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Abstrac t 

We investigat e th e rol e tha t  frequenc y play s i n th e storag e o f 
morpheme pair s a s lexica l  units .  Tha t  is .  d o frequenc y 
difference s distinguis h compound s an d phrases ? T w o 
hypothese s ar e considered :  1 .  Frequenc y o f  Co-occurrenc e 
(FOC) :  assume s tha t  a  morphem e pai r  wil l  b e store d i f  th e 
constituent s co-occu r  wit h sufficien t  frequency .  2 . 
Idiomaticit y  (ID) :  assume s tha t  a  morphem e pai r  wil l  b e 
store d i f  th e combine d meanin g i s sufficientl y unpredictabl e 
fro m th e meanin g o f  th e constituen t  morphemes .  W e 
contras t  tw o set s o f  morphem e pairs :  Transparen t  pair s (i.e . 
phrases )  whos e meanin g i s  generall y derive d fro m th e 
constituents ,  e.g .  "blac k coat" ,  an d Idiomati c pair s (i.e . 
compounds )  whos e meanin g i s no t  entirel y derive d fro m th e 
constituents ,  e.g .  "blackboard" .  I f  th e tw o set s ar e matche d 
fo r  frequenc y o f  morphem e co-occurrenc e an d fo r  th e 
frequenc y o f  th e constituen t  morphemes ,  the n F O C predict s 
tha t  th e tw o set s shoul d b e comparabl e o n relevan t 
behaviora l  measure s sinc e firequenc y i s hel d constant .  I n 
contrast ,  I D predict s behaviora l  consequence s base d o n th e 
difference s i n idiomaticit y eve n fo r  firequency  matche d sets . 

Thes e hypothese s ar e no t  readil y teste d i n Englis h 
whic h mark s compound s b y bot h phonologica l  su-es s an d 
th e numbe r  o f  orthographi c "words" .  However ,  Mandari n 
Chines e doe s no t  us e phonolog y o r  orthograph y t o 
distinguis h betwee n idiomati c an d transparen t  morphem e 
pairs .  Th e compoun d "ba i  tsai "  (lit. ,  whil e vegetable )  doe s 
not  mea n an y whit e vegetable ,  bu t  ha s th e slightl y idiomati c 
meaning ,  a  specifi c  kin d o f  ligh t  gree n cabbage .  Th e phras e 
"ba i  qi "  (lit. ,  whit e paint )  i s  transparen t  i n meaning . 
referrin g t o an y pain t  tha t  i s  white . 

Method. Twenty native speakers of Mandarin Chinese saw 
compounds ,  phrases ,  an d nonsens e morphem e pair s an d wer e 
aske d t o decid e whethe r  eac h pai r  wa s meaningful . 
respondin g wit h a  ke y pres s a s quickl y an d accuratel y a s 
possible .  Al l  pair s wer e matche d fo r  constituen t  morphem e 
frequency .  Compound s an d phrase s wer e als o matche d fo r 
frequency  o f  morphem e co-occurrence . 

Results 

Analysi s 1 .  Th e F O C hypothesi s predict s tha t  morphem e 
pair s matche d fo r  firequency  o f  co-occurrenc e shoul d produc e 
simila r  R T s an d erro r  rates ,  regardles s o f  semanti c factor s 

suc h a s idiomaticity .  Th e I D hypothesi s predict s tha t 
idiomati c morphem e pair s wil l  b e store d an d transparen t 
pair s wil l  no L Storag e shoul d provid e a n R T an d accurac y 
advantag e t o lightl y idiomati c vs .  transparen t  morphem e 
pairs .  However ,  result s revea l  tha t  response s wer e 
significantl y faste r  an d mor e accurat e fo r  lightl y idiomati c 
vs .  transparen t  pairs .  Therefore .  F O C i s no t  supported . 

Analysis 2. A weaker version of FOC predicts that 
idiomaticit y play s som e rol e bu t  firequency  o f  co-occurrenc e 
i s nonetheles s a  sufficien t  conditio n fo r  storag e o f  a 
combine d meaning—i.e .  hig h frequenc y morphem e pair s 
woul d b e store d regardles s o f  idiomaticity .  Thi s predict s n o 
RT o r  erro r  rat e difference s betwee n matche d high-frequenc y 
compound s an d phrases .  Again ,  however .  R T an d erro r  rat e 
difference s fo r  th e tw o set s wer e significan t  Thi s indicate s 
tha t  frequenc y o f  co-occurrenc e i s no t  a  sufficien t  conditio n 
t o establis h storag e o f  morphem e pai r  meaning . 

Analysis 3. In order to examine if idiomaticity alone is 
sufficien t  fo r  storag e w e compare d result s fo r  matche d low -
frequenc y co-occurrin g morphem e pairs .  W e observe d tha t 
fo r  low-frequenc y pair s response s wer e mor e accurat e fo r 
compound s tha n phrases ,  althoug h R T s di d no t  diffe r 
significantly .  Possibl e explanation s fo r  th e lac k o f  a n R T 
effec t  are :  (i )  idiomaticit y an d frequenc y o f  occurrenc e ma y 
bot h determin e th e storag e o f  a  compound—i.e .  idiomaticit y 
may b e a  necessar y bu t  no t  a  sufficien t  conditio n fo r  storage , 
(ii )  w e chos e problemati c lo w frequenc y pairs .  I n fact ,  th e 
lo w frequenc y Verb-Nou n pair s diffe r  i n R T s an d erro r  rate s 
fro m Adjective-Nou n pairs . 

Conclusions 

Fro m curren t  result s w e conclud e tha t  th e frequenc y o f 
morpheme co-occurenc e i s insufficien t  fo r  determinin g a 
storag e differenc e betwee n idiomati c an d transparen t 
morpheme pairs .  Idiomaticit y i s apparentl y necessar y fo r 
storag e althoug h ther e i s  som e indicatio n tha t  a  certai n 
frequency  o f  co-occurrenc e ma y als o b e required .  However , 
becaus e o f  possibl e confound s involvin g th e grammatica l 
categor y o f  th e stimuli ,  futur e wor k i s require d t o determin e 
i f  frequenc y play s an y significan t  rol e i n th e 
lexicalization/storag e o f  morphem e pairs . 
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