) - 046 5.446 -1.072 ns. 1.14 19.9%** 2.710*
1st LC2 013 7.111 240 ns. 172
2nd LC2 059 6.600 1.137 ns. 1.65

Note. * p € .05, ** p (.01, *** p {.001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 =

presence of a final consonants

l_r]

Fet A FAEA] A e SAHCE §9 (8= .165 ¢ = 3269, p < .0D. Al H# DA Aozt
Flom(RY = 201, A1, 480) = 1204, p < .001), @] 83 FYolde of AYFe] S71d2 FAACE {9o}
o HL7t FUFERE Ut HASITHE = A GAHURT = .003, A1, 473) = 1.893, p > .05).
-448, t = -10.974, p < .001). T A DAPO|A J=H<l

= Fole o Al $7HES SAXNCE fostale Al 27 ©o] B4 Ad. Al 27 o], o], Ljold
W(4R® = 027, R6, 474) = 2.7, p € .05), ASHIE & ot &4 A= 27} Table 8, Table 11, Table 120 A
Agt RYPx EAH R GOt AtHR’ = 227, K7, 474)  AJ=o] Qlth

= 19.9, p € .001). AIfHog AmEH F 22 2ol

A 229 RIETt S7FEE offlutdAte] Flskgin Al 27 o] Axt: Al 27 to] ATolA] Tof Wik

ol
@
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Table 8. Results of hierarchical regression analysis results for letter and word variables in the lexical decision time

Sino—Korean words

of three—syllable

Step Variable B SE t p VIF R’ AR?
1 (Intercept) 3.635 190.761 €001 147
A1, 3430) =
WF -.383 .879 -24.309 <001 1.00 590.9% **
2 (Intercept) 13.749 49.967 <001
WF -.389 942 -23.032 <001 1.15
1" LF .040 927 2.281 <05 1.24
24 LF -.023 .968 -1.351 n.s. 1.19
3 LF 012 784 626 ns. 1.36 193 006
1 LV(horizontal) -.011 1.886 -.695 n.s. 1.04 RO D = RO, w21) =
24 LV(horizontal) -.024 1.940 -1.526 ns. 1.04 62.0%** 0.878%*
3¢ LV(horizontal .023 2.163 1.413 n.s. 1.09
I LC2 .037 1.999 2.101 <05 1.24
24 1C2 -.068 2.027 -3.936 <001 1.20
34 LC2 -.007 1.949 -411 ns. 1.16
3 (Intercept) 14.779 47.330 <.001
WF -.394 944 -23.232 <001 1.16
I* LF .036 946 2.039 <05 1.29
24 LF -.038 1.008 -2.146 <05 1.29
39 LF .005 831 239 n.s. 1.54
1* LV(horizontal) -.010 1.884 -.639 n.s. 1.04 156 003
24 LV(horizontal) -.025 1.938 -1.569 n.s. 1.04
3¢ LV(horizontal .023 2.161 1.421 ns. 1.09 K13, 3418) = A3, 3418) =
1 LC2 035 1.998 2.020 €05 1.24 48.67* 34517
24 1.C2 -.069 2.025 -3.993 <001 1.20
34 LC2 -.009 1.949 -.543 n.s. 1.16
I* LF x 2™ LF .034 .810 2.060 <05 1.10
1* LF x 39 LF -.004 627 -.216 ns. 1.17
2% LF x 3¢ LF .043 .658 2.615 <01 1.09
Note. * p .05, ** p (.01, *** p < .001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 =

presence of a final consonants

£ FYT BEe SAHCE fooidlem(RT = 147, 7} 7@#%
A1, 3430) = 590.9, p < .001), ©oio] ®IE7} F7Fd45 2.281, p € .0
ol S|WIAITES. AASIATHE = -.383, r = -24.309, p < ofg|tAIZt
001). & WA gAA ASHAS EO%}@‘% o Adg ERb

o F7MEE sAACE FootleH(UR” = 006, H9, ZF

3421) = 2.9, p < .0D), d&HIE FUsH E@E sAAS A AN
2 GOSttHR? = 153, K10, 3421) = 62.0, p € .001). EAHo=R
ARAo s AHEd Al 22 FatololA Arf 2] Bl p € .05), 2

1 Z7}elelk(B = 037,
. 57 23] Wl Qe rrﬂm R ESE N

7to] E7Vst o (B = 040, ¢ =
AR 27t o] gle wEe e o
= 2.101, p < .05).

Z4aATHE = ~068, ¢ = ~3.936, p < .001). A
HeRGGe FYHAS 1) APl FrlEe
H4R® = .003, A3, 3418) =

FolotAtkR” = 156, A13,
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Table 9. Mean (ms) and standard error of lexical decision time
based on the frequency combination of the first and second
letters in three—syllable Sino—Korean words

first letter frequency

low high
second letter low  616.35 (5.62) 608.31 (6.29)
frequency high  622.40 (8.05) 620.66 (6.81)

Table 10. Mean (ms) and standard error of lexical decision time
based on the frequency combination of the second and third
letters in three—syllable Sino—Korean words

second letter frequency

low high
third letter low  609.11 (6.03) 604.13 (5.73)
frequency high  613.31 (5.52) 613.71 (5.85)

3418) = 48.6, p < .001). ASAEFS FUslx F HA
AR Fefet 22 Mo Rik= Fdshlth folgt A
28R ANER, AR F29] RIEe 4 22k RlE
Afolo] AJoztgol FARCR [OSHITHE = 034, r =
2.060, p < .05). AS2e felS dotHr] Y3 7z 22t
N BarolA 1 spEtH & Hohat 2R Hekg Hwsict
(Table 9). 2A 227} RIEo|HA &4 227 AR

w olFimEAzol b LEAT, B Aol BE FAA
o folsk eRlth. 4, A 2ae] Mweh AR 24
o WE Aole] AuAge]l FAHOR SIS =

043, r = 2615, p < 0D, A2&g a7= dolrr] 94
7t 2] BollA 1 DR 2 Foah 22 [k v
SHEAIEE, 27 P W Aol BE FAZHOR folohA

orolth(Table 10).

Al 22 g0l A3k Al 22 1fro] AfellA] To] Hlk
5 FYT 22 5AHeR {ostgon(R® = 200,
A1, 1123) = 280.7, p< 001), ©ol9] RIE7} S7ters
OB WA AATIIATHB = -447, ¢ = -16.755, p <
001). & HA GAA SHIE FYotds of AFF
o] F7tEE FAMCE Koot omUR® = 014, KO,
1114) = 23, p < .05, RP= EAH R GoJ5trHR’
= 214, K10, 1114) = 304, p < 001). oluf A ZA19]
HErt ZKEREE . offjuaAzte]  frAsStow(B =
=118, ¢+ = 3309, p < .01, B4 249 & 58| &

S wiEch e u oA 7to] AASIITH S =
-.068, ¢t = -2.525, p < .05). Al HA Al F5A-84S
Eotole o AugY] SUFde] FARCRE fofokA] ek
th4R® = .004, A3, 1111) = 2.075, p > .05).

Table 11. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for letter and word variables in the lexical decision time of three—syllable native

words
Step Variable B SE t P VIF R’ AR?
1 (Intercept) 5.703 120.906 €001 200
A1, 1123)=
WF -.447 1.329 -16.755 <.001 1.00 280.7%**
2 (Intercept) 16.476 44,113 <.001
WF -419 1.425 -14.641 <.001 1.62
I* LF -.018 1.022 =572 n.s. 1.44
24 LF -.015 1.114 -.441 ns. 1.64
3¢ LF -118 1.061 ~3.309 €01 1.80 214 014
1** LV(horizontal) -.015 3.038 -.568 n.s. 1.01 K10, 1114)= RO, 1114)=
2 LV(horizontal) -.068 3.165 -2.525 .05 1.04 30.4%** 2267*
3¢ LV(horizontal .020 3.887 .665 n.s 1.25
1" LC2 .004 3.505 142 ns 1.40
24 L.C2 .007 3.769 213 n.s 1.62
3¢ LC2 -.065 3.952 -1.815 n.s. 1.80
Note. * p € .05, ** p (.01, *** p < .001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 =

presence of a final consonants
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Table 12. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for letter and word variables in the lexical decision time of three-syllable loanwords

Step Variable B SE p VIF R’ AR?
1 (Intercept) 9.639 71.618 <001 181
A1, 493)=
WF -.426 2.211 -10.444 <001 1.00 109.1***
2 (Intercept) 29.743 22.872 <001
WF -.408 2.267 -9.769 <001 1.09
1" LF -.019 2.025 =373 ns. 1.54
24 LF 021 2.084 421 n.s. 1.52
39 LF -002 1.632 ~039 ns. 1.54 223 D42
1 LV(horizontal) -.042 5.126 -1.010 ns. 1.07 10, 484) RO, 48t
24 LV(horizontal) .032 5.240 192 ns. 1.04 13.9%** 2.906**
3 LV(horizontal -.054 5.013 -1.303 n.s. 1.08
1 LC2 108 6.926 2.183 <05 1.52
24 LC2 159 7.113 3.296 <01 1.45
34 LC2 .010 6.309 202 ns. 1.58
Note. * p .05, ** p .01, *** p < .001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 = presence

of a final consonants

Al 27+ Qo] Axt: Al 22 Qlefjo] AdoA] do] Wik
£ 5T B FAHCE fosilem(RT = .18,
A1, 493) = 109.1, p < .001), ©o] ¥} Z71842 of
DAzl AASHATH B = -426, r = -10.444, p <
001). & ¥# GAoA SHIS FYstgS of AHF
o] F7FFE TAACRE {oolom(UR” = 042, HO,
484) = 2.9, p < 01, BP& EAZHORE GOSIATHR’ =
223, K10, 484) = 139, p < .001). Ai &z AmHd
AR 22t A 2] 47 vHdo] gle diEh ¥Ho]
A o ofFETAte] o “HOGEA: g = 108, ¢ =
2.183, p € .05, EA: B =159, r = 3.29, p < .01). AA
oAl o8 FYctels o, A¥g] T 5
AHoR FoletA] ASTHAR® = 006, A3, 481)
1.241, p > .05).

g 24 ol B4 Aw o ZF nfolel de Avke
Table 130] AAElo] Qe g0l BA Aol Aoag
e Esige o Auee] Zrjde] EAdoR GolaA
orob = WA GATAC] AikE AT Ftoler ol
ol BE I} Wele EQIF wil} BAMR HoiA)

oot E2 A et

Yl 22 Aol Ak o] 27 ttolo] digt IAEA 2

ﬁ‘:’r(ﬁ = -337, ¢

—7-594, p 00D, 5 o4 dEue S5t

2 u guere] Zrjde BAHOR o5 ATtHUR
= 022, K12, 437) = 943, p > .

ot

Y 27 afo] dx: o 24 A
oA A eAlof Thof WIS Tl A4
o5t om(R® = 115, A1, 297) = 38.5, p < .001),
W7} S7veaps ol glhAlgio] FAastlek (s = 339, ¢
= -6.208, p < .001). & A AN JS5HAS FAUst
e o AEEY F7tol FARCE oSt oH(UR’
= 070, R12, 285) = 2.1, p € .05), B¥x FTAZHCRE &
oJStATHR? = 185, K13, 285) = 5.0, p < .001). AlHA
Sz AuHy AR S0 k7t F7FdeS ol gzt
o] ZAASIHOM(B = -.158, + = -2.101, p < .05), AA Z
Zpe] Hgol FRSY wHr; JRZY o ofgjmthATto]
AJATHB = 115, ¢t = 2.036, p < .05). AA dA A5z
82 FYolels "ol A¥Ee S7Hgol $AXCE 79

o=2 T "
FITHAR’ = 033, A6, 279) = 1.976, p > .05).

it oA
el

o
ge £

rlo

o 1T
2 Ho m

~—

(8]

5}

[

vl 22 Qo] A3k o] 22 <fFolo] tigt IAZA 2
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Table 13. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for letter and word variables in the lexical decision time of four-syllable native

words
Step Variable Vi SE P VIF R’ JR?
1 (Intercept) 12.303 54.631 <001 A15
A1, 297)=
WF -339 3.120 -6.208 <001 1.00 38.5% %+
2 (Intercept) 37.295 19.809 €001
WF -312 3.505 -5.096 <001 1.32
1% LF 158 2.655 -2.101 05 1.97
2" LF -.055 2.627 -.817 n.s. 1.59
39 LF 010 2.893 131 n.s. 1.94
40 TF -052 2.783 -623 n.s. 2.43 185 070
1 LV (horizontal) -.022 6.470 -.405 n.s. 1.06
2 LV (horizontal) -055 6.278 -.991 n.s. 1.06 K13, 285=  KI12, 285)=
34 LV (horizontal) 115 7.686 2.036 05 1.12 5.0%* 2.051%
4% LV (horizontal) -.006 8.435 -.105 n.s. 1.26
1% LC2 -092 8.367 -1.264 n.s. 1.87
2 L2 024 7.386 367 n.s. 1.50
34 LC2 -114 8.664 -1.615 n.s. 1.74
4 LC2 -.146 9.904 -1.822 n.s. 2.25

Note. * p € .05, ** p .01, *** p <.001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 =

presence of a final consonants

3} o] IS E% A WA 3L F
ow(R® = 136, Al, 240) = 379,

7} ZrVekeE o] 3|mTiAl7 o zjié}‘ﬁt}(ﬁ = —.369, t=

-6.156, p < .001). & HA Ao o=
o= Aol S7tge] sAdC=

R® = 047, R12, 228) = 1.1, p > .05).

afrofefl ot

__’i_
B4 el 94 SRRAY 5 wA g Fea
3 Hd 4

ek, 5 24 1gele] dhet Ak T

Qlo] BAHoR folsiA] gFot

LI Ly |

g
on geja g BE BAL 119

A Aol
g Z7tete] £

Table 149 AAE

ok Al 2A9h ] B2 nR0ld] Avte BE dhs

ANES AN
3o spse.

ofef thet Ao M &

2% 1%
of MEE FT A o Eoé% 5402 gelsgon

(R® = 349, A1, 1226) = 6582, p <

.001), ©of HIE7}

1SS offmaAto] HASHITHE = -591, ¢ =
=25.655, p < .001). & HA DA A ASHIS FUSFA
S of A SRS BAHCE Folstiom (4R’ =
012, A7, 1219) = 3.3, p € 0D, 39 BPF= TAZHCR
FolBtthR? = 361, A8, 1219) = 86.2, p < .001). Al
HHog AmEA AR 229 RlLrt Z71d4E o9t
A7ro] Z7¥stgom (8 = 099, ¢ = 3.403, p (.01, G
o] Tdollt} thgeA Tol] offjumeA|gte] T AJTHE
= 091, ¢ = 3126, p < .01). Al HA DANA Fe2-83
< FYoIAS "ol Agske] SUlFe FAACR folot
HOH(UR® = 003, A1, 1218) = 5.6, p < .05), 3H =
P FAHCE FOSIITHR® = 364, K9, 1218) =
715, p < .00D). A 279 WEe} Peji TS5 Aol
Joargo]l foletdEdl(B = .09, ¢ = 2.364, p < .05),
dozg s AwET] Qo AA 22| Wk BollA
0.5 spEth & Hehup 22 oS vty tHTable 21).
Jfrol7t gdold wol= WH 279 ¥l avte FAHS

2 ool LUATHEAHHE Hd Z}o] 1 7.55, SE = 5.76,
p .05, A @Y dofj= AR 22 ¥zt 1Rl
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Table 14. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for letter and word variables and the number of morphemes in the lexical

decision time of two—syllable native words

Step Variable Vi SE t P VIF R’ JR?
1 (Intercept) 5.032 147.385 001 349
A1, 1226)=
WF -.591 .986 -25.655 <.001 1.00 658.0% **
2 (Intercept) 6.772 109.923 <.001
WEF -.601 1.089 —23.645 <001 1.24
1" LF .099 931 3.403 <01 1.61
2 LF - 006 922 224 ns 1.41 361 D12
1* LV(horizontal) -.030 3.039 -1.293 n.s 1.01 A8 1219)- A7, 1219)-
2 LV(horizontal) -.013 3.224 -.551 n.s 1.08 86.2%** 3.98)%*
1" LC2 -.015 4.037 =477 n.s 1.78
2 LC2 -.004 3.696 -.138 n.s 1.42
NM(polymorphemic) 091 3.704 3.126 .01 1.61
3 (Intercept) 6.763 109.988 <.001
WF -.599 1.088 -23.552 <.001 1.24
1* LF 027 1.345 .647 n.s 3.38
2 LF 001 924 -024 ns 142 364 003
1** LV(horizontal) -.031 3.034 -1.360 ns 1.01
2 LV(horizontal) -.010 3.221 -.440 n.s 1.08 K9, 1218)= A1, 1218)=
15 LC2 ~033 4165 ~1.060 ns 1.90 7757 5.589"
24 LC2 .005 3.722 175 n.s 1.45
NM(polymorphemic) 124 4.120 3.853 <.001 2.00
I LF x NM .096 1.672 2.364 <05 3.14
Note. * p .05, ** p (.01, *** p < .001. WF = word frequency; LF = token letter frequency; LV = letter vowel; LC2 =

presence of a final consonants; NM = number of morpheme

Table 15. Mean (ms) and standard error of lexical decision time
based on the combination of the frequency of the first letter and
the number of morphemes in two-syllable native words

first letter frequency
high

618.29 (3.02)

640.95 (4.79)

low

Number of monomorphemic 610.74 (4.84)
613.72 (3.23)

morpheme  polymorphemic

d o offlmAte] FAACR fofotA HtHFAH

Mk Aol : 27.23, SE = 5.70, p <.001)
Al 27 folo e T HA Gl dSHclE Y
StS wl AREY F7hdel FAACE fFofstATH4

R =016, K10, 1112) = 2.261, p < .05, F&& 75
R BAHCE FofstA] ofH(B = .045, ¢ = 1488, p

> 05). ¥ 22 DIAE T A SAe] l5uel
FYSge o AYRe Fkge] FAHCE £t
(4UR* = 071, K13, 284) = 1.893, p < .05), FEi& 7H
Wl SAHCE RelskA T = 017, ¢ = 284, p
> 0)

= mlo

B 7L KIPe] B4g Fa 274 Wle] mib} ol
of whe thed] Gehbed), 1 wabh deiae) gl o
o} Wetien] Pohauat sigict A SlFRA At of
%7} golo] Zolo] webx 24 Wsle] wAt thd bt
S, F 27 ol 3 fololA A 39t B4 2
Aol W, ) Ao B 57} olFBEkATI] dFe
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. Afolode AA 27 RIERE o uekAIto]
Fe r3oH, ol 4 2] RIERE o9
tol gk mFlch Al 27 oA gHato]o] o]
THChA|TEO] A EZH el AR 2xko] ¥ £, =
7t SFS rlFeH, Afoiolile AlA
=4F9] HlE7} 03602 a5k QlefololAe =4 229 W
SOt Al 27ke] v §R7F ofRjmeAIzte] ks mF
t} U 23 ol p8ojo At A Zato] HILel AlA)
240 B o] offjmeA|tte] JakE miFeH girto]
oF ool 22 Hle] &yt folskA] okt I

THe ojFel webd th2A| et 24 @RpolelA
A 2Aet SA 240 METt FE4E ojFTTol
PAE oA MLt B 24 DG
AE 3 240 BEs S84 olgmgo] Lej
oPAAQl MERIE BAEUAT, ho] chdeja Tl
At grEElgon, Balolod: ekt ot @2 o

[r e o -

rr

=

ol FAHIEATHE WA 2A40] WIS 7S of3]
peAZel Z7REe oAel mdE HaEEKwon,
2012: 2000), 3 £2S TR The Tolse] Byt
2 el Tojo] HA SHo WLt % o, oAzt
o] ZUlste avtz2 AYEcHCarreiras, Alvarez, & De

_L4

Vega, 1993). KLPE 243t APA(Shin & Park, 2023)
ANE AR 27t A 22k AA|AQl SA =g}
TEEQon, APde] At KLPO| & 27 ©o] Fo
A qiztel o] HlFo] 7Y EobA] THEE A 4= Slth
Ty 324 SARIE AT B FEjAS] Fje
B 4d@Aor U] grethal 4 E = Kwon, 2020),
AAE 2 dojof disiAes A SIS B
St= AH(Kwon, 2012)7F Sl WHH, o]} X617 9=
ALE AtH(in, Lee, & Choi, 2018; Kim, Lee, Kim, &
Nam, 2023). 53] & Ao AR A=<l KLPE 4]
gk gt AFolHe A Hofo] tis] FEAo R FXAS ¥
TaIt BRI E SHoHKim et al, 2023). o]H At
B} 4 ool A AAe 4 g A2E e
MROM-S(Multiple Read-Out Model-Syllable Representation;
, 2010) Rg& ARgote] s,

rorrorm

Conrad et al. =223

golo] Herl Be EAHOR et Adetn A%
HConrad et al.,, 2010). & Oq:rLoﬂ/qh }‘?JEEE’JV} o]
o webA oh2A PEEG
oo ARt AR oZ T M"Jr °] 75_1741%, ofFol webA
o] A7t g 4 e TR Yi(2003)9] Aot
tlEo], 71E9 diAolz] 2 SAMEaNTL Tol A=
o] 443t o] g 7HsAde AlARIH.

£9] afro] WellA FEiA ol mebA SRR Ea st
oE2A HEEE A2 SuER Aol @dolet thyH
& ©olo] Zjole TolE FASHE FHAY Zigelal, FH]
29] Jgol mEbA] olo] Azt gebd 4 Slok T A
glE e Tdojet tEA tyHA dojs FHA BHE &
ffsto] A2E 7HsAdo] Qlth & AFollA] dlfo] ThdojH
oh Aol HEAe ©oio] ofglmiA|tto] LAl UEhy
1!, o]= Taft®} Forster(1975)9|4 F435E T@olE I
Biol= 1Ao| dtajr]= Aalg Heolth Al
(interactive activation model; TA)o] WE2H SAH =&
Rl AXEE 3 2A4E B O HojEol
4 RO TSR, THE A B ol
s7le A 14 dole] Al el Hel
2 "= 4 ki (Conrad et al., 2009; Kwon, 2012;
2020).

olfl Ail= UFHA wol7t FHA EHE &
2= 17 (Lee, 2007; 2009), @ei4 ©917F ?F SEL 4 U

S HoFe Agdtet °1113JE}(Y1 & Bae, 2009). gHzo]
oF Jfro] thElA ToljoA dyor FAMIEar} o
e AL 2ollA HolE ;Eﬂi Gz Fld & =
o S2RIEsE g AR 4 gloH, T olFe] A2t
]SSl ‘””ﬁﬁ—% Ak, v =4 22 A4
‘213’—, Aol tEHA

fr o

1-4
ol
I
>
3
_‘

N
n
3
o,
)

R,

mlo f

i

%

o b

315
Y mﬂ‘§
Boox o mx rfr o ofh Hu

-

gojoMe T
ae I A=z A}%HL EJ
A I AR ARRE7] e, ofFelA e Aolw &
A S R=aypt g2A vetgds & o o 2
A-e] ZA¥pet Rtz dojdolat Aol Atole f
o] Tdofel FASHA AZlHrhs Hik JUE=t(Bae &
Yi, 2019), & 79| 2ot o duEE Hpoie] Az
7h JRle] wekA gebd 4 Jlote Fl AVl 5 e
™ olo] gt AE7F "as] Held.

eAfelollde F 27t B¢ =4 24 Wt S71
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5 ogEeAzte] == A yeERdTh Yi(2003)=
Qo] Ak o] RILrt HAagrtd 4 Qg AHst
e, & Aol A 2 HEe 2AE FHole

£ @059 Wik otow AXEGIh webA TAagriE
= 9ffiole] Tof R Hekslr] fjsf Fua o Hlwo
Axte] el Holnf, oje} dFdH A WLk FyA o
ol Hiz® wtz Ailsto] duE Faio] gtk

24 Hkets o2 Bgo Weht iy 5wl
_8_-14"— T’H J,]-zl-gq;q o‘ro]—;]. 51___,] H]-olzoﬂ EH _§_jq-
T 22 dofolA mE WEER] ggtow, ¥l tigt
e fRRole] AR SAlMT UEhgt fEelA FR
271 Azto] Yrg SAET o olsirtal FE o n
(Park, 2006), o]& 7jutog Zmgog o]folz thojo]
A7t Grugog o]Fofxl dofo] AHt H& st
I FAEATMin & Lee, 2018). T2 2 A= =
27 doloflA mg wFe] avbe AR ZAet B4 24
RE PR G ER, EolA TR {79 At
UEhA] Fethal B IARHChoi, 1986), &2 AFollA]
T 27 A AE o] glE wiE e o offud
Alzte] A= At BEE QI KLP 243 22 w7t
2HY A7e B2 9 A5 245t AA defAl A
22 Whgoh= 9414 E}”Eﬂ lft}h 1”401 AR, A=

l:OI‘ i o

Ello

o O]E}(Ba ota et al, 2007;
Keuleers & Balota, 2015) B el At 7he] EUF]
g A= Adolgt A+ o= IRt Aold JFeAE QL
o 5 7 HHo] A= tg ARlE 7HAL Qlo] Ao Eet
Koz ARgE|ofof dttt= T (Keuleers & Balota, 2015)%
At

Al 27k gapolelM= T 2 RfoloA EE A
SAHIE RV TEE QAN o 9129 AR E G =
UeRA] okttt Wl 2 dolollA Sl ate Afof
ofAet froletala, A 2AFe] Wkt SFEE ofgw
AIZbe] HAaskgith TRk Al 22 Qo AA SRkt
A 27l ©o] & ol ofglEehAtto] 22| At
£ 2k Yi003)= ol AHEEL= 2ATF AR,
ol o 4 AU AFstled, o, AT 59
24 eolollARt AMeE= 2AY 4 e, Qs
olF+= 7= FAtolet AfroletE G| 2Rt o] gl
7397t Ak, wEbA Qo] TolE Hetkg of Wo] ¢l
U228 dldstr] g2l 2ol ®lo] Sl 27kl
Al olRlmeAIzto] B RlE 4 Qlth Al 2Rkt W 24 &

=
T
=
T

oo dE T 27 Holold Tag
Zo weby Apdom w2
A gkttt ©ol Zo7h dojf oz <lste] golo] A7 o
7F HHALE 4 Lo (Nam et al, 1997), thgef4 Tho]
AMe FHla AP EHE F 27 oFer HHHNE &
ATk Al 2AeE Yl 27 Tojol A dojup FEjAo] A &
7F FERio, 2 Aol F8 Weloew vt 2
el gt S5 MIEA o= 4 Qlrh

2 97 7 24 2olE dHia g9z e 5 dle
Ao wEbA dofe] At 2ebd o Qe ARt 5
5 o] AzollM Hxpel FH{2o A2E 7HERt Pae
024)9] BolAq o= 27 &9z A=, tH
& gol9 fﬂﬂh 22 E91e] Aot 7 Feia @]
A7t olFod £ Qe TP dAble} Aol oY
& ghofofl Mgt —%Z} HEo] aipt BE 2 9ols ¢
e gz Zefistal, A2she Aol WYEHE
Q] /\ oh;]. :Lz} B]EQ,] oq;q]zio] _@‘_jq._i oo
(Kwon, 2012)= ARE Tojiks ARgstet], Tof 1l
oF 22 Hik Ato]e] AoAtg-S aHsfof g A47 Kim
5(2023)9] AFE AlPshd, Thof Mo wbA Hxef 7]
Hiet A2jeh gejao] ZHske A=7 298 e A
Zef & 4 Stk SARIEa L of dholAz|aby, oK
b @05 FEHL=z Eofote W, Ee @olo FHAE
Aefotks WA HEEHEA ] deids 4 A57F B
s Helch

27 WEeke tes of
}wele] @b ent

=4

B2 AFdEs ofFol ot 22 Hle] 8yt o2A yEt
e B, FHlA sl weba I Gt et
AL geloteltt. & A= F 2 Al 22 Wl 24 &
ol EA ARgSIRAIEL e A WS fldf oF
1} o] o] BMi4E RIS A ans Ay AnEZA
Fotthe Aol St} % ATl AEAd 22
oA ©olo] Zojot A} Wl gt PeAE Eelol
+ oA WA, FHAE AHelohs oA FHY
Ao oigt 71”0 A7 Bas) Helot
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tho|2] o}Z 3} HEfLE OfFTHERAIZIO Ciet St Hele| Jak:
KLP A2 &4

-

1 - -
kTN

s Azl

JO||

F ot

gl Holi ol wet o], nfol, el ojFe] PHEd, WAel AR B A iz FHHAT, X
foli Weiao] Aol wet Balofol chiElA Wolz THE 4 olrh AWATAR, BT, 023)E § 24 42 @
ofolAl Ft WA HIE, BE P, WA §P)o] oJFWTAI] GTFS Frhe 2L Hetd|, B AL 32 WY
737} ofo] wle} chEAE dobw A Bk o 919 KPS 5, 2017)9] ofSIEHIZE A2 S Bo] Zo|, 3, 4%
e olFGIH)ER U, Dol Fela S0l ute Balolel chgela Holz PHSIA, A4 SRR A &
A gl A 24 HEet SA) BAe) MEst KRS ojFmTAIel Frksidon, A4 24 W] gle
w olgiekAlo] ZolAk 22 nholt el Hololdu W) 22 WAt FA4E olsiEAle] 3715

et 5 34 el B 249 MEst FAA4E olFmHAIe] Fekth. Al 249t ) 34 HolfH ojF
27 WQle] bk ek gotont, Al 329t ¥ 34 TRl Beole thela dole] Ajols} vhehtA] siske
oleigt FMEL oIl meh Hole] M} gebd 4 9lu, B9l £ 34 Beolel thgHlh Hold] At b TR
2 AN

FAHof: g2 o], KLP, 27 ¥k, oF, Jeis
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