PBEHEREEAE SB35 P28 3 1
Bull. Joetsu Univ. Educ., Vol. 35, Mar. 2016

LN SCOFSHT ETY 3 Ll RetEiCDow»T (1)

nooRE R E
CER2748 8 H19H 2244 1 *PR274E10H 15 H 52 3)

E:3 =1
RIGTIE, BBRMEE &S COMBICE LT, MEIICa— MMLsh, EWRmICHIE SR E HERmIC £ 0 BRI
\BEP NI OWT, 8/ (garden-path sentence) (2B %5 HT (reanalysis) DT & &, EHIZBIT S
THCD 74 LT EETE (cancelability) 1 25D X A ICBb o TV AR E WD T EIZOVWTIHRET 5, O, BlEED JEHI
(immediacy principle), EEfI M)W (Tentative Attachment Strategy) 25D HREIZOWT, FOWREZ #Ad 5,

KEY WORDS

cancelability Y 8 LT RetE delayed processing J JIE AL PR

garden-path sentence /N immediacy principle BIEEME O JEHI

inference MR pragmatics B H A

reanalysis AT Tentative Attachment Strategy & &N
1 FEU®IC

BILRNO S B1t @tk v 7 — D ANCEARPEIrNTE D, £IIRD L) 2 XBEFEPN TN LD% BT
72z kﬁi‘&);@)o

(1) ZZTREDBDOEFRNTLZES WV,
COFRERT, BWER I E2ROTVLITTED, —W, AWEHCORP, sl 8o/ LaL, #

MEEICIE T ZRC) OTHA ) MRz, Zo—OZERIE, TOUHIKD 2B ICERTHLILIZLSD
DTH»H) o

(2) a. 22T W&ot AVTEEW
b. 2ZTiE E3HoE AVTLEEWL
(3) a. ZZTEMERNTT S0,
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T3y LEHTTIUE, (2b), KU (3b) DBERAEPNL I LIk b, BIFEATHEL 22Ty, HAWVIE T2
Fo1E @), B) WRT LI, BIErRTERE LTHUIL AN LZRHTH L, L2hr->T, (1) %
W BB, MBI, (2a), HDH0IE 2b) EEIT A2 i, HHOLWZ EEEbh b,
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b. HOORGEHEONZWEIIZTEE, HTFE2F A LET, T TERESPNE T,
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b, HEZLDOLIDIIWL S THDH Db, ZOELPEEEZHZRLETEAAMIO LD L Lh, J —NVEIZHR—
K2 BHDLFME L LTLLCREEINTWE, 2ITRERZFOLONRT TV K72, J—XVEEWH TH
M DR, BADTXCTEWiEDL.
(AF 4= ZA )y R, 7av A -7y L7V rE kHFDER Ukt 79 >~ 714 » 7500k

)

Bz, (1) 1 @2b) L) BlEEOLTHLER o THERE L2 A, REOBEMOANTEYEZRCE V)
TR, —HICSESb LR E ) HRFMIARERSE X, (1) OXHEIIRD, XHErHEM T2 &1k
b0 LT, (2a) OL) BfiEEEE, HRELT Ba) OMEEZLIZR D,

VDL, HAWEOLTH D LB THRIREMGD72)S, BEHTHORETH S LAV LT, WiEmr%
RDEE TN S v % B/NME (garden-path sentence) &9, KR TIX, B/MNEX (garden-path
sentence) 2B A EFEWHOET IV, & IZHGH (reanalysis) OFfe & &, FEHAFICBITA THLY I L e

(cancelability) 1 2YED X HIZBD > TVEDPE V) T EIZOWTHE LTV ZEI1ZT 5,

2 EEWETETIL

2. 1 B =Rl

SREEHIEEE, FCENER L CAMOERH A2 EORESEZE L CRN T IN D, BHESEILIEE
SNTBMICHEA TES 25, XFEHEIAKLE LA % L, BHEHIDE > TiART I LI TE 52, LOWNEL
—HHR L2 TE ROV, DILbIUIED L) ICFEBHREZUHEL TWL2OTHS ) e TORBEITKH LT,
Frazier and Rayner (1982)1%, /N % FE B ORIRES) % B2 L - EBER2 S, Ko X9 2 EREEO FHI
(immediacy principle) 2% L T\ 5%,

(6) The overall view of sentence processing suggested by the results is one in which the parser immediately
assigns local structure to fixated items and notes any structural incompatibility of these items and the
analysis of preceding material. (Frazier and Rayner (1982: 199))

HIEE D JEHT (6) &, SlRHERIIAN SN R VR RHEICUE I NG v T L 2BRR7FEHITH %, Frazier
and Rayner (1982) 3SR ORI LFT DR E LT, ffk FERZ CORFICE D 2 REGEB) Ol 7 —
5 %*%ﬁ L7,

(7) [ae Since Jay always jogs a mile] [s this seems like a short distance to him]]
(8) [aa Since Jay always jogs] [s a mile seems like a very short distance to him]]
(Frazier and Rayner (1982:184))

WLEBRT 5124720, (7) & (8) Ti&, a mile EBEO—HADn, Tl b EMOFFHELZDOD, HENLE
BRUEAHEL S, b L, SHEEROLEAHEIIT>TwbEThE, ZOOERRHAD) bOEL L 2% EIRNT L
ETFCThs, 22T, (1), 8) OVWTFNOXTha mileldFEEEHO—#E L THR SN2 EEL THh b, N
FEWHSH ) CIFENE AT L 272 8125, ZORBKIHEZIE, (7) TRIELWERDSONLE, LaL, (8)

TlE, AT AMED, seemsiCH B o728 AT, WHICEFHNPE L TWDE I EIZRDE, Z OWHITH
MO THLEHW TS, ZLT, EOWENEY THo7ob L THEEL, 2 Ta miledseems® EFETH 5 & DI
BNV > T A RN ET I &Rk b, 2D/, amilellfED 1 XFEH 720 OFEHAREMEZEHNTLE, (8) @
139728 (1) XY Bz 225 Z EPREEEZFHI L 727 — Y oML PR o 72,

bl, CCTEHREMOLEZENEIZIT) DT, BIREZRET S &) RIERDH 5 NS £ TRESURIT % 13
L, WMEEZEIEIXLICT S, ThbbiEEME (delayed processing) 17> TWAEREL TAHA LI, T5 &,
(7)), 8) ODXITVTNHIEL CRIEENLDT, WXENZETIET 2 DICLELREMIZ22L W IR,
FELC (), 8) OXOMBEIIZEITENITTHL, L, IREESZHES L &, WEORIIZLBE
MICHELREND L &) EFERPEON, 2O s, WSURITOBIZI B CIld 72 <, B EHI)
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WZHE> TWABE W) ZERHL R R 572,

A (1998) 12 LU, BIRMEOERNE, EFED L9 2 RZHHE (head initial) MOSFETIE, HEEL RET
5 72O LB AR RIS T 2720, A ThELEZLNL, L L, HEFEO L) 7 EEHE
i (head final) FOFFHETIE, BT RET AHEMHLEK, b L ATLRICENEICHIT 20T, HIEEOKR
AZMESTHE, Bz o N bR ETL VEV.oTEL B EEZ LN, B2, THA, L) 454
TEPEE o TnAE, COZFANZFHELMTL, RIIZHBFDSEHNSL L THT 525, TLV, v B
ez ad, THAS IZFEFHETIE R C HMFES LCHEURIT T4 X BOmEs s,

L2 L, DPRUbNOSHEERIHERIE, THEAR LV &0 LEFALD, MW T 57-0I2HSLTY5
CFEDbN Vv, HEED L) 2 FESRENSFHOE RN, »EEOEELEIEG L TnwbEEZ LN
bho TOZEIZELT, A (1998 17) 12 L 1UZ, Inoue and Fodor (1995) &, & DMEMMEAA U L WTREMED S
A (0N7Z) BEIZMHTTEB X, RS o2l LBz 20 BEIOMEIZRE > TL A &) fik (information-paced
parsing) ZIEFE L7z, F72, Mazuka and Itoh (1995) 1%, #HL < A EN-EE L2 BEAEOREENOEZFZITAIL T
b, MENRERFEOSNDL T TRZOMNMIEENRDOT, WOTHEFIFETH S &) EEMI (tentative
attachment) D HBEZFREL 726

2. 2 LMY EOXB
Frazier and Rayner (1982) (X, $/NECi, @6, BSOS 24D 720, JEL/NECIZIEN, ERICEDL S
TA MIBEIT A ERD LD IR TV 5,

(9) If people do frequently commit themselves to analyses which they later must revise, then it is important
to study the processes they employ to analyze sentences. These revision procedures bear much of the
burden of predicting the over all processing complexity of sentences. (Frazier and Rayner (1982:181))

CAUIHT LT, HARFEOE/NE L E 5T L 7zMazuka and Itoh (1995) (2 X, HAGEZ A4 2 BRIZ135 &6 5
272N ASROENE EBbsD, HARFEOL/NEIHFEOS/NE LN, W FoOREE ) 2 &A%
Ly, EIRD XD IZIHERTW B,

(10)In the following section, we present several possible ways in which Japanese sentence processing might
proceed, and show how each of these models predicts that processing a Japanese sentence should
involve extensive reanalysis. We also show, however, that most of the sentences predicted to involve
reanalysis are not associated with conscious processing difficulties comparable to English garden-path
sentences. (Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 298))

& 512, Mazuka and Ttoh (1995) (X HARFEIZII SO FOWREEIZE D S 3 D ORI NS 5 LR L TV 5,

(11) a. Japanese is a left-branching, head-final language.
b. Japanese allows scrambling of arguments and adjuncts.
¢ . Japanese allows productive occurrence of zero pronouns. (Mazuka and Itoh (1995; 298-299))

HAREE, (1) gy, oFERHREMSHECH D, () HEMMAOH» ZRAE (scrambling) ZFF L, (i)
YuRfas oA E#FTEOENEEZ A Tw A 7z0, FEMICIE, JREHICbZ> THMIZ R 52 812k
bo LHL, EBOIHOBNIZIL, FozlEE 5560134 < %2\, Mazuka and Itoh (1995) 12 XX, #
OHHDO—2121%, HAEIIIKZzRZITBE Db o Tnh 7z, HiOBERPIHRIN, TOBEPRHL MR 5T
EDFETONDL, E5I2, ARBRIEERRENCTH DI LD, RN TEERBICENE L K5, T OHHs
TEND2D, THOBENZHOENLDEMT LI ENTED EIFRHIN TV D,

2. 3 REEMNERMHIEDLIBLN
Mazuka and Itoh (1995) (XFEFAVEBRIEDSEE D 2 85/ NESLOFHSHTIZOWT, IROFIZFBNL TV 5,
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(12) a. Mukoogawa-o osu-to mesu-no nihonzaru-no syasin-ga de-masu.
b. Mukoogawa-o [osu-to mesu]-no nihonzaru-no syasin-ga
¢. [¢Mukoogawa-o osu]-to mesu-no nihonzaru-no syasin-ga de-masu  (Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 309))

ostlXMBEIE T L ZFA T OWFICHRTE 20T, (122) ZWOTHRREIND & Ei 2 o0 % K
BT LB, Befitdto TE ) WZODEOARR LT ZODGANEEMBERT L LN TELDT, UHH%T
osu to mesubl Fin &b L, (12b) O X HIZ THEE M, &) ST DOBEMIELEIN, Z ORRIEsyasin-ga
FCIMRER & 728 v, L L, EEO#E T RDdemasud B L T, (12¢) DX 9 1 losuldBhE T4
ERAMENZITNE RS2 b,

(13) Eki-mae-no kooban-ni yoru to hiru-wa mie-na-katta huru-gao-no zyunsa-ga ita.
(Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 309))

(13) T, yoruld "5 5, & Ty OWMFBEOMBIRATHHETDH 5 5%, Mazuka and Itoh (1995 309) (2L #iL, Zo
T TR LB MR L L TERNICHEREND A, LERDitallE > T, yoruld T45, LHHHEN2
NPl s Y8

FRE 260, BhEE A LR L2 LIS K A E/NESCOTSHTTH B A, WIS BYE & BRI L 72720 1288
B2 200 H 5,

(14) a. Butai-no ue kara kamihubuki-o maku-ga yukkuri aku to doozi-ni hura-seru.
b. [Butai-no ue kara kamihubuki-o maku] ga yukkuri
C. [Butai-no ue kara kamihubuki-o [maku-ga yukkuri aku] to (Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 310))

(14a) TIX, makulIFEEMIC THC L & TH) OMFTISHERTE 5. S 5 IlgalTFM R L HEPIF O 2 80 12fF
MTE D, 072, (14b) DX I, makulIMOIIEFA L LT, F72, SBA73 2 AiWkamihubuki-o% Z D HI
FRELTCHOMT A LD, £2A7% 2FHOEFERuDBEICL D, SNBELERDL720, HONNThbh:
fR, (o) OFRPHEHOLNDEDTH 5.

Mazuka and Itoh (1995)3, (12), (13), (14) OENIEYFE & ZFOFERM LZEHRIEIC L 2 DT, TOME LD
RS I EOFHGIICL DB DO TIE %, Ro7z3E%IEE (wrong lexical item) OFHICL 2D TH S, Lfk
O CwA (Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 310)) .

Mazuka and Itoh (1995) ZEVFIOEOESTHVEEGT 2546, BIFANOERENEREIIE/NESI R 256056
b EFERL T\ 5,

(15) Ginkoo-no torisimariyaku-ni tuita bakari-no sokutatu-o watasita. (Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 310))

(15) T, twitald TOBALID) g7z & TV, O 2B IR TH 5o RIZtsukuD A OIERAS TiE &
LT, HEE2ETHE T2, 2y, SXOEWRD twita bakari-nol\ZE 5 &, Ginkoo-no torisimariyakul$B)E OEE
LTHtrah, ZokiT TgUTORMIRICEEAN 23D 0 EHRSNA T L1 5b, Lo L, UM Tsokutatu-o
watasitalZ B D L, WML THAH I LIZR/DE, tutald THE WL EF/OWEN, Ginkoo-no torisimariyakuld
watasitaDE & L THRENS Z L1275 (Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 311)). Mazuka and Itoh (1995) %, £/NEC
BT 2 LD LD a5 kROTGEIREL T b,

(16) The Tentative Attachment Strategy:
In Japanese, a parsing decision is tentative until the sentence is finished. By tentative, we mean that
reanalysis of each decision will have a psychologically measurable cost (ie, it is not cost-free), but any
single reanalysis will not be costly enough to cause conscious processing difficulty. When reanalysis is
combined with other complexities (e.g, lexical ambiguities, multiple reanalyses, pragmatic naturalness,
etc.), it becomes increasingly costly and may become conscious. (Mazuka and Itoh (1995: 323))
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Mazuka and Itoh (1995) DOIEZET L EEMIN M (Tentative Attachment Strategy) 1%, BERE, HARFE TIZCAE
T35 FE CTHEITHIZEENTHL L) FRTH D, WENE I, FBOMTGEMICIETREZ I A MB35
W, FOMPLEER-TH, B—OFSZNZ I LoORBEEZHZ 518D T A NI L R, £Wn)
CEThbo T, HOWMIIMOEMY: (B2, FERMOBERYE, ZEESN, EHHNELRS LS5 LiEv>n
72l &, ZOEMIEIA MRS LEAREENL LR D, ZOHBEIZOWT, ROBFITRTHALZ EIZL &
Do

(17) a. [Yokorga kodomo-o [¢: , ¢; koosaten-de mikaketa] takusii-ni noseta]
b. [kodomo-o [¢: , ¢; koosaten-de mikaketa] takusii-ni noseta]
c¢. Kodomo-o [Yoko-ga [¢: , ¢; koosaten-de mikaketa] takusii-ni noseta]
d. [¢: kodomo-o [Yokowga ¢ ; koosaten-de mikaketa] takusii-ni noseta]

(172) T, WA OBEE mikaketa\Z R - 72 CXEHO OO 4 &I 2 OBEICE EWICINE N5, LarL, &
NS D OO &EN Yokorga & kodomo-olZtakusii-nil\Z 5 - 72T T, O ERN RTINS Y Th 5 2 & AV
L, HAransZ ellhdh, ENENFEBME? S OLFAMUOFESNE, HOREMED S OLFAMNOFSE L
TR T BLEDSH L. OB, HIFEMED D OXFNOFESHTE, BhFla#ER (VP nod) & X#ir (S node)
DZODFHEBZ TOFRGM THL7OLEHEINELY, FHELLTENELE LTHREINDE Z Ik 5,
WEMINRE (16) 1F, FL AN SN ERE 2 T TITOH L CE /&IS58, SCRICE D HEERN 2 1HHR
PO T TIREEMININT S, LEETLIENTEL, TOHKTIE, FINIEENTHSLDT, SHOH
FICBWTEHRTRTH L Z LI b, WA (1998 18) 2L iU, HARED L) 2 EERBERAOSETIE, BF
BYKIALET 27280, LEEORHELZRETLERLEROLBPEND Z L I2%), WEMMOFMEIZDLH
GHARFEOETETREORMEMAAALTEETNVEMET L27-DICREINTZIDOTHD, LEHL TS,

2. 4 BHYHREH
INFET, HONE V) HFRIIESNECEBATHBICIEARICHW T & 720, 22 CTHSMZEN (2004) (26
WV, ROIHIERT D LT 5o

(1) F A MT ALE &, HESCIRNT 2B D SR DS A B T 2 L B L 2B T, BE, XEiiRL
(backtracking) 721 LC, RIEGEFTOMAEUHE %2 ZIT 3 LB, RWISHEE L CRAT L7 SURIT & 1352
b, XOEYITH L EHIW SN OFERNT R BRE L CEIT A2 2 E ). (FFN (2004: 123))

ZIUZPEEE L C, Frazier and Rayner (1982) (&, HOMIIZRD X 9 7 3OO REL RSN H 5 LR TW 5,

(19) a. BiFFESHHEE (forward reanalysis hypothesis)

FENT S BN ANT SAEY) T d B & 78k L7 HEpiC, M OXOLIICRY, FE, &0 5 BT % %
TU, BAANSEIT LA & 3R 7 5 I O TG 2 B IR L CEITT 5 &0 ) IR

b. BIFHHGH (backward reanalysis hypothesis)
FRAT 2 B RE SCIRAT AR Y) T 2 & itk L72HERC, ZOEF» 5T LT &, RAIIET LM
T &L E T 2 BIOFEHT WG % 3#IR L CTHEATT 5 & v ) G

c. FRMFSHTIGE (selective reanalysis hypothesis)
FRAT 2 B RE SCIRAT AR MY T 5 & itk L 72 BT, ZORREEHESNLEIIRY, T2r56H
O, WANAT % o T T SR 2 IO AT G 2 B L CTEITT 5 &) ARG

(Frazier and Rayner (1982:182))

X 5|2, Frazier and Rayner (1982)ix, BHOHIZOWTO L 3 DDIHD D B, (19¢) @ TEINAYHE AR
WEREEDLND LN, ZOEMERD L) IZEHL TV 5,

(20) Though the selective reanalysis hypothesis needs considerable refinement before it will make precise
claims about the parser’'s correction procedures, the essence of the hypothesis is the claim that the parser
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does not stupidly and automatically proceed through the sentence in one direction or the other regardless
of the type of error involved; rather, the parser will use whatever information indicates that its initial
analysis iIs inappropriate to attempt to diagnose the source of its error. If successful, this would permit it
to selectively focus on just that portion of the analysis which was responsible for the particular problem it
encountered with its first analysis. The selective reanalysis hypothesis thus predicts that the correction
procedures which are involved in the reanalysis of a sentence may be very specific and will depend on the
exact nature of the evidence which the parser has available to it. (Frazier and Rayner (1982: 182))

Frazier and Rayner (1982: 203-204) Tid, HREREE)ZHIE L 72/R, WGV 217 7% ) BRIZ, A ORES%
FCHMDIZRKOVAREAT, FHIDIRVERIEZ D, 2ORT CICEREDE U E & B8 ¥AT
(regression) 9% Z & SHERE S N7ze WIS BTG, T XTOPATIRIKES I LOLHIZRK S Z & %2 Fill$
b0 LorL, EBRPSBLONIT =51, FRICK L TCEANOBATIRERGER) 27 5 172 D347 050K D S50 5
NIEZDHRTHDLZEEZRLTWD, 72, BAFINTRBUIZOWTHERT =5 ICFETHFME LD 2 LHY
SN oTze TNODORERD S, WU R E I IANEY) 2 SUFNT 2 24T L7 LM L2, ZolEK & Bb
NLEFIZAEIZHE > T &, FBOMrsiTEns, $2bb@ERNHEIT 7o T b0 TR W L kmo T
Wa (A, 1998 18))

AT, SHEUHEETIVICEDL LEmIZOWT, BIEEOJER] (6), $/hKE a2, ERMEREDED S

T, EEMINNE (16), EIROFFSHAGEG (19c) ZE0 I, Jiwg, IRGEOBEIZ DWW TIRNT & 720 RO
ELT, TNHOFHEUEETVEHWT, HREFEOBNB L EGWT A LIl b, 22T, HHLAZVDIE
(21) OBIZRITT LB, FRE LT, (22b) TldZ% <, (222) DEIHICHGIT LI LI DH, Zhidw
DITEHRFROARS BB ENL ZLICL 20D TH D, Thbh, LU/NELOFGH &) FAEmIERIEII, 75
HRmIHERSECHEEG LTV EEZ N5,

(22) 2T @FEH0x LnTLEEW (=(22)

(21) S TREDDOEFRFNTLZE WV, (=(1))
CITIE Xbor AW TLEEWw (=(2b)

)
)

o

ROBNIHFE R DB LB TRP T2 THER (21) DOEETH S,

(23) THFED A
(24)

COXLHRD 2N IZEKRTH S,

(25) a. TH 7o Al
b. THZED

(252) & TTIZEBTTUIVITETA) EWVIHITEERIE L TUFNTE L, —F, (26b) X T TAHED (Thxi:
D5H) BT L, LHETAIENTEL, ZOZ DD, FISL (23) bEVNELTHL I EWbD b,
KT, THOLDOBIRFEVE/NESLICBIT 2B MOSHEETVE, BHWMICBIT S THDHE L6t
(cancelability) ;1 2SED LIS TWVBENE VD) T EIZOWTHIT, MITHZ LTS,
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AR, TR25E ~ 2T R AR SR B B (AT ZE B R A Bh kA (FBRFZE (C)) (GRS : 25370546, W7t
RETEHE L)) OEB % 2 CTh SNMIEEO—TH L. ARalElT 5125720, Ivan BrownKh» S I3 E k% I A
Y NEED A, BISCOHBIC LV wis, TR LTEHOEEZRT L, W T TH AR, ARORMIFE DA
DELETH 5,
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Reanalysis and Cancelability of Garden-path Sentences (1)

Masahiro KATO*

ABSTRACT

This article pertains to reanalysis and cancelability of sentence interpretations in English with special attention to
garden-path sentences. The main points argued here are (i) that coded aspects of interpretations, correlating to specific
linguistic forms, are independent of context, and cannot be canceled, and thus are considered to be the issues of grammar,
and (ii) that inferential aspects of interpretations are dependent on context, and can be canceled, and thus are considered to
be the issues of pragmatics, and (iii) that reanalyses of garden-path sentences depend not only on syntactic and semantic
structures but also on pragmatic information derived from encyclopedic knowledge or context of utterances. In the course
of discussion, I have introduced some of language processing models relevant to the current discussions; the immediacy
principle, the tentative attachment strategy, and the selective reanalysis hypothesis.
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