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OZET

Mizahin evrenselfi, insan zihnindeki bijfisel sirecleri aciklamaya c¢aain fazlaca cabmanin cikg
noktasi olmgtur. Zkidilliler ve tekdillilerde dil edinim siireci, dojasiyla da mizah tiimcelerinin
kavranmasi farklilik gostermektedir. Bu farklilhijlbilimcilerin ve psikologlarin ¢alma konusu
olmustur. Mevcut cakma, ikidillilerde ve tekdillilerde tek tiimcelik fétarin islenmesindeki farkliliklari
ele almaktadir. Mizahsiemenin, metindeki dilgelerini ansiklopedik bilgi ile birlgtirmeyi sart kagtugu
g0z 6nunde bulundurulursa, iki dillilerin zihinlede kavramsal 6rgutlenmenin nagekillendgine dair

bir fikri mizah timcelerinden edinebiliriz. Bu gholtuda, iki grubun tek cumlelik fikralari ve mizah
icermeyen benzerlerini okurken g6z hareketlerindieman veri; hedef noktaya yapilan sabitleme sayisi
ve toplam sabitleme siresi dikkate alinarak ¢oéziimigir. Sonu¢ olarak, ikidillilerin hedef noktaya
daha uzun ve fazla sayida sabitleme yapaspit edilmgtir. Bu bulgular siginda, ikidillilerin sézcuk ve

kavram bellgi arasindaki bglantinin, tekdillilerinkinden farkli olabilegg yorumuna ulailmistir.

Anahtar sdzcuklerikidillilik; mizah timcelerinin kavranmasi; g6z é&he; sézcik ve kavram bgile

ABSTRACT

Universality of humor has led to many studies agnio explain the cognitive processes in the human
mind. The acquisition processes of bilinguals amhotinguals differ, therefore it is common to olvser
differences in their cognitive structure, in terofsjoke comprehension. It has been a matter oféste
for linguists and psychologists how these diffeesneary in humor comprehension, which has always
been a complex phenomenon. The present study igatest the differences between bilinguals and
monolinguals while they process one-liners. Jokasrovide insight into how conceptual organization
is shaped in bilingual’s mind, since joke procegsimvolves combining linguistic elements in texthwi
encyclopedic knowledge. To achieve this aim, eyements of two different groups were analyzed while
they were reading one-liner jokes and their norejalounterparts. The analysis was carried out via
fixation count and total fixation duration on puticies. It has been observed, when the two groups ar

compared, that the bilinguals fixated longer on thanchlines and made more fixations than



monolinguals and that bilinguals needed more cagmitesources in order to comprehend the jokes,

suggesting that a bilingual’s lexical-conceptuairst link may be different from that of a monolintgia

Keywords:bilingualism; joke comprehension; eye-tracking;iéek and conceptual store.

1. INTRODUCTION

Most of the studies examine language processing mvidnolinguals. However, that number is low when
it comes to language processing in bilinguals. ilmdualism, theoretical models in terms of biliraju
competence, language development and processindessewell-developed, conceptual notions and
definitions show a great deal of variability, sgiecmethodological considerations have to be talkém
account (Grosjean, 2004). These problems showtlteafield needs more empirical evidence in order to
account for the cognitive processes in bilingu@sce the number of studies about bilingualism is
limited, there is not a consensus about some topich as word recognition, sentence parsing, sénan
representations of words and bilingual memory inegal. Furthermore, studies in bilingual research
generally targeted the processing of single wotdgidally ambiguous words, dimensions, such as
frequency and concreteness, etc.). Little resehashfocused on pragmatically influenced concepts/ho
cultural knowledge (with the help of scripts/fralneBapes conceptual organization in bilingual mgmor
(Vaid, 2000). At this point, humor can give insigito how conceptual organization is shaped in
bilingual’s mind since humor processing involvesnbining linguistic elements in the text with the
encyclopedic knowledge. With these in mind, humercpption can offer a window into the bilingual
cognitive processes. Since jokes require a disambimn process with the help of lexemes and aioslat
between concepts, they can also be used to undersiinguals’ lexicon and conceptual links. As
Navracsics (2007) puts it, “when studying the seimarepresentation of bilinguals, the structuretiod
bilingual mental lexicon and the connections ofglaage, thought and culture must also be taken into
consideration” (p. 17). There are some models gt aimed to account for how bilinguals cope with

the words and they proposed different points ofvgi@about word recognition.
1.1. Models of the bilingual lexicon

There have been three assumptions made by reseaesttethese assumptions focus on different aspects
of lexical processingThe Bilingual Interaction Activation modéDijkstra and Van Heuven, 1998)
proposes that the orthography of the written laggsacould be shared, and bilingual readers/lissecem

use orthographic clues that some words have in ammnhile they process the words. The model makes
the assumption that when a reader sees words itangaage, he/she also activates lexical formiveat

of these words in the target and non-target langu@e second model ke Distributed Feature Model
(Altarriba, 1990; Costa, Miozzo, and Caramazza,9)%¢hich considers the notion of shared semantics.
Research suggests that words in each languagesaeoels use conceptual representations that are
common to both languages. However, the first mddek not say anything about the nature of semantics
and the second model does not make any claims #milgxical representation of words. These models,

therefore, do not provide any answer to the questltow do lexical form and meaning interact during



word recognition (Kroll and Dussias, 2004)? Onlyfbilinguals are balanced across languages, in
majority of bilinguals, one language is always mdoeninant than the other. Using this fabg Revised
Hierarchical Model (Kroll and Steward, 1994), the third assumptiomppses a model that aims to

account for the connections between words and piseeross languages.

Figure 1: The Revised Hierarchical Model (adapted from Kaolt Steward, 1994)
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According to this model, there are two types okdinstrong and weak. Strong links are the ones that
directly and automatically reach its target, in Figure 2, the links from L1 to concepts and froéhth

L1 are strong while the links from L1 to L2 and t®?concepts are weak links. This model proposets tha
the conceptual store is connected to both L1 anttki2ons. However, a bilingual will have difficyltn
transferring lexical forms in his/her second largrido concepts since the connections between the L2
lexicon and the conceptual store are weak. Thezethis bilingual’'s L1 is more strongly and dirgctl
connected to conceptual store than the subject’s L2

Since joke comprehension involves combining lexfoains with the meanings, the study also aims to
gain insight into the conceptual organization iringual mind. Although there are some studies
examining humor and figurative language understandi L2, they are generally limited to pedagogical
purposes (Johnson and Rosano, 1993; Tamaoka arahdsik, 1994) or they investigate the cultural
differences across languages (Reyna and HerrereakS@998; Vaid, 2006). Surprisingly, there is dittl

evidence when it comes to humor processing acarggihges (Vaid et al., 2004). Vaid also (2000,9). 2

proposes some questions to be addressed in orded&ystand bilingual humor and figurative language

processing.

1.2. Overview of script/frame based linguistic anghsychological humor theories



What most of the psychological humor theories ldckatil the Semantic Script Theory of Humor
(Hereafter, the SSTH) is a systematic and the@etapproach. In Ritchie’s (2004) words, “the
SSTH/GTVH is also one of the few attempts to apphoaerbally expressed humor in a systematic and
theoretical fashion, and as such is to be welcom@d’69). General aim of the SSTH is to form
information-processing system which is able to aotdor the humorousness of a text. For the SSTeél, t
central aspect of verbal humor was semantic/pragraatl it explains the funniness of a joke withipstsr

or frames defined as “an organized complex of imiion about some entity, in the broadest sense: an
object (real or imaginary), an event, an actioguality, etc.” (Attardo, 2001, p. 2). In Raskin's985)

own words, it is “a large chunk of semantic infotima surrounding the word or evoked by it” (p. 81).

According to the SSTH, a text can be characterised single-joke-carrying text if both of the foliog

conditions are satisfied:
a) The text is compatible, fully or in part, withd different scripts,
b) The two scripts with which the text is compagibke opposite (...) (Raskin, 1985: 99).

Attardo and Raskin (1991) revised the SSTH andngled it into GTVH. GTVH has been further
extended by Attardo (1997, 2001) to analyze noty gokes but also narratives, standup or longer
humorous texts. Attardo (2001) claims that “wherdas SSTH was a semantic theory of humor, the
GTVH is a linguistic theory at large-that is, itlodes other areas of linguistics as well, inclgdimost
notably, textual linguistics, the theory of narvdti, and pragmatics broadly conceived” (p. 22)eTh
extension has been made with six ‘knowledge ressurshortly KRs which are the script opposition
(SO) - known from the SSTH, the logical mechaniéfdl), the target (TA), the narrative strategy (NS),
the language (LA) and the situation (Sl). Tableobelsummarizes the KRs. For more detailed
explanations and some logical mechanisms examp&tscan be seen in jokes, see Attardo (1997) and
Attardo et al. (2002).

Lastly, Space Structuring Model proposed by Coul&i01) involves frame shifting, i.e., linguistiadh

non-linguistic elements make the retrieval of franfidm long-term memory and these retrieved frames
are used, exploited and evaluated in order to oactsthe cognitive models in the message-level
representation (Coulson, 2001). Coulson et al. §200) 232) uses a joke to explain the cognitive

processes and the frame shifting observed in tdere
“When | asked the bartender for something coldfatidbf rum, he recommended his wife.”

Upon reading the first part of the sentence, tlaelee expects to hear some kind of recommendatidn an
as in the SSTH and GTVH, his/her expectations aspad. However, after the reader processes the
sentence, he/she needs to retrieve some othemiafmn from the long-term memory, and frame shiftin

OcCcurs.

These theories explain humor comprehension witthéip of scripts (chunk of information evoked by a
word), so forming a relation between words and epte plays a crucial role in understanding jokdse T
present study aims to shed light on this aspebuaior comprehension and asks “How do bilinguals, in

the case of jokes, transfer scripts that they feianwords to their conceptual stores?”.



2. THE PRESENT STUDY

The present study empirically tested whether kngwiwo languages had any effect on joke
comprehension. Therefore, the aim of the presamdysis to gain insight into bilinguals’ memory
representation by comparing them with monolingualgd this end, the study monitored the eye
movements of bilinguals and monolinguals to exantio& jokes could give clues about bilinguals’

comprehension and conceptual organization.
2.1. Methods

2.1.1. Participants

12 Turkish-German and Turkish-French early bilingu@hey reported that they learned both languages
before 6.) and 12 Turkish speaking monolingualskibb is the second language for bilinguals simeyt

reported that their dominant languages were GemamarFrench.
2.1.2. Materials and design

Experimental materials were 10 one-liner jokesntf-jokes and 10 filler sentences. All jokes hagrth
punchline at the end and non-joke sentences weneefb by replacing the core word causing the joke
with a random word in an appropriate syntacticahfditting into the context. Two lists of stimuliexe

created in order to prevent the participants freading both the joke and its non-joke counterpart.
Kicikken bana yaramaz diyorlardi, artik blyudinyaebiliyorum (one-liner joke).

Kugtikken bana yaramaz diyorlardi, artik baytdunustandim (non-joke control).

Yeni tgindigim semtteki insanlar gercekten ¢cok yardimsevefiléer(sentence).

In this joke sentence which can be roughly trapdlas They told me | was naughty when | was little,
now I'm grown and | can splithe joke is caused by the worgiramazwhich is an adjective meaning
naughtyand yarmaka verb which mean$o split'’ or ‘to slit’. In the first sentence, when the reader
encounters the worgaramaz,he/she is most likely to activate the adjective mieg of the word.
However, in the second part, this word is usedas/érbyar-mak(to split/slit) causing an ambiguity and
making the reader leave the first interpretatiorthef word, in this case, the adjective meaninghef t

word.
2.1.3. Apparatus

Tobii T120 Eye Tracker™nonitor andTobii Studio 2 Enterprise Recording Edition§¥ftware program
were used as the main data-collection instrum&abii T120™is a screen-based eye tracker which
enables researchers to conduct on-screen eyenrgaskidies. It is integrated in a 17-inch monitaattis

non-invasive infra-red, and it collects various wfitative gaze data during the test.
2.1.4. Procedure

Participants were tested individually. On enterthg lab, the participants in each group were seated

behind the table mounted eye-tracker. They followes instruction on the screen for eye position and



calibration. There were no limitations about timiisg they were told that when they comprehended the
sentences, they could push thgacebutton. Each sentence was followed by a yes/nopceinension
guestion in order to make sure that the particgpanterstood the sentences. For the data angdysiip

2 Enterprise Recording Edition™oftware was used to determine the areas of itare$s to measure
total fixation duration and fixation count. An exal®a of reading patterns on a joke sentence carde s

in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Measuring Total Fixation Duration And Fixation @dun An Area Of Interest

The box is the area of interest, and it includesphnchline of the joke. Total fixation duratiorti® sum
of all fixations including regressions and re-figats in the area of interest. Fixation count is tiaenber
of fixations that are made in the area of interksfigure 2, fixations numbered between 12 andu20
inside the area of interest which means that thege8 fixations, and total fixation duration is than of

all these 8 fixations in milliseconds or seconds.

In short, the study had sentence type and group &gpvariables and the statistical analysis wagedar
out accordingly. In order to determine whether findings were statistically significant, the studyed
2x2 mixed factorial design with factors sentencepety (jokes/non-jokes), and group type

(monolingual/bilingual).
3. FINDINGS

The findings demonstrate a strong monolingual athgeover bilinguals and non-joke advantage over
jokes (see Table 1). Bilinguals spent more timecessing the punchlines than monolinguals, and the
number of fixations they made was reliably morenthlhe number of fixations monolinguals made.

Similarly, participants needed more time to progeges, and they made more fixations while reading

one-liners.

Table 1: Findings of the Study

Joke Non-Joke

Total Fixation | Fixation Count | Total Fixation | Fixation Count
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Duration (sum) (sum) Duration (sum) (sum)
Monolinguals 45.1 seconds 234 35.65 seconds 176
Bilinguals 74.6 seconds 346 49.16 seconds 245

These findings were then compared to determine helhehere were significant differences across the
subjects, and ANOVA results revealed a significafifitct of group type both for total fixation dukti
[F(1,22)= 8.169,p < 0.009] and fixation count=[1,22)= 7.611p < 0.011]. When it comes to the
differences between jokes and non-jokes, the egidive a significant difference for total fixation

duration F(1,22)= 6.809,p < 0.01], however, there was no significant effefciixation count.

To summarize, the results demonstrated that bitilgthad more difficulty in processing jokes than
monolinguals, and they made more backward movenamsextra fixations in order to comprehend the
one-liners. Secondly, for the sentence type, afihahere was no significant effect in terms of fiza
count, results revealed a significant effect cftdikation duration. This meant that in order ésolve the
jokes, participants, when they encountered the sggacript, needed to look longer at the switcipscr
trigger (SSTH), which is a textual element in mgokes functioning as a transition between one crip
and another, and making the second “more plausiblg less non-actual, abnormal or impossible”
(Raskin 1985, p. 115).

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

There are cases where proficient bilinguals are &blcode switch in a systematic way and understand
and speak in each language nearly perfectly. Thightmsuggest that these bilinguals have highly
developed skills for negotiating cross-language petition (Costa, 2004). In word recognition, it apps
that although lexical forms differ across languaglesre are still cross-language interactions soggest
that even if there are some distinctive cues, thelestill be activity in the non-target languagiroll

and Dussias, 2006). This cross-language interadticiie case of word recognition, caused bilingdal

encounter a competition from their alternative ¢exicandidates.

Although the participants were early bilingualsgithdominant language was not Turkish, this exglain
why they spent longer time on the punchlines. Bilials’ longer fixation duration on the punchlines
could be due to extra time they needed while texnsfy the words they recognized to their more
dominant language (MDL) and from there, to theinagptual stores. Unlike monolinguals whose lexical
stores are said to be directly linked to their @ptoal stores, bilinguals required two stages:chxi
information flow from less dominant language (LCtb)more dominant language and a matching process
from MDL to conceptual store. The results are cstesit with Kroll and Steward’s (1994) Revised
Hierarchical Model and Heredia's (1996) Second Biew (R-2) Hierarchical Model, which uses the
terms more dominant language (MDL) and less dontitearguage (LDL) instead of L1 and L2. In many
cases, L2 becomes more dominant than the earlegrirad L1. In this way, MDL has a stronger and

more direct connection to the conceptual storertdgss of whether it is L1 or L2. Since the papsits’
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MDL was not Turkish, their connection was weakearthhe other language. One way to understand to
what extent this model is right is to test thesgigipants’ processing time after a couple of yeahen
Turkish become ‘more’ MDL. More fixation counts tire punchlines similarly explain the process. Until
the bilinguals finished the transferring, they regtdo fixate repeatedly. Most of the fixations atved
were the results of literally re-visiting the earlparts of the sentences and then fixating optimeh-line
again as if the readers would want to look for slf@ the joke meanings of the sentences in theiqurs
parts. A reason for looking for clues via backwandvements and additional fixations could help

bilinguals form a relation between their LDL andhceptual stores.

Apart from these models, which only cover only sampects of meaning construction in bilingual mind,
one can argue that bilinguals’ slower processinglus to the suppression skills. To put it in brief,
suppression is a cognitive mechanism which atteisudhe interference caused by activation of
unnecessary or inappropriate information (Gernsiraahd Robertson, 1999). A reader or listener needs
to activate a number of meanings and deal withethesmpeting meanings when he/she tries to
comprehend the words and phrases in a sentenaesdntence, such as he went to the bank to dra@ som
money or he went to the bank to catch some fisgh réfader or listener activates both meanings of the
word bank; however, having read the whole senteheéshe suppresses the extra meaning with the
support of context, which is, in the former senterdraw some money and in the latter catch sorhe fis
Suppression ability plays a crucial role in the emsthnding of metaphors, idioms, and proverbs.
Therefore, bilinguals’ longer fixation duration ahidher number of fixation count could be relatedte
suppression skills. Bilinguals needed more timprticess the sentences since they could not regble to
intended meanings of the joke sentences as quakliynonolinguals. Bilinguals were less skillful in
rejecting the meaning formed via the first scrifieathey encountered the incongruous script. Havin
activated the adjective meaning of the word yaramathe one-liner above, bilinguals had difficulty
suppressing this meaning upon activation the secog@hing (joke meaning) of the word causing more
fixations and longer fixation duration on the pulired in order to successfully suppress the unnecgss
adjective meaning. Less proficient second languasgrs were less able to suppress the irrelevant

meaning of jokes.

As for joke and non-joke processing, results shoted jokes caused more processing difficulty than
their controls for both bilinguals and monolingualhese results are consistent with Coulson et al.
(2006) who also compared one-liners with their omet The findings also showed that bilinguals
processed non-joke controls faster than one-lireard, they were slower than monolinguals in non-joke
comprehension. The first part discussed some desshsons for slower joke processing for bilingual
In both sentence types (jokes vs. non-jokes), dniladdls had to match the lexical forms with their
conceptual stores. However, they reached theirequtnal stores easier while they were reading nka-jo
controls since the meaning can be retrieved fraactintext without having to find a new opposedcri

from their long term memory.

Lastly, it is worth reminding that some of the dimer jokes used as items have component words with
the same lexical orthography, as iikici bir emre kadar, birinci Emre de idare edevtich could be

translated as ‘Until the second order, the firstr&weould be enough.” Obviously, the joke is causgd
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the word ‘emre’, which is both a proper noun, altjuthe first name of Emre Bel6gtu, a famous
footballer playing for Turkish National Football @@ and it also means ‘(until) order’. Having thensa
lexical ortography, the word emre may be claimebaee caused the longer fixation time by the biliag
participants. In the same vein, Segui (1991) indgdhat a word may play the role of a stimulator n
only due to its location in memory, but also beeaofits closeness to neighbour words in the cdragx
ortographic interlanguage. To measure this faedurther study having the words with the samecixi

ortographies needs to be carried out.

In summary, the study aimed to account for the tvgnprocess in bilinguals by examining their eye-
movements while they were reading one-liners arelr thontrols, and then compared them with
monolinguals in order to gain insight into bilindsiaconceptual structures with the help of scrifitee
results indicated that the relation between lexicains and conceptual store in bilingual mind is
consistent with the RHM (Kroll and Steward, 1994).
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APPENDIX

One-liners

Sigaranin zararlari hakkinda o kadar ¢ok sey okudu ki en sonunda okumay! birakti.
Barmenden soguk bir sey istedigimde bana karisini 6nerdi.

2 aydir kanal tedavisi géren Sanem Gilgen (28), tiim mudahalelere ragmen yine Flash TV'yi

agti.

Klglikken bana yaramaz diyorlardi, artik bliyiidiim ve yarabiliyorum.
Bu ask yalanmis, yalanmamis bir ask istiyorum.

Sen hep kolayi secersin zaten, asil 6nemli olan fantayi segmek.

iki sey yikar insani; biri sabun, biri su.

22 yildir babasini gormeyen Selda Sar, katarakt ameliyati oldu.

ikinci bir emre kadar, birinci Emre de idare eder.

Bir insan yedisinde neyse yetmisinde de neydir.

Controls
Sigaranin zararlari hakkinda o kadar ¢ok sey okudu ki en sonunda sigarayi birakti.
Barmenden soguk bir sey istedigimde bana bir bira 6nerdi.

2 aydir kanal tedavisi géren Sanem Gulgen (28), tim midahalelere ragmen yine dis sorunu

yasadi.

Klglikken bana yaramaz diyorlardi, artik biyidim ve uslandim.
Bu ask yalanmis, gercek bir ask istiyorum.

Sen hep kolayi secersin zaten, asil 6nemli olan zoru segmek.

iki sey yikar insani; biri gurur, biri kibir.

22 yildir babasini gormeyen Selda Sar, sonunda babasina kavustu.

ikinci bir emre kadar, birinci emir uygulanacaktir.

16



Bir insan yedisinde neyse yetmisinde de odur.

Fillers

Bu dizinin en kotl yani sezon finalinden sonra yasattigl aylar stiren bosluk.

Ev isi yaparken genelde muzik dinlemeyi tercih ederdi.

NASA, Glines Sistemi’nin disinda Diinya’ya benzeyen yasanabilir yeni bir gezegen kesfetti.
Ucuz milliyetciligin kurbani olan bir¢cok sanatg¢i taniyorum.

insanlar sahip olduklariyla asla yetinmezler.

Yeni tasindigim semtteki insanlar gergekten ¢ok yardimseverler.

Uzun yola ¢ikmaktan nefret ediyorum.

Zimbabve'de sicak havalar ylziinden 77 filin telef oldugu bildirildi.

Miizik dinlemeden gecirdigim glinler ¢cok azdir.

Bilgisayar kullanmayi kendi basima 6grendim.
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GENIS OZET

Psikolojik ve dilbilimsel sayilabilecek bircok c¢gha, mizahin evrenseiinden yola ¢ikarak insan
zihnindeki bilssel surecleri aciklamaya ¢ahistir. Alandaki argtirmalarin ¢@u, tekdillilerde dil gleme
Uzerine iken, ikidilllerdeki bu sireci ele alanligmalara gelince bu sayini oldukca azgid
gormekteyiz.insan zihninin karmakhg goz oniine alinginda, gelecekte yapilacak sttamalardan

gelecek gorgul verilere olan ihtiya¢ 6ne ¢ikmaktadi

Kavramlarin ve tanimlarinin blyik gitilik gostermesi ve hali hazirda modellerin isalarinda fazlaca
celiskinin bulunmasi, ikidillilerle ilgili alanyazindar@ ¢ikan bir sorunsal olarak durmaktadir. Konuyla
ilgili olarak Grosjean (2004), yontemsel olarak ldik edilmesi gereken belli Wa noktalara dikkat
cekmektedir. Ayrica ¢almalarin ¢@gu tek sdzcik bazinda yapikrolup, kilttrel bilginin ikidilli zihinde
kavramsal orgitlenmeyemalar araciiyla nasilsekillendirdigini ele alan ¢aymalar oldukca az yer
kaplamaktadir (Vaid, 2000jste bu noktada mizah, kavramsal érgutlenmenin gagillendigi hakkinda
aratirmalarda iyi bir ara¢ olabilir cinkii mizakleame, metindeki dil gelerini ansiklopedik bilgi ile

birlestirme surecini kapsamaktadir.

ikidillilerin zihinsel sozlgunu ele alan modellerdeikidilli Etkile simsel Aktivasyon Modeli'ne (Dijkstra
and Van Heuven, 1998) gore, bir okuyucu bir dildekisdzcigl gérdigiinde, hem o dilde hem de ikinci
dilde olan ilgili s6zcuksel bicimler etkin hale getktedir.ikinci bir model olan Dgilimli Ozellik Modeli
(Altarriba, 1990; Costa, Miozzo, and Caramazza,9)98e paylaamli anlambilim dguncesine dayali
olup, her iki dildeki sozcuklerin ortak kavramsaltsillere ulaip, onlari kullandiini 6ne surmektedir.
Bu modellerin ikisi de, s6zciik tanima esnasindarant ve sdzciksel bigimin nasil etkilme girdigini
aciklamakta yetersiz kalmaktadir (Kroll and Dussii4).

Uclincii olarak, Dgsimli Siradiizenli Model (Kroll and Steward, 1994k,sdiller arasinda sozciik-
kavram bglantisini aciklamayl amaclamaktadir. Bu modelinisgioktasi ise, ikidillilerin ¢cgunun
dillerinden birisinin baskin gelgi gercesidir. Mizah islemenin, sdzciksel bigimlerin anlamlarla
kaynagmasini icerdii icin, calsmamizin ikidilli zihinde kavramsal o6rgitlenmeye abir fikir
verebilecgi stylenebilir. Alanda dnemli yer tutan vegdr bir kuramin temelini okiuran sema, “bir
varlik hakkindaki bilgilerin drgutlenmitiimlesimi, yani bir nesne (gercek ya da imgesel), biruplgir
eylem, bir nitelik” (Attardo, 2001, s. 2) olarakntanlanabilir. Raskin (1985) ise, ayni kavrami “s6z
konusu s6zcgil cevreleyen ve hatta o sdzcuk tarafindagrig@rilan anlamsal bilgiler birkgmi” olarak
aciklamaktadir. (s. 81pemalara dayandirilan mizah kuramlarindan Anlarfieatalar Mizah Kurami'na
gore, bir metnin mizah tiimcesi igeriyor sayilmagn,i iki sarti sglamasi gerekmektediifik olarak,
metnin iki farkli semayla da tamamen ya da kismen uyumlu olmasi;iikilecak ise, metnin uyumlu
oldugu iki semanin da zit olmasi. Bu g@lamda argtirmamiz, ikidillilerin oluturdusu sézctklerin,
kavram depolarina nasil aktarildiklarini mizah téhad bazinda sorgulamakta ve bu yénde bulgular

sunmay! hedeflengir.

Arastirmada, ikidilli olmanin, mizah timcelerinigfléme Uzerinde bir etkisi olup olmayaealculmustdr.
Calismanin amaci, ikidillilerin bellek temsilleri haklda, tekdillilerinki ile kasilastirmali olarak, veri

sgzlamaktir. Bu d@rultuda, ikidillilerin (12 katihmci) ve tekdillien (12 katihmci) goz hareketleri
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izlenerek, mizah tumcelerinin ikidillilerin kavramzecerileri ve kavramsal érgutlenmeleri hakkinda ne
tur bir bilgi verebilecgi incelenmitir. Sonug olarak, ikidillilerin hedef noktaya dahaun ve fazla sayida
sabitleme yap#n tespit edilmgtir. Degisimli Siradlzenli Model'i dgrular nitelikte olan bu bulgular
1isiginda, ikidillilerin sdzcik ve kavram befle arasindaki bgantinin, tekdillilerinkinden farkli
olabilecgi yorumuna ulailmistir. Calsmanin sinirlilgr olarak ise, kullanilan mizah timcelerinde
sozciiksel ortografileri yakin bijenlerden olstugu gosterilebilir.ikidillilerin  hedef noktaya daha fazla
sabitleme yapmalarinda, bu gikenin etkisinin olabilegé g6z éninde bulundurulup, mevcut konunun

baska bir argtirmada ele alinabilegebelirtilmistir.
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