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BEs b o TYBHEETEIELZL, HEhMOR
Lo, B0 HAFERNICE, EHLbLVnDrEA
Sh. REAFRET (1982) DA BEIC L TIKD LD
KA. BEsShpELE SV, RicE o
DEELEES IRV, FEEEBE TEEHNICEFO
HilchrET. FHBLBFDPERD 125202 HD0
EOBEEHOLDTY. TRRENTT M, TDLHK
LTWSERBEZDOXDBELBEREL TS I EMT
E2LHICEbNE KNETORXTH 5.

EOXRKIBERFELREE P OK>TEY, §
&UL®m WK A X D% < BEET & ERET L A3
FEEcHG R I N T, FEELBFLOMHEER =S
bU-bHNES. £ I THEEORYOBPYIIE—
KEELREOHEE RN A LT, BicHK
ﬁ@ﬁAﬁ@$#éXéW®¢®&ﬁé(iﬁ®)

iR LR & UHiT T ETY. HBETIRDEE
%ﬁﬂlmiﬁurbfﬁﬁ%LtmﬁﬂXuﬁi
ARITEETY. FBLMELERMTI B0, &
THBFRAHEBF (— - ZABKCEROEE T
LB, ROZABBEEOEECHEL
sfTZ0BFE) Xi3EEE2ETHFE BEEHOE
#r, KiEid-ed it & OBEED Z4EL T, RICZ DH]
125 ZBEHRD Tl & 155 2 X I3 RAFAE T
FEovoTd, chodEoicEd L oL
DORAEMTE LHuC, HEEF|VTOHER
fbEANTINERTA, RICEXEEOFFERD
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RIZBVFERA. THIBERE L TXDSEIEICES
DTTY, INbPFHREOBMUELLSEE T

DI ThH, EREML OB L b s, X
DFRFAICH > Thif © when 2 EICR D S N HER
HIOXFESHDETHS, ThENLEROFELE
XBlgRITH EHA. IOBEITLXLEod
LR HEER, T ORNCthOEY & DRIFRE IR HI
BEPCHBERFAO I P when BERBMS LW ES
SERICEB LT, o EE - BE & HEHES
DEE - BELEXFIEREBDEEA,. ThdX
X, SHET 2, HBRIE~ATNER
A

2 EBICHETHE-TAHT, TOMTRHEDEAM
b5, HREBEAEELTIAILE > TEXOHE LR
TEHLHIL, COIENBETHEIETHE, F14 7«
T AE—H - OHEBIFICEVT S, EELRENE
BEUHAEABOLERL TV ADTEE VA, /NI(2006
b) Tk, COIEELHICLT, EXEEELTLL
ROXMEOHNE LT, RERREL..

() FFEHERL, ZhiEHRZLIREALES

HU-o &,

CCTEESOR, THRBLEHRECY L0IRHET
5. 2EDFELHFOHDOEREZ T2 EL
f2wWDTHE, ZLTIOZHEOMOERSEVLIZE,
NHBEE LS, OLIKEZBEHEEICHT S
=oDBBENMFIATE S, (LR TFE] & TEHI K
U TENE] & [REE) 2 XlE 9, BB AR
LTS &iIcT5.)

FTEICBERBOEIRIEL B2 0HANTE 5,
TS EWEREE R0 5 THEDHED 205, W
FHCERBRI N CHRFE EFT 232 Ltk s,
Z ORREIDHEA S VR EXBRRIBE 2. REFH
DHPBEFELKL TV 2 X RS THEBEPEHETH
5. JHIRIROX (2a) & (2b) #HE L TANEHAT
H5.

(2) a. He considers it more dangerous than any
horse he had ever ridden.
b. That tough brave little old fellow Wells had
had prophetic visions after all.

T L THFEOKIIW S THRAL S, chi

RERZEASHTHE, FHERFTRLTH S,

e

(3) The human brain is divided into two sides, or
hemispheres, called the right brain and the left
brain. The two hemispheres work together, but
each one specializes in certain ways of think-
ing. Each side has its own way of using infor-
mation to help us think, understand, and

process information.

The left side of the brain controls language.
It is more verbal and logical. It names things
and puts them into groups. It uses rules and
likes ideas to be clear, logical, and orderly. It is

best at speech, reading, writing, and math--.

FRABMMBEERET 0L VO MICEBES5 2
B EMHERE sFXFUANEBNDS B, FHBESE
ZFRICL > TEIEL LB ETH B,
SEXREiHWEIT HEL
(4) It had been clear for some time that the de-

mands of the arms control process would in-
creasingly dominate military planning.

FiEaah o D AEL
(5) In this chapter a description will be given of

the food assistance programs that address the
needs of the famuly.

BAR Z e E Do E AL
(6) Toward the close of the Old English period an

event occurred which had a greater effect on
the English language than any other in the
course of its history.
ABLThEFIHRIE G, RELTCHETTIFoN
5L, —EI—HOFH+REERAELVDOTH 3.
INSERTER+RBOMNEE LT T HDDD
DTHBHERETIENTE S,

FE=i, EMcBAGRREFE AN T EMPnnEH
5.2 3 ENEHETH B, Biber et al.(1999: 623)ic
EhE, EBIC T -SRI Hi-THBE BHRA R
B EM@ D > i L L73w (Head nouns of
relative clauses rarely occur in subject position in
the matrix clause (only 10-15% of the time across
BEfEHF TS 5.

(7) a. The opposition Civic Forum, which rejected

registers.).

the communist-dominated cabinet unveiled
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by Mr. Adamec at the weekend, is demand-
ing a more representative government
staffed mainly by experts.

b. However, the abstract relationships between
Subject and Landmark which it [=of] ex-
presses appear seldom to be even hazily
based on any mental image of a spatial re-
lationship.

Z OIEH % Biber et al. i3 BARAR GRS 2 HT % W L
T, HEFCLHEASFABIFRBME % 0E L TH S L
DEFACILEDEIPTTREESBLOMSELTVS
(...relative clauses with subject heads disrupt the
matrix...hearers/readers must process the relative
clause before reaching the main verb of the matrix
clause). TNEEHOXEFEFICLEYT 2 T & HEEH
THHIEEHFRTELEDNSG. D HOFH A LM
LTnT, ZolGER #Uo@ﬁui%ﬁ,&@?%#
HT 3, CREEB+BELOS>ESAH»S, FBEc
DOXEMET HZ LI E. FRISINA TEEANT

%t%,%n%t%t?¢m#@ﬁﬁf,fééﬁuﬁ

CES+HREENES 3 2 ENRAREICH 5, BENS
i LTV a1 EB%T 3.
3 COMENSHAEARTALS. BARETIRENE

DERIZICH 5D TEBT TR MOEE BT ICH
U A ENHB, 2T, BAEBICBELWTHIER
FTENEL Z2DOMOBEFR G TE BT RELEF IO
HEEDWHFEEEARELTAHS. 959 3 EHEFDAE

OEFE L AMEERD, HoBE(LsE 0T

MWD, OFBEMPEOH TS, AFKETRE

—OOHIREL BAERSH D, XEREEL T B2,

P SADHIERE LTS FEELES, ol kit

WTHE, /NI(2006 2) & /N H2007 b) TEEE L 7-.

WS ol BT S (KEBIRETH B).

8) a HUTRER, FENBCEZEEHTV LDV E
SR EB L, ENPI LR L%
LT, d0FETIADO L1

(PEARHRF [HERIEER ORI )

b. & LARERHIIRAES CHT S THSR

BkLIcRic Ton) 28 LHLIZE VLS OnE

Ko, BRRIOADSL - TR TH- &
WHTEERLTECRNWTHSS.

(A # DRVED 3 Ky 2 2])
c. bl ;?&w%kaxnwrthvvﬁu
BEBEELTBW, - &Ik TARET
B4 VEEPATHIH T, Schénheit &5
HEICHESORS, BEEony (%] o
DHEDRHETH - 1.
(M E TERERIEED )
d. HHEI, CoBMM, ADWEWEESE,
ARDLEWREHSD, EHOHFC/NEDOE X5
KEATEE, 2L T, Wb EBIREBEXS
T3, ZOEREKRDS.
(EKIE TP EBEHG D
%%§E$m§&5b§ﬁkﬁﬂ®ﬁ@gi%ﬁ<f
BRI SH B &I B, DI EE, ZonEECk
L’C;Téti%;%;%‘%:’* 2%, SVOEETH BHFEICKL
T, STHALLIEL AT S BEHE LT, SOV
BETHAIERBICHL TR, TXTOEELHFHD
AcH 50T, Tho2ff, 20 NekEE< T 5(F
m%ﬁo ZDFERBEEBOXDF OEIMEL 55,
EE k]l khf%I%%Té% SEORNREL %
tEI‘EJfJ@%?;: WChbd, Thic L THhIEBECHS. AKX
B3 ERORNC L BIERREETELVOT, £
EEMER REC LRSS 5. TN W L FEDOBIURNK
ﬂan@iom}:@‘ﬁf BWHEABERT 2 EAARLEAR
BICH A, SO &, NIER005) TEU .

4 KEILRY, WOWREL» S, RO KR ORRIC
2V, EATHI, %@]:Gmmnetm (2005) %
RT&d 5. S, BU/PI(2007a) Tl &5
—EIITHIET. WOBFEEIIEVT, U203
EOSBENEENT LAY, ThniclzeFRiE, 20
WX T oA EFAT OMEOHMTEREN TV B
(9) a. The student who the professor who the sci-
entist collaborated with advised copied the
article.

b. The scientist collaborated with the professor
who advised the student who copied the ar-
ticle.

XOEHS 1, TR E N TV R WSRO %
BECHEBEEMT. bo&—BIIZVS L, bBHS
TELBROHBRT LTWRLT, TELTH LE
BH5HELED 5 OIEREE Lo REBFESEVEE
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tence

‘one factor contributing to sen-

complexity is the number of partially-

processed phrase structure rules or, more gener-
ally, the number of incomplete syntactic or the-
matic dependencies that the parser has to store in
memory at a particular parse state.).

Bkiiciz, Qa)TRIEEFPRRICLZ0DE, the
scientist D& T AR TH B, T DR, FTFBD the
Eafi Sty
LR E T NZNOFE copied, advised, collaborated (3,
TRTERLHBLTLRLWTINASHTL 5. $£722
DD who ZBIEI B ARELEDONPOMEGEL N
HoTHB, ZITHO>OMFEIHNELRTHTH S
ENWALERRI I TRAILES. —F9b) TH,
EDOLEOHTS, LOBHEAZT (who) DRT b,
I oHT 2BES TN EHEDS 2 VW IEEDNP
@RFEIC12TH A, AL, The scientist DEFIE, col-
laborated DA TH 5. 2 F D KFTRDBFRM G FHFI
12Thbh, ThEZFREREIDECTTT.

ZOREILSSIEBLEA 205, (DKFELTL
5 EFOMOUERE (2R SO E)(3)HEFIFEIE (SVO) »»
EINOERTH B, (1)BFI - T 5 [EE & Bk
BHHOT, HALTBELV. RO 2H>OXE KT
5. (10a) T AMENT| S E s N BERREREET,
(10b) TIRAEFEMG EH S BRREFATTtH S, T
L CHIZE DA MERE & b RUKKR 22
(10) a. The reporter who the senator attacked ad-

student, the professor, the scientist i< {3,

mitted the error.
b. The reporter who attacked the senator ad-
mitted the error.
INRERE LTV 2 EHEM OB OZ VIC 2 OFRKE K
WBEIENTE S, whold, (10a) Tldattacked D BN
BOMBLHETSE, (10b) TR, LEOMELFS>
<. FOHITHIBDOHD, KIFL T\ BERMOIEEEA
R, MBEICEMAAH BT LTS,
STINEFRICROMEZEALTH B,
FECBERREFEE S-S &,
TW5,
(11) a. The reporter that the senator attacked ig-

(11a) T,
(11b) T, HAEIE->L

nored the president.
b. The president ignored the reporter that the

senator attacked.

3]

(LlayieBVT, BMERAFELLEBELTVWSEE, &
72 the reporter M iRFE D ignored IHITE TV L,
ZhICR LT, (lbjics\VTid, BEHRMRZEE £ 0
LTV 3HE, 3 TICFEED The president 3 ignored i<
Bt onTwa, zhwA (11a) Z0ES 275745,
EEBEECHEKINS, THREGOIET 2 EE I3EL
KABTTHE, LoLEBSZOMMERT XD WE
BREER DIV,

ZITCERICE > THANTH B E, RHORERM .
(11a) D & S LEFEIZA VTV 2 HIFRAEEORRREH
HioHBENEE TV TV 2 [EFEORFRMRZFE (11h)
FOESCHEENIOTH S, WKL DHEHL VERS RO
bbb oFItZEIRDTH S, #0iAHX (nested-
sentence) (2, I N X (right-branching sentence)
KDL WEWDS R BEIKT 5.

COBEEEHPT R0, WER, THVIER) TH
LWEH] SV EZEBVTHET S, —ICKET
3, XOEFIEHVERSET, Kb DR IHL
WEERMC B, ThE T BIROEEET 5. HMRHH
Lubhdinhd, ZhABXOPTHEDLDENED SO
BEEDBEPD L2 ODERICE > THEAPT L 72D
L W7 g5, —MEMARICR LT, #LVIER
DBXOWEDIEH -7, HOIHFRSXORICHB L, L
HOBRESECRKRE, IhEx [EROFhORER] &4
i1 5.

(12) The information flow hypothesis: Old, back-
ground information is comprehended more eas-
ily early in a sentence, such as in a position
modifying the subject; new, foreground mate-
rial is processed more easily later in a sen-
tence, such as in a position in the main pre-
dicate of the sentence.

S THIRAEOMFRALHEE G, TEHVIEMRERT.

CTEBICO HIRAEORIRREFE 3B ICB T

a,%wmm =73 zhwzHEsFiIcL->TIE
Bl s0THLEEET L. —HENEIC>REIE

OBFMR A 3, FHROMLICEhEL., HUuERE
BATVWRIbDDDHOT, XDOEHLHINOTHS.
ZITHRCOMIEL 145, LI LM Gibson et al. (2005)
THENSNTVWBE I ETH S,

L LABTR, COBEIHLTSI—>0HHED
HAEBRELTALW, () THRZ2ZFEL] 5
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ERFBIEC IR L0IEAICEBLLD. (1la)ic
T, The reporter 2 XML B LAST, 1
ETELRUES ZOMELHUST L ENS B, =
NWZBRSZOBEERD2F LS ELTAELDOTRAEL

M. RICH T 2EED the senator 13, 4 < % DakEE
attacked ICHEF D35 2 &N TEBD, £75 The re-
porter DB HT I W VWOTH S, TDLHICEL
FEEAZBEELEESH L WAEHICESOTREVWNAEE
ATHIO., 25T 5 EEECOLHIRAEORBBRE
FEISR NS T &zt LT Gibson et al. (2005)
EENDLI—DDHPANERZSNDIDOTHE. EH5
PERELH - TV IONRBRETELVOT, O0EET
—DODRELLTEBEL,

Zhicxd U B > L HIBR A % o BIRA 2 E)
2, ThREBSFHOCHEBERBOVDOTH S, The re-
porter (FBEIC ignored i 9 CRE D IF SN TV T, the
senator DA% ¢ HED attacked iITfEF > FNiF L 0
DTHB. BALISHLBRINELRBYH 5.

INh3bLh»dsdE Twrap-upIE| RN BE
REBFRT 2o LMLV, ChUEXORKTIE, 0HE
DEEIES B IBHEDOIETH B, —fic, REOH
AT, SETHRLTE QB LT 25 SRS »H 5
EEZEALNTVS, bHIVESHBMEZ SNL WD,
Al b Nfok S, XEMBL TOWL B DL 5048
ZRTV DTV, bLEILLETNRIE, XOK
B’DETAHT, HINETIHRELV LAY,
FEBDLIENTED., JOLHIBLENERIZL -
TELSBZOTREV», BUSSUEOH L X720 h5
GEEEBEFRLTOL2DTRELOTREELS, ThH
HENLEIMIC2VLTR, BESATEOA S,

5. #RIC Vasishth & Lewis (2000)%* &L TA 5. %
NIk N, XEBIC B 0 3 RERBAMICE, THEE
FOMOEMSRY 5. EHSBin TV 213L, To%
FEOD2F200ETHLLLIEB(

partly a function of the distance between an argu-

parsing difficulty is
ment and a verb (head): the greater the distance,
the greater the difficulty in integrating the argu-
ment with the verb.). I @IE#fIC & 2HMIE, Gibson
et al. (2009)THMEICAIN SN T W B KD ITECZITA
NONTVABEHTH 5.

Z 0 & S IEALE I & B 8B O — 558 Gibson (2000) @

Dependency Locality Theory (DLT) T& 5. i34
<A, B IIALEFOMICHIEIC B 28T L W igR
MMNET 5E, TR Zo0BEEAET>IF5070
#LMBEWHTETH S (In DLT, argument-head
distance is quantified by the number of new dis-
course referent intervening.).

939 5&, ROPIicBWT,

(13) a. The reporter who sent the photographer to
the editor hoped for a good story.
b. The reporter who the photographer sent to
the editor hoped for a good story.
(13b) DiZ 5 H (13a) L OEEHFEFE T2 5 0HH
#ic/ B, (13b) T3, reporter & sent DI #H LW
FREGIC B B 157K photographer MNET 2 » 5 TH
B, ZNICHLTI3a)TRICHEI 2 EMTE
5.

&S ICIEE BN OEREIC & 2 ER0H 35 2 S
EHFE(HATE SN, RPIMH S I &% Vasishth
and Lewis (2006) (215%§ 9 5. ZF 3" Konieczny (2000)
KL ravEDOHTHE. ROFTE, BE®
hingelegt i3 (14a) D1E 5 45 (14b) L D HL FEEE N 3.

(14) a. Er hat das Buch, [das Lisa gestern
He has the
gekauft hatte], hingelegt.
bought had  laid.down
'He has laid down the book that Lisa

book that Lisa yesterday

had bought yesterday.'
b. Er hat das Buch hingelegt, [das Lisa
He has the book that Lisa

gestern

laid.down
gekauft hatte].
yesterday bought had
'He has laid down the book that Lisa
had bought vesterday.'
COFEBORIEIC L g, K (14a) £ 0 (14b) @
BN EEICE 3T THE. LEES (14Db)
Tid, Er &das Buch # hingelegt icd ¢ U > 3
CENTESEDPETHA, T LT (14a) THE, =
F ORI [das Lisa gestern gekauft hatte] #5A DA
AP BEE®E < %5 %, T N id Dependency Locality
Theory Tld 9 % EHIATE T L,
BFEENE LM, XMEBHEPE LLORERLT
&, hingelegt OEARITB VT (14a) DEHSBEHOL
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EBIAL NI SO, BT A - BRI
BEICL TV BN S 5, WA SHOHETRIIKA -
REEN NG SHBETIHEEBTRCTFRTE X
% L TWw5. Konieczny (1996) i& T 1% Anticipation
Hypothesis £ %21 5.

CCTHHRICH » TV B DI, Gibson et al. (2005)
ERUKL, ROUBENEO EANEBORE S 21T
BRICBE - TWEIETHE. FHRKZHINDTHAS
». Gibson et al. (2005) ic > W T~k HicFnLL
AOHBACHEEREIBLVOTHEAS I H. 1) DEHD
MR DR CBEBECHET TS 2B LTER
BIERTERVD, THF5&E (14a) DIFEERTEESE
IS T CHEUD A EMNTELDIIXLT, (14b)
TREBEEFDOH VIICEZSNELEFEE->1T 5
DEBSIEIKEE, ZWIAFEOED THAHHIHE
KBBOTEREOD, BUcl~7h, CITbHEKREL
B, EBEXITELENERE ZOMMDIED

BFEOFICH 0T, FELUAOEZGHFKLIITEL
WEBIHE UM 3 & 51 (1) 28T 5.

I ld, Gibson et al. (2005) O] & HBLEAH 5
ELobTFEEEHOMICH L ERMBAINS L5
CHREPHS LB ETHD, L LERTERLTY
B, WEHHL 15 BEFTIEHE > TV A, Gibson et al.
TRNETLEEDRAMIEL 8D, Konieczny (2000)
TREFHZ DO DOHETIENS.

6. LI’ Vasishth and Lewis (2006)»%F T W 3 {thd
Plel OBE,rSRFLTALS, ZROEBVTR
£TEE %atﬁﬂoﬁtﬁﬂuﬁk%ngim@A
INBLEZORIEHIHFOHEAVHELBEDTH B
&bm,%@L&ﬁ@ﬂ@ﬂ@m§%<U5u&%T¢
ERIRL, BEBRE 500, AMOPHICET 35—
RETISRTEIC & B HEBISRAE RO N 5. ARETE,
INSORFEMEDOP S L& & 3BGES3 V0T,
ZOHPOFEMIIOVTRIIBAS LY, EBRERDOL
EEEOWUF LTS,

I —EBORTY, FLLEZENFASND LIEH
BELAB I bhh ST, HUEENAH LB, TG
WEPHL 1B EEIERHIBE LS LT
(Reading time (in milliseconds) was taken as a
measure of relative momentary processing difficul-

ty). WL TZORHERIELVL DTS S S h.

i3

Vasishth and Lewis (2006) 3t v 7+ —FBAHWT
[ L&D upleLBoxdgsd s, LTFASOHT, &
4 ~EEph I3 REERTE A @ Ravi to buy the book
DD THAH. 2% D EEE khariid-neko buy-INF' &
Z ® o DIF Ravi-ko 'Ravi-pDaT & kitaab-ko 'book-
ACCTH B, FILCIFBAINALBERRIKETREATL
5.

(15) a. BERE 2D Z>OHDOMITIZ L
Hari-ko  Ravi-ko  kitaab-ko
Sita-ERG Hari-pDAT Rabi-pnaT book-acc
khariid-neko bol-neko kahaa.
tell-inF - told
‘Sita told Hari to tell Ravi to buy the
book.'
b. BiE & 2 Do DIFDOMICEIREMBNET B
Hari-ko  Ravi-ko  kitaab-ko
Sita-ERG Hari-paT Rabi-paT book-acc
khariid-neko

buy-INF

Sita-ne

buy-INF

Sita-ne

jitnii.jaldii.ho.sake
as.soon.as.possible
bol-neko kahaa.
tell-ink - told
‘Sita told Hari to tell Ravi to buy the
book as soon as possible.'
SEBNES B
Hari-ko  Ravi-ko  kitaab-ko
Sita-ERG Hari-paT Rabi-DaT book-acc
khariid-neko
shop-from buy-inf

c. HIE

Sita-ne

ek barhiya dukaan-se
a good
bol-neko kahaa.
tell-iNF - told
‘Sita told Hari to tell Ravi to buy the
book from a good ahop.'
d. BARREFRESHSNTES 2
Hari-ko Ravi-ko  kitaab-ko
Sita-ERG Hari-DAT Rabi-DAT book-acc
thii  khariid-neko
that table-on was buy-INF
bol-neko kahaa.
told
‘Sita told Hari to tell Ravi to buy the
book that was lying on a/the table.'
INoEMH- o ERERICLS &, (15a) LHA~NRTKRE

Sita-ne

jo mez-par

tell-INF

(174)
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TRENKLBEBEZEVNET 254 (15b-d) D F 78,
khariid-neko 'buy-Iny' MiEL FEN D, COHITHE]
ERIMRENER DRNICERZSIBEBAINS & 2 OBFNIE
FNLHLHICK A,

BOBRLIDH, £FCTREMCES DR, HiE
EASEN T AR R E LW & Lo bURT T
VWONEVSITETHS, FLTEBRO—FEL b AN
WIS N TEFRABRZICH I SELWRICLTH S

7. X3 Vasishth and Lewis (2006)D8 " DEBRTH 3.
E—DOEBRO P h I AL DX T, WHHIC L
THUEBH LD 7LDV BRND - 20T, NI
bo B LULWKTERE L BERZHEE*ELXT
» 5.
9 (16) D & S ICBIRREF N BHEEDLE.
(16) a. F3E larke-ne & 853 dekhaa DI f{ & N EE L
TS,
Vo  kaagaz jisko us larkene dekhaa
that paper which that boy-ErG saw
bahut puraanaa thaa.
very  old was
‘That paper which that boy saw was very
old.'
b. FiElarke-ne & 5 dekhaa ORBICH L WHEE
(RFTRENTL2) BFAEThTL B,

Vo  kaagaz jisko us larke-ne
that paper  which that boy-ErG
mez-ke piiche gire.hue dekhaa

table-GEN behind fallen saw
bahut puraanaa thaa.
very  old was
‘That paper which that boy saw fallen
behind a/the table was very old.'
FREE R (3 &5 dekhaa ‘'saw'& Z DI larke-ne 'boy-
ERG'TH 5. Z DORIC#H L < mez-ke piiche gire.hue
‘fallen behind a/the table ZSfA E Nz,
RI(AT)D & 5 B EFADTE OB S,
(17) a. H#J3E kaagaz-ko & B3 dekhaa DR
LTV,
Vo larkaa
that boy who

1] & A

jisne us kaagaz-ko

that paper-acc

IFICKUMOED Sl 50

dekhaa bahut thaa.

saw very

jigyaasu
inquisitive was
‘That boy who saw that (piece of) paper
was very inquisitive.'

b. B8 kaagaz-ko & 57 dekhaa O RICH L v
PR (KETREINTVE) BAIN TV S,
Vo larkaa jisne us  kaagaz-ko

that boy who  that paper-acc

mez-ke  piiche gire.hue dekhaa bahut
table-GEn behind fallen  saw very
jgyaasu thaa.

inquisitive was

‘That boy who saw that (piece of) paper

fallen behind a/the table was very in-

quisitive.'
P % 18 7t (13 815 dekhaa 'saw' & % O I kaagaz-ko
‘paper' Th 5. (17Tb)Ti, #ORICHLCIEAS I

%2 3% mez-ke piiche gire.hue ‘fallen behind a/the
table' BNET 3.

KBRELTHB L, BERREFLENE (16 THE
BEANTH-Thd, (16h), (1Th) D& 5, ZEGLEH
FORICHICERMFAINS &, L0 FEEIEEL F
ENBLIIME. ThiF, PO DLTEEIHLT
Jif’i'J L35, FEREDIEA BIC b5 S FXMELES <

LmOoTHL, LHLEHSHIOREEL LD ICEZ

5EMTES, [HRBLZIELEECT 5] FEIC
L0, BOTHBL.
DECFECMIBFEBEICHS &, BEIITEELD
|$%ﬁ3>3"7 HNEZVREECHEE S B2 ML BT
55, NMETEEZRVBZHNEZVIIEHER3HEL LB
HEThs KRITOLIUERERMS B, Jaeger
et al. (2005) LK BRDNEF -7 bDTH B, HiEH
AOEMBOEDDOHEETVWE,
(18) a. The player [that the coach met at 8 o'clock]
bought the house...

b. The player [that the coach met by the river
at 8 o'clock] bought the house...

c. The player [that the coach met near the
gym by the river at 8 o'clock] bought the
house..

HEI LN, i’]ﬂ@ bought ZFHLEEEFH NS &,
HIERASEA I >N TELS L Z EVIFEREMESN

(178)
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7o. D& D(18a)& D (18b)DIE 5 A%, (18b)k D (18¢c)D
3, BhE bought WELK FHENZDTH S, Thid,
(HDICECHPLEEHT . bAAEHFRIOLIK
WEZRL,

8 LIEARETR, HCHRUCIEMHEALILEFIIX
HMILAETH B LAELT I LicxT 2R AR~
() 2FXBLT, BLsHHEOEHEREL L.
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Abstract

This paper seeks to investigate the results of some experiments on sentence processing in
English. It addresses the question of whether reading speed always reflects sentence processing:
the less the difficulty in sentence processing, the faster the speed in reading.

In this paper I suggest another factor which increases reading speed. Ogawa (2006b) has pro-
posed a strategy for language processing: identify the subject of the sentence and connect it to
its predicate as soon as possible. It is shown that this principle is closely related to reading speed
and can give a different explanation for the results of the sentence processing experiments in
question. For instance, one of the results of Gibson's (2005) experiments has revealed that subject-
modifying restrictive relative clauses were read faster than object-modifying restrictive relative
clauses. This contradicts one of the central beliefs stemming from research in language process-
ing. However, the above principle can give a quite different analysis to the result of Gibson's ex-
periments. In addition, this paper considers the results of the experiments conducted by Vasishth
and Lewis (2006).
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