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Methods

Stimuli and mean log frequency: = Each verb target was presented with a
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= Other limitations: Frequency Frequency

= Form overlap still sometimes high
= Some relatively short lags (e.g. 6 trials)
= Past-tense primes with present-tense

Conclusions

- Why didn’t we get priming for regular morphology?
Maybe because of affix stripping (Stockall &
Marantz, 2006)

- Long-lag morphological priming doesn’t occur
without sufficient form overlap.
(Consistent with Bowers & Kouider, 2003)

targets (see stockall & Marantz, 2006)
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