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Abstract In order to investigate an effect of prosodic information on the processing of English sentences by
Japanese EFL learners, the current study tested temporarily ambiguous sentences such as The boy insulted
in the classroom ran away from his friend and examined how Japanese EFL learners use prosodic cues in
resolving main clause vs. relative clause ambiguity. The results from native English speakers and Japanese
EFL learners showed that (1) consistent with the results from previous studies, native English speakers used
prosodic information as a cue to resolve syntactic ambiguity, and (2) in contrast, Japanese EFL learners did
not use prosodic information for their syntactic analysis. The analysis on comprehension question accuracy
and the reaction times in answering comprehension questions revealed that Japanese EFL learners did not
use prosodic information to resolve syntactic ambiguity, and also that prosodic information did not help
Japanese EFL learners in revising the incorrect initial misanalysis for the correct syntactic structure after the
sentence structure was disambiguated. It was also shown that Japanese EFL learners were more likely to
maintain the incorrect initial interpretation after the sentence ambiguity was resolved compared to native
English speakers.

BAHE S « Frdh - JRIEET, "HANKEEEZ OBRE CERICBIT 3 v Y F o EROBE,"
AARBHEBERSE U RFRHAEERRNE, pp. 61-68, AARLBHBTESREZASRE, A EREEREEHRFTRIT, 201563 A 31 A.

Copyright © 2014-2015 by Chie Nakamura, Manabu Arai and Yasunari Harada. All rights reserved.



1L.IIC®IZ

Ia YT R RSB T AWM, ml, TR,
VAL 2B ERTHHEEORKERE S, oY
TA—PRETRENREHE L THFAEEOBEERNE
BEOBENZET 51, Bl 21X ‘Lisa had the bell.” & W
I LD FFEITB T, ‘Lisa HAD 4y« the bell.”®D X 5 I
L+H* 7 1 V5 ¢ —I2 X 0 ‘had’ IZHEFADE N5

i

B % F1% ‘Lisa had the bell (but she doesn’t now).” & \»
9 AR % FE A B D —J7 . ‘LISA Lip= had the bell.” D X 5
I Lisa’ IZBEFH N E /=854, ‘Lisa had the bell (but

someone else didn’t).” &\ 9 b Hh iy 72 fR AR 23 Mkl X
278 MEFESEFEOSa YT o —F#R» b EHIC
BENLREETOENEZZITWMAZ ENMOLN TS

(Dennison & Schafer, 2010), — 5, 7' 1 YV 7 1 —F# i

CORIBRBHEEOETET HEREZMMAICKET D
DHBEHT, LD XOMEMBE L BEHEHICHETON
HHER-FT LML TREY, XFEREGFET
LHMFEREOBHREN T VT 4 —EHIC LD RH S
N3z &I & TV 5 (Snedeker,& Casserly, 2010;
Snedeker & Trueswell, 2003), Z 4L FE THZ < D i L

FIZBW T YT o —IEWMNEF CEMRICB T 5
SEREEHMRICS 22 EBIZONTORIERTHLAL T

DM, Bl 21X Speer, Kjelgaard, and Dobroth (1996) %
(la)d L 5 e BHIPASIC & (b)) & 5 % WIPAS{ S %
o (Ib)D X 9 IS I — PR BRME S 1 © 56
THEXOHABRIC T e YT 4 —FEN I BE L
ZDMITOWVWTEREIT - 72,

(la) Because her grandmother knitted pullovers Kathy
kept warm in the wintertime.

(1b) Because her grandmother knitted pullovers kept
Kathy warm in the wintertime.

(1b)® & 7 CIZ BT knitted & pullovers ® iz 7 a v
TA—ERARSLIEMLERVEEELBRLEKR, 7
a YT 4 —BRO RS TIEHE X F 1L E 7 pullovers
% knitted O EBEHMFEL L CTLET 570, kept DIF
MAERFRE R CTUMEDTE OIS LEARNET
5 DIT %t L, knitted & pullovers iz 7 v V5 4 —1&
APREIPNEZHAICIE, ME RO W@Exf%f

pullovers Z € JE i D E7E L MR T 5720, BT E
IMEEAMMREL RN ERRINTVD
ra YT g %‘%%&ﬁi%iﬁfiﬁ?ﬁ:’%iZ)%ﬁ"i.“%?)ﬁ

N —HOBZETIX, Speer et al. (1996) B H W=7 1
VT4 =BRSSO B OK ER E R R SR 7
O 7o YT 4 —ERORTENITONTE Y (Ito &
Speer, 2008; Schafer, Carter, Clifton, & Frazier, 1996;
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Schafer, Speer, Warren, & White, 2000). Z 1L 5 D #F 72 %
Rrbix, ey 7 —FRIEICABIZB W TELW
RREGD FBT &2 Bb0RB LT, UHEEDBEENE
DR T DA B < LRt OB My 12 B W\ TIE L W Ufig
RO THICEESTHZ L L NE > TUW 5 (Weber,
Grice, & Crocker, 2006), Z 9 L7=MFEIE. A & T-fit
@e;%% FICBWTERDIVANVICH D SHEMEAE
Xt RICIT b LD O KB T (Ito, Jincho, Minai,
Yamane, & Mazuka, 2012), ZEFE D X 5 7 5 HEL A E A
DEELZMNS FEEICH L, ARFEOL O RFHLEE
HEFETH M X Tk Y (Nakamura, Arai, & Mazuka,
2012), WTHOBEICEN TS 7 Y F 4 —E@AM
EFOELWVWIHENITICEEREELLEZ 5LV
RT—HLEEARGELATWD,
Zo—J . B _FEEL2)0F F SCHE RIS
VFEA—ERNED L D REEE 2 50
5‘1‘:1ﬂﬁn BOTRHRG BRI IT O TR, FE
FEHEBEOSETIE, AREBEICEBVWTHEAR TR YT
4 —DOEEN, BRI 2= —2a YRMENR
BEWEEICHEFICEETH D Z &G - BUER 5T O
MEHICBWTERIRLTBY ., ZORMICESNIZHK
BUEPBHERGZICBWTH EEH I LTV 5 (Chun,
Hardison, & Pennington, 2008; Trofimovich & Baker,
2006), L22L23n, 2% 8 L2 OLEAIZIBNT
Ta YT ERPEREREE O LML FE LK O R
BAEHEZDNPICHOWVTOFEMBRBRFIZEND 2L
(Harley, Howard, & Hart, 1995). L2 %3 3 o SCHE & 45 #r
&7m/74—ﬂ&5%%¢6#%%£¢é_&
FHEOEFLHM A EZRN O NCT H ETHE
Kﬁkf%ék%z%ﬂéou®m BT H0—F
VORASCAVER R A MR RE L 72 AT SE I KX, L2
BEO WG II B E O L ITEMICR R D
& 75§?‘§¢Fﬁénfjb‘ Y (Papadopoulou & Clahsen, 2003),
INHLORRNG BEHRICRBNT D
%&tmﬁﬁmﬁfii@m BT VT o —1F

BWwTrm
IZ2DWTIX

L2 ,—422

HOFEOLN TN ERDFARENSTFHIIND, £ I TK
MR Cld, HESC E—REry 2R B R 2 0 © BREI &2
W, HAANRBFZEEORBLEFHMIZB T L7 0
VFE 4RO EEEWE L,

2. BB

21. REWMIE

HXA%%?E%@%%F%%%&?%:V&H~
NI N—T7 L LT RERGESE 24 4 DN FEBRICEML
7o (EBR 1), &6, BARBEZRFLTLIRFAE 76
ANFEBRICEIMLE (EHR 2), ERIZBMLEBARA
Yo BB O YEFE ) O FEAE 121X Versant English Test @

FRPHAWSN, BINEOKEFE T —1 v

=6
IIIEEI;E:



BB EMCEFR) THREINDENEE L X LIZBNT
Bl722H B2 2o MiT5 2 &R INT,

2.2. Rl ¥ 3T

FHRT X FH AR & B4R B AR 0 — IR Y BB R A 1
SRBREI L 24 XX HEBE I N T r YT 4 —FRB 2N
73 (2a; no prosody i), H—WFOERZIC S 7
VFE 4 —ERMEASND Z L TR EOBRME
DEW &35 7 3C(2b; prosodic boundary 45 1), #EE
FIEBRME S AFTE L 72 W 7 3C(2¢; unambiguous 1) D
3R EIT 2T, EFRIDBERIZOVWTIET T
VAT TN LEY 3 o0 A MBERIN,
IANDFEBRZBMEFICR L THEERITITEIT 5356471
ODOFEMDOHBIRAT D L Okl Shiz, 24 XD FER
TATHIZMZ 36 XDT 4T =R SMEIX
—ODOFEFEM W%, W R 5 SCERfE R E
WZEIZ LT,

(2a) no prosody =fF : The boy insulted in the classroom
ran away from his friend.

(2b) prosodic boundary £:f4: : The boy, insulted in the
classroom, ran away from his friend.

(2c) unambiguous 454 : The boy, who was insulted in the
classroom, ran away from his friend.

SCERR R TIE . W14 AT IS 38 TS0 & i AR T EE AR
LEEBRICA T 2o IR A M 5 M (3a) &, &k
B B D IE LV BEFREIEE T o SC B A [R5 B
@BLYyD 2 KN AE SN, Ba)d &M Tix, X% E£H
W CHAELIZEAICA T DR - MR (i.e., the boy
insulted someone)IZ x4 2 HM AR END72H IEL
W TN L A B DIc %t L. (3b) D4 T 1%
£ 84 15 > FLAE (i.e., the boy was insulted) % [ 5 & B 23
Mbh b7z, ELWEXILEIZ Yes” & 2D, ZMEF
E7Yes”, “No”OWIFhhrDO&Ex 2R RZ U MLICKDY
BEL2RbERET T O, EBROKRRKITIZH T
TA4-o0E R TOIT,

(3a) Did the boy insult someone?

(3b) Was the boy insulted by someone?

2.8. RO TH
FHENBRERDSF— L LT, HFHCEBEMT
DRICER o - BB AR L EARKRE N E L,
EEHMA ) EMA~OELEERMEL DL EZBN

D, DFEV, b LOLBHARAEREFEHE NS A UAML
OB ey T — a2 REBEMHESTOFENND

ELTHw 2O ThIE, EEEE—BFEOMIZ T

VT 4 =R N B D E F(2b; prosodic boundary 5t
YT 7e Y5 4 —FRICL > T BEREEGHEE
DOEERERMEIND 72D, I8V T o7z E
M BRIRENHD2EENKLS 2, ZTOHE, o

VT — NV E H (2a5 no prosody S IC Y
FEIEAE AR O BRI Ba)ICR LIEL K N & HIET S
HEREMI D EEZOND, — . MiBEOEK
PEORHEIZ 7 e Y 7 =PV DR NE IS,
FA o - EEERAR 2 R D R o~ 0 E & SR T AT GRS I
B 23 FEFE L 72 W) 3% 7 (2¢; unambiguous §:4) TO A
& < 72V | no prosody §ff & prosodic boundary {4
OMICAERETAORRVWETHENS, £/, W
THORMICEBWN TS, RHEUICELWEKRERET
XHEMEP TN SA L. BERE AR A R O WA
BOTEWEERNGOLNLD2IZT THLIN, Ty T
A —IEWMMIE LW IO EMRICIT EE < E TOHESH
MBI B A2 5220 ThiE, \I% £ ToROGRH
WEBROND EEZ LN D, IE LWV EREHIE
ZRT X 2 —B1EFE L 72\ no prosody §: 4 Tl fth o 2
GHICHARTRIEFHABZELS R ENRTRIESN S,

2.4, EBR 1 (KELFEEE)

AKX THMET HERT — X%, R THRIBIRA DR
£ 7 /L (linear mixed effects models: LME models) % F \»
Tt a1T >, LME 7V &3, EBRSBME & FEh
TAT L% 7 U LERERRL, ERBINER & E
BT AT LMOT X LREEOEEELG N BT,
Bat L e WER (FEEER) OMROFEEREEZIT
9 Tk TH % (Baayen, Davidson, & Bates, 2008), # &
Bt R OSHICH W LME TF V220 Tk, FBE
HBRETA T LAEERBMETEOT X 2 A —7
WEO TRk bEM LT T AL, BB RRE
(backward selection) C 7y 47 |2 fix i 72 & 7 /b D i H % 17
ST, FEBRLLELNIZ/ERICOWT, CHMRMHE
SOEZER, BB H o okl (RIGKHE) OO0
ERERET D,

24.1. XEHMBHE~DELHE

F LT, Mo EHHEMICHTIRMBEL . HENIC
BONDELWEGREHBEEAM S ME~OEET LD
EERERT, XHMEE~OSMNE L oRZE%EE
g,/ REMO 2T —ZLLTCa—T 7L, #Eo
EMHEMICHTOIME (3a) ~DEZELELWE
RETEMR A S MEGB)~DEZERZNZITH L,
3AKHED LB (no prosody 4. prosodic boundary



254, unambiguous §:4) ZEEERN & LT LMEE£T
NMZIMADHZET, ZRENOERMGHE~DELEIC
MEDEFMEORBEESN LI, BRLELT, ok
EEEMICRTOMBEEE LW ICH T HRET
DEZFRWFIZBWT, FHEMICE 22T R0

> 72,

1. SCHREE A~ O LB IEZA R (%), ()NIE SE
T ERAR R B R AR
=] fif] i
no prosody &1 88.5(3.98)  99.0(1.04)
prosodic boundary {4 89.6(4.49) 92.7(2.81)
Unambiguous £ {4 88.5(5.21)  94.8(2.60)

—J7. EEERMENE L BRI E A~ EZE DM
WIEEEE S R i, EEEARRE A~ EZ TIXHE
REIME~OEZICHEREZERBZENEMICH L Z &
NRENT(F =0.07, SE =0.04, t = 1.78, p = 0.080).
CORERIE, REERGEREE S - RENEBHEEZ LS o
fEFRIZ 3 W TR IE LW BIfR i 1% © o CHELR %
ToTWV2ICHEELL T, XM ITERICE N TH
LN EHEMO EREZMbnHAIC, o T iyes
EHZELTCLEEHRICHLZEE LTS, ZHL
F CTOEKMB 2 BRI TIE., BT 77 'R
BWTHEH SN2 W 0T O MBFRIT 2% OR& 72
RIS EE 5 270 WO RIS —BRWICZ T AND
LTV 7= 25 (Frazier, 1987; Fodor & Inoue, 1994) ., it @
WEGERE R Tld . — PRI BR M 2 £ O SO HMITB VT
O OBRICELWBRIZITEEWZEZE THH oD
Mo TR ZSERICEANTE T RN E W) RN
5 & LT 3% (Christianson, Hollingworth, Halliwell, &
Ferreira, 2001; Ferreira, 2003), Z 4 5 OHFZETIL, )

GIAT D BeBE TR o TR R < SEME L S e B AT,

FEZBOMICEIVXDIELWBRAELNZHTDH
B FIERNM OB S TR EZRFFLCEETH
DV ERMEREZFEMIC, A OTHEESHTIZE N
TIEHFEIZELWERO LD RININD DT TERL,
RRICAET 2 o DOMRAFERICRFE I, RERR
SRR O 0y 3R % (good-enough representation) )N
RS2 E W LWICLERE T VOB Z17 > T
%, Good-enough representation (2B 3 % —#H O 5L
THEIN TV DH I IRFFOB G & FERIC, KRFEER
DEM~OEZRIZBNTH, HERFEEE LY 20T
DB fE T EHME O R AT o 72 %I, Btk
WCIE LW R E TOXXMRICITEE W LHZICHHR
ST FHIMEEMRETERNTE T RWEHRIIH D Z &
DRI T,

2.4.2. RIGEH

#2101, Mo EHHEMICHETIHBE~0ORZK L IE
LW BEERET B AR A B O BB~ D RIZE DO S M1k
J2V 77 vardAsrrnt, FMESOEZEIC)
Mo T RERIZ DWW T, 3 KHED FERE M4 [HE HRE &
LT LME ETMICMA T EIToofR, ELWV
PRAR % R O BIRE -~ 0 B2 T O KOG RN B W TE MR-
DZEMN RS, no prosody £xf Tid unambiguous 24
TR TRIZIC DD > ERKIGHBEIAEWZ ERR SN
72(4 = 790.8, SE = 278.4, t = 2.84, p = 0.032). No
prosody =14 & prosodic boundary st DRI H & 72 7=
R LN - 72(p = 0.801), 7=, i&o = EEIELF
W5 ME~OEZE O R ISFRFFIZ DWW T &m0z
R LN o7 (ps > 0.10),

# 2. & OV OGS EEF (ms), ()N iX SD

EHE B R BE AR G BE AR

JE i
no prosody &= 3299(1374) 3205(2084)
prosodic boundary 5 3298(1444) 2712(1223)
unambiguous £ 3255(1303)  2414(811)
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243 R OMBR

FAENEFEETOME» S, XML S ME~DE
BRIZBNWTTe YT 4 —EROEEBIR N
o THhE. Fu YT —BESRIT X0 6B AR A
EOBHKENME I NEEFICBN X, v YT+
—HRORNWERICH AR TR oo EH M AT D
HERN DR BRDZENITFHMEF K LRVERTH
L, ZOfRFEOHMBLE LT, EBRCTHVWL N EH
BALREN OB BRPE 1L JEFE REFE GRS & > TRHATT D&
WIHEE TIE R W, BB~ DIEZ % T no prosody
41 & prosodic boundary Fff DM CIE XK I FEIC X
DEPRONRNoTCEMIRTE D, ZOMRE A
JORERE LT, ELWERE AL M S ME A~
B o O FFE TR GFEMICAER R EZRHTE
D, 7ayTy 4 —HRICLVRBEBOBERESEHE I
7= prosodic boundary £=f & 75 MBS B B IFELE L 72
VN unambiguous 52 D[] TS EFIIZ Z R 720 —
77, no prosody {4 CTiX unambiguous /2 X T
AEICRIEHME NS E W, Z o Z &%, prosodic
boundary & Clix 7 v Y 7T 0 —HFHRIC LV HFEOBE
BRI SN D7D, &b F b H BB N
L 72> unambiguous Fefh O & 7 & M W72 kK & RIARIC
o EHBEMNEIR I 72— 75, no prosody §4
TEHETHELEHMRIER SN, Z OBIEERIE
BRPEDSRE S LD TEM S DN 2R TIE L v BRI
ik e LCXRHFMRIN D720, 1ELVERHEIHESE
WO BB ~DEEDRISFERN Z DO RMETOHEFE



RS holtE2ON5,

2.5. £ 2 (HAANEFBZEEE)
25.1. XEMEBE~DEZLE

31X, BAAEBTFHEORBRIZOVWT, BRole
FHIER AR A B O B~ DB & IE LW B4R EER g A
IME~DEFMHFICB T L EERE TR LD TH D,
KEHEHEE LR COFIETT o EiTo IR,
WA AT ERAR S 3 A REIZ > T, unambiguous £k
TiEM D 2 ZAFITHSNTHEICEERSm VI &R
S #u7z (unambiguous {4 vs. no prosody &ff: 4 =
-0.67, SE = 0.24, z = 2.80, p = 0.005, unambiguous 5=/
vs. prosodic boundary §c{4: 4 = -0.61, SE = 0.24, z =
2.56, p = 0.011), No prosody 5=/} & prosodic boundary
FUOMICHEBEREZTIA LN ) 572 (p = 0.801), —
Ji. IE LWERE AR IS T 2 ME A~ D IEE RIZ D
WTIHE, £BFMCTHEEREZTIRON R 5T,

# 3. SCHLMRIEE ~ O EH IEE SR (%), ()N IL SE
FEIELAE R B £ PR AR
| [

no prosody &= 47.5(4.72)  80.63(3.03)
prosodic boundary 4 48.8(4.98) 81.88(3.47)
unambiguous 5= 61.3(4.00) 80.63(3.03)

Fio, EHIBRMERE C BRI EARE A~ DO EZXEOM
WA B AN O, T EAF R R L BE £ e
ICHREFEICEEENR BN En a7 (4F = 0.28,
SE =0.05,t=5.94, p<.001), ZHITHEFERFEREE & H
KRiC, BARANEBEZEZEO CHEMAEICE VT, X2 BER
Wi ELE L TCELSMRLEZE THLH O OB TE
DI e FHiIMEHM AR LEEETHLD L
ZRLTWD, EBHEIM e ERI2B80T, b L
LS TORS MR EFONBICELNADIELN
RIRONWFT 2O LN IKREWICERIREN D D THNIE,
AEBROFERICE N THRIMNE L EH A L BIRE
DO ELLDPDREREN MR E L THREFELTND
EEZONBID, AR O ZEE AN E L BIRE
MEA~OEZEROAF I 100%I272 25 Z ERNFHISH
., LMHLAaRnb, BIWWFRENRTWH@Y, EHiH
i E L RS R E A~ EE RO AFH T 100% % k0
STEY, ZOZ b bREZEHEVPEKRE XOH
ERICBWTELWERATETCWAIZHLBELLT, [
REIZR AT COfR o 7o EHIBMAZRFEL TWD Z &N
HeEMNnERolz,

252 MBEEEROBEE LN
UEELOEBREEEE LTCHEMM LEHED.
- B COMREFEHATE THARVE WD K

=0
fin D

REFOHREORE ZITHOWT, HERGEEE E BARA
HEESE F o M TH A fiEHT (combined analysis) & 17 -
7-. RAE D ¥ 4 7 (Question Type[ &I FR i i . B4R
HiERME R E]) & 7 v —7 (Group[PEaEREGEREE . AR
ANFEFEFREE]D 2EEHERE LT, FEEHERKNOLH
FERZEDET VTHBE~DIEERZSHT L2/ R.
Group D EZN R 14 5 7= (Question Type: 4 = -1.33,
SE = 0.17, z = 7.79, p < .001, Group: 4 = -2.08, SE =
0.28,2=7.44,p<.001), ZDZ Lnb, WEHERNEFEE
EHARANTEGESE EZ O W 7 CEEH B E O E& RN
BREI R O EERICH KL, T2, HERGEEE
WICHARBARANEGEELEEZEOIT D BEE~OEERNK
WEWIFERDBR ST,

2.5.3. KixkefE

F4ad, BEMFITBOTES EMHN BRI T 2
I RE A~ D [E %5 & IE LU SCERAR & S 5 R ~ 0 3] 2442 /e
o KGR EZ R LZbDTh D, HEFEFIE L
[ U FECT — 2 OH & 4T - 72 f5 5. #1547 B &t
T AR~ ORIEFER . E LW SCHEME AR S BE~0
G REW 7I2 B W TR OEZR SRR - 72,

# 4. RE~OEIE O V25 BOSEE E (ms), ()1 SD

EHEA B BE AR H BE AR

64

& Fi] e
no prosody &= 5834(2614) 6269(2537)
prosodic boundary &1 5305(2433) 5589(1971)
unambiguous =4 5563(2255) 5949(1788)
2.5.4. FER DR
HARANKEZEEO/BRTIX, BBo - EHiFME 2 M

IMB~DOIEZERITEWT, XHEIE LHREIBEERED
TF1E L 72V unambiguous §f: Tidfthod 2 Kbzt~
TEEEVPABECEWVWI EBXREND —F.
prosody <4 & prosodic boundary § [ TIXIEX
RIHABRED RN LRGN LR ST, ZDZ L
. BARAREFEHENE S CEMB LT BTy
TA—BROEREHEMEOBERMEEMBIET 5% 2
—LLTHWTWARWZ LERT, SbIZ, [E~D
FEOBEDKIGHEMIZBW TS SHRITOEITRS
Niphotle, ZOZ &iE, BANEEFZEHN —RH
BEMRVE 2 £F 5 F R CE M DERIT. P o BRI
BWTHLHESHTOEBEIZE N THL T 1 YT ¢ —[FER
WBE L2 VATEEEZ R LTV D,

no

3. & in
WAERREREE . BARAANREFEEEZ S L LI-ER
DFREEMNSL, (DN ETOERITHEDRE R L REEIC,



KEBEMAEOSTFEXHM BT TR YT 4 —IF#
IIFREBIE OB LZMBET2F 22— LTHVWDLN
5, QBARANEELHEHEOSF LHAMICB N TIX, 7
0T —HHRIE OB Z EE T D % 2 —
ELTER LW, o 2 SR ohERolz, E
EES S FORRTIT, CHMEZF > BE~DIE
BRTHEMHMOERA LN o7, Zhid, AEER
TRV DI EE S BIARET OB R S DGR R RE RN A
W& > TUBANDOBWIHEETIEARWZD, 7r Y
TA—EROEERDRIZE N o ToTedTHD L
Exoivd, ZOMROEMTE LT, ELVEEE
HAR %R O BB~ OBRIZIZ Do RS- T, 7
0T 4 —FRORNEFEFR T T YT o —RRIC L
D XCORFEMBERENRE STV D BEFICH RS
WIS Mo T D Z EWREh, EFFERICT v
VT 4 —RRABFEAET D AT, ARG R
DEELRVEF 2BV TWEE LRI - 2 T
BRI O RW—F, BRI YT 4 —ERNPZW
BAITIE, WIS W T ESMRI/ZREIN, 20
HEREIMIE L L CUDRHEMRIND 2D, BEHR
ELWHBRICITEEL ETICHBRAES Ao T WD
ZEBHLENERRS T, TR L, BARANRGEEY
FORREN O, HEEOBERENES FECIE T e Y
FA4—EROHY ., R LICHEDL T 7= RHMME
FRELTWDZ N RSN, S5, MERZD X
IERERIICB W T RAEMOEN R bR o 2 LD
. Ta YT —EWMBH AT DB TR o 7 EHIBE
Rz mlEST 52— L THOORZ2Z VDR LT,
SCOMFEBEBRME NS S 2 RICE LD B L
LT EEMRTEBICBNTE, Tu VT o —1F
WHRHOLRTWARWZ ERRE N, £, BEFRHE
PAEMIE L 0 b EHBAMIE CEZERBE D &0 )
Rid., WHBIZBWTHSHZRICELWERIZITEE
W% THH DN TOE- - CRIR A BRICITEAT
ETWRNVEWI O RFFORG L - L THY,
PAERGEAE S . AARANRBEZEFEW G CZ 0BRGN E
Whzeeblo, RBEFHHFTICHASHERANRESR
BEITIVBoTEMEE L WL ENHLMNERS
7=
AARANREZEZED CHMBICB O CREFS & &
LTV T 4 —EROBENTET D &I FERIT
R R OB E W IREEB G 0 £ TH B

Ei=
G=l]

5202 N TE Y (Nakamura, Arai, & Hirose, 2015),

FEEOTR YT 4 —EROZEIIBARANEFELEEIC
Fr R 72 B R SCALBR T WG 2 MR %5 L CHE R IC A
HETHLDHLEEAD, —~FH, BEDO L2 FEE 2R
ELlMEzaEn, LEFHEANERFIEZ O
FORRE L0 RER REFFARIECICN - RS
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Hledlicix, KR THEONZAERIZ OV THGR
AL L DR EITV, KV BRRSHEEROY T
DIRFEEAT O ERH D, TDD, 5%ITaIa=
= aviBEE BB LERE CORRS, 2EEHED
BRIEICELDENEWRLNICTHRE, & LITHEME
FHENMLETHD EEZTND,

X B
[1] Baayen, R. H., Davidson, D. J., & Bates, D. M.
(2008). Mixed-effects modeling with crossed random
effects for subjects and items. Journal of Memory
and Language, 59, 390-412.

Christianson, K., Hollingworth, A., Halliwell, J., &
Ferreira, F. (2001). Thematic roles assigned along
the garden path linger. Cognitive Psychology, 42,
368-407

Chun, D. M., Hardison, D. M., & Pennington, M. C.
(2008). Technologies for prosody in context: Past
and future of L2 research and practice, in Phonology
and second language acquisition, eds. Jette G.
Edwards Hansen and Mary L. Zampini, (Amsterdam:
John Benjamins, 2008), 323-46

Dennison, H. Y., & Schafer, A. (2010). Online
construction of implicature through contrastive
prosody. Proceedings of Speech prosody 2010
conference.

Ferreira, F. (2003). The misinterpretation of
noncanonical sentences. Cognitive Psychology, 47,
164-203.

Fodor, J. D., & Inoue, A. (1994). The diagnosis and
cure of garden paths. Journal of Psycholinguistic
Research, 23, 407-434.

Frazier, L. (1987). Sentence processing: A tutorial

[2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

[7]

review. In M. Coltheart (Ed.), Attention and
performance XllI: The psychology of reading,
559-586.  Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

[8] Ito, K., & Speer, S. R. (2008). Anticipatory effect of

intonation: Eye movements during instructed visual

search. Journal of Memory and Language, 58,
541-573.
[9] Ito, K., Jincho, N., Minai, U., Yamane, N., &

Mazuka, R. (2012). Intonation facilitates contrast
resolution: Evidence from Japanese adults and 6 year

olds. Journal of Memory and Language, 66,
265-284.
[10]Kjelgaard, M., & Speer, S. (1999). Prosodic

facilitation and interference in the resolution of
temporary syntactic closure ambiguity. Journal of
Memory and Language, 40, 153-194.

[11]Nakamura, C., Arai, M., & Mazuka, R. (2012).
Immediate use of prosody and context in predicting a
syntactic structure. Cognition, 125, 317-323.

[12] Nakamura, C., Arai, M., & Hirose, Y. (2015). What
is helpful for native speakers can be misleading for
L2 learners: Evidence for misinterpretation of
contrastive prosody. Poster presented at The 28th
Annual CUNY Conference on Human Sentence
Processing.

[13] Schafer, A., Carter, J., Clifton, C., Jr., & Frazier, L.
(1996). Focus in relative clause construal. Language
and Cognitive Processes, 11, 135-163.



[14] Schafer, A., Speer, S., Warren, P., & White, S.
(2000). Intonational disambiguation in sentence
production and  comprehension.  Journal of
Psycholinguistic Research, 29, 169-182.

[15] Snedeker, J., & Casserly, E. (2010). It is all relative?
Effects of prosodic boundaries on the comprehension
and production of attachment ambiguities. Language
and Cognitive Processes, 25, 1234-1264.

[16] Snedeker, J., & Trueswell, J. (2003). Using prosody
to avoid ambiguity: Effects of speaker awareness and
referential context. Journal of Memory and
Language, 48, 103-130.

[17]Speer, S. R., Kjelgaard, M. M., & Dobroth, K. M.
(1996). The influence of prosodic structure on the

resolution of temporary syntactic closure ambiguities.

Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 25, 249-271.

[18] Trofimovich, P. & Baker, W. (2006). Learning
second-language suprasegmentals: Effect of L2
experience on prosody and fluency characteristics of
L2 speech. Studies in Second Language Acquisition,
28, 1-30

[19] Weber, A., Grice, M., & Crocker, M. W. (2006). The
role of prosody in the interpretation of structural
ambiguities: A study of anticipatory eye movements.
Cognition, 99, 63-72.

APPENDIX

FEBL 2ICHEHALEEFL 24747 L, BAFX
. 7 YT 4 — WA 2 no prosody SE. 8
FOBERKICTe YT o —ERPFHAZLD prosodic
boundary 4 1. %t 58 - B8 B M 23 77 7E L 72 V> unambiguous
SO 3IFMEOVT RN TR SN, K5FF LOHR
T, CHMEAR O RS B AR, B & B
MEOWT NG54 CRR I,

1. The chef trained at the restaurant, opened a café with
the waitress. (no prosody 5 1)

/The chef, trained at the restaurant, opened a café with
the waitress. (prosodic boundary 2 1)

/The chef, who was trained at the restaurant, opened a
café with the waitress. (unambiguous =)

Did the chef train someone? (3= i PR fi 1 %)
Was the chef trained at the restaurant? (B54% i PR f% 15 /&)

2. The politician (, who was) invited to the party, shook
hands with the president.

Did the politician invite someone? / Was the politician
invited to the party?

3. The actress (, who was) respected for her acting, had
lunch with the producer.

Did the actress respect someone? / Was the actress
respected for her acting?

4. The boy (, who was) insulted in the classroom, ran
away from his friends.

Did the boy insult someone? / Was the boy insulted in the
classroom?
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5. The musician (, who was) admired for his attractive
voice, smiled at the supermodel.

Did the musician admire someone? / Was the musician
admired for his attractive voice?

6. The professor (, who was) visited at the university, sent
the article to the reporter.

Did the professor visit someone? / Was the professor
visited at the university?

7. The customer (, who was) pushed at the supermarket,
screamed at the staff.

Did the customer push someone? / Was the customer
pushed at the supermarket?

8. The comedian (, who was) recommended for the show,

bought a gift for the producer.
Did the comedian recommend someone? / Was the

comedian recommended for the show?

9. The celebrity (, who was) killed in the car accident,
left a fortune for his wife.

Did the celebrity kill someone? / Was the celebrity killed
in the car accident?

10. The wrestler (, who was) kicked from behind,
complained to the referee.

Did the wrestler kick someone? / Was the wrestler kicked
from behind?

11. The dancer (, who was) loved for her beautiful smile,
bought a house for her mother.

Did the dancer love someone? / Was the dancer loved for
her beautiful smile?

12. The woman (, who was) protected at the village,
stayed close to her son.

Did the woman protect someone? / Was the woman
protected at the village?

13. The suspect (, who was) watched in the dark, made
contact with the gangster.

Did the suspect watch someone? / Was the suspect
watched in the dark?

14. The manager (, who was) selected for the new
restaurant, celebrated with his workers.

Did the manager select someone? / Was the manager
selected for the new restaurant?

15. The mailman (, who was) attacked at the park, argued
with the teenager.

Did the mailman attack someone? / Was the mailman



attacked at the park?

16. The woman (, who was) questioned on the street,
made a phone call to her friend.

Did the woman question someone? / Was the woman
questioned on the street?

17. The singer (, who was) entertained at the theater, sent
a letter to the director.

Did the singer entertain someone? / Was the singer
entertained at the theater?

18. The student (, who was) ignored in the lecture, had
trouble with the professor.

Did the student ignore someone? / Was the student
ignored in the lecture?

19. The officer (, who was) arrested at the airport, had a
meeting with the partner.

Did the officer arrest someone? / Was the officer arrested
at the airport?

20. The doctor (, who was) praised for his great work, had
a drink with the nurse.

Did the doctor praise someone? / Was the doctor praised
for his great work?

21. The lawyer (, who was) examined at the company,
showed a paper to the detective.

Did the lawyer examine someone? / Was the lawyer
examined at the company?

22. The businessman (, who was) called to the front desk,
had a meal with his boss.
Did the businessman call someone? [/ Was the

businessman called to the front desk?

23. The designer (, who was) dressed for the interview,
took a picture with the singer.

Did the designer dress someone? / Was the designer
dressed for the interview?

24. The stylist (, who was) hired for the exhibition, had
dinner with the assistant.

Did the stylist hire someone? / Was the stylist hired for
the exhibition?
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