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1. Introduction

Research into human language processing ams to discover how people
reach the interpretations of sentences that they do, and to determine the
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genera attributes of the human &bility to process language. A centra
component of this ability is the syntactic analyss of an incoming
sentence, known as parsing, which occurs incrementaly as words and
phrases are perceived. Among the main issues in studies of language
processing are the followings: Does a distinct processor specific to
language exist? Are properties of human sentence processing universal or
language-specific? How and when do non-grammatical factors contribute
to the comprehension of sentences? To answer these questions it is
necessary to study the parser’s behavior when faced with temporary
syntactic ambiguity. An additional set of questions arise when considering
the parsing of a second language. Are the preferences and mechanisms in
sentence processing carried over from the first language to the second
language? Are parsing preferences in a second language acquirable at al?
Answers to these quedtions will aso inform out understanding of the
human sentence processor and the extent to which it is universa or
language-specific, and it is that the present study focuses on. One of the
major questions in the study of language processing is whether sentence
processing mechanisms are language-specific or are universad across
languages. “Garden path” effects point to cognitive limitations imposed
on the parsing mechanism, which would be expected to have uniform
effects across languages (Frazier 1987, Rayner, Carlson, & Frazier 1983).
Yet, recent studies of reative clause (RC) atachment preferences have
shown not only clear cross-linguistic variation but aso parsing differences
between hilinguals and monolinguals (e.g., Cuetos & Mitchell, 1988;
Dussias, 2003; Fernandez, 1999; Papadopoulou & Clahsen, 2003). Just as
we may study whether and how second language learners can acquire the
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target grammar, phonology, pragmatics, etc., so two questions arise about
whether and how second language learners might acquire parsing
preferences and drategies. Firdt, there is the question of whether
bilinguas are able to acquire different sentence processing Strategies at al
when L1 and L2 differ. If they can, a second question is what effects
variables such as language proficiency, language exposure, and working
memory capacity have on the acquisition of these parsing strategies. To
this end, we will review the influence of language-specific properties and
learner-based variables. One variable of such interests is proficiency,
which may be related to language processing. The present study
investigates the resolution of RC attachment ambiguities, comparing
Korean-dominant and English-dominant groups in order to investigate
questions of transfer of parsing preferences between Korean (L1) and
English (L2), attainment of parsing preferences in a second language, and
any corrdation between attachment preference and L2 proficiency.

2. Cross-linguigtic variation: The Reative Clause Attachment
Ambiguity

Many comprehensive investigations of syntactic ambiguity resolution of
monolinguals sentence processing have been done. To examine the
strategies and information that native speskers employ when resolving
ambiguous congtructions, severd studies have been performed in a
number of different languages (French (Baccino, De Vincenzi & Job,
2000), Dutch (Mitchell & Bryshaert, 1998), German (Hemforth, et 4.,
2000), Itdian (Frenck-Mestre & Pynte, 2000), English (Cuetos &
Mitchell, 1988), and Greek (Papadopoulou & Clahsen, 2003).
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Universal sentence processing models have been postulated to account
for why the human language parser seems to prefer one interpretation of
an ambiguous sentence, where two or more dternative interpretations
should be possible. This preference can be so strong that if the actua
meaning of a sentence goes againgt the preference, a conscious reanaysis
(a “garden path effect”) occurs. For ingtance, the sentence Emily put the
books on the table in the car has two interpretations at the point where
on the table has been processed but in the car has yet to be heard. Either
the books have been put on the table, or the books on the table have been
put somewhere that we will shortly discover. There is a very strong
tendency for the parser to assign the prepositional phrase (PP) on the
table as a complement of the verb put, and effectively discard the
possibility that on the table represents a relative clause headed by the
books (the books on the table). However, once the parser has committed
to this interpretation, a subsequent PP has no way to attach to the
syntectic structure. If a second PP is encountered, the prior decison must
be reversed and the sentence reanalyzed such that on the table gets a
relative clause reading (i.e., Emily put the books that were on the table
in the car).

Frazier (1978, 1987), Frazier and Fodor (1978), and Rayner, Carlson,
& Frazier (1983) have proposed a locality-based principle, Late Closure,
which requires that incoming elements be attached to the lowest or
smallest phrase currently being processed. For instance, this principle
attempts to account for the parser’s preference given in (18) to the one
in (1b) across languages. In (1a), yesterday is attached to the lower
clause, which is currently being processed at that point and so satisfies
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Late Closure. In (1b), yesterday is instead attached to a higher clause,
predicted to be disfavored by Late Closure.

1a8). S1 [John told us S2 [that Mary died yesterday]]
1b). S1 [John told us S2 [that Mary died] yesterday]

This choice is derived from cognitive consderations, such as short-term
working memory, which is presumed not to vary systematically across
languages (even if it might vary somewhat across individuals). Therefore,
Late Closure is hypothesized to be a universa principle of human
sentence processing. However, evidence of crosslinguistic variation has
been found in several studies, this weskens the universal account of
human sentence processing. Cuetos & Mitchell (1988, 1991) found that
clear cross-linguigtic differences exist in processing strategies used in the
resolving RC attachment ambiguity; i.e, the complex NP (NP-of-NP)
followed by a relative clause as shown in (2).

2) Someone shot the servant of the actress who was on the balcony.
NP 1(High) NP2(Low) RC

This sentence is structurally ambiguous, since there are two potentia
host sites for the attachment of the RC, who was on the balcony. That
is, the interpretation differs between attachment to the high NP (the
actress was on the balcony), and to the low NP (the servant was on the
balcony). In their semina study of crosslinguistic parsing variations,
Cuetos & Mitchel found that while English speakers initia preference
was for the low attachment interpretation (the servant), Spanish speskers
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showed a preference to attach the relative clause to the higher noun (the
actress). Subsequent off- and online studies conducted with monolinguals
found a high attachment (HA) preference in Dutch (Brysbaert & Mitchell,
1996, 2000), French (Hemforth, Konieczny & Scheepers, 2000), and
Greek (Papadopolou & Clahsen, 2003), and a low attachment (LA)
preference in English (Cuetos & Mitchell, 1988) and Portuguese
(Miyamoto, 1998). The accumulated evidence from these <udies
chalenge the idea that RCs are parsed according to universal syntactic
strategies like Late Closure, and, accordingly, several dternative
hypotheses have been proposed, sharing the idea that while the parsing
mechanisms may be universal, some syntactic processing strategies are
language-specific, and that they therefore must be learned though
experience with the target language.

Thus, parsing accounts can be categorized as ether Universa or
Experienced-based Accounts. Universal  accounts would include the
Construa  Hypothesis (Frazier & Clifton, 1996, 1997), the Implicit
Prosody Hypothesis (IPH) (Fodor, 1998, 2002), the Dud System with
Anaphoric Binding and Syntactic Attachment (Hemforth, Konieczny &
Scheepers, 2000a, b) and the Recency-Predicate Proximity Modd (Gibson
et d., 1996); Experience-based accounts include the Tuning Hypothesis
(Cuetos, Mitchell & Cordly, 1996). The Universa accounts parsing
models atribute the observed crosslinguistic differences to
language-specific aspects of grammar, rather than to differences in the
parser itsef; for example, differences in prosody under the IPH, the
regularity in using an overt relative pronoun in relative clause under the
Dua System, and aternative syntactic representations of the genitive
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reationship under the Congrual Hypothesis. The Recency-Predicate
Proximity Modd assumes that the parser follows the structural rules of
grammar, but that the weight of these rules with relation to each other
can vay across languages. And the Tuning Hypothesis under the
Experience-based Account assumes that while the parsing procedures may
be universd, some syntactic processing strategies are language-specific
and must be acquired through the experience with the target language.
Under the Tuning Hypothesis, the parser prefers the analysis that has
employed most frequently in the past, and the attachment preferences are
decided based on previous experience with related structures.

Some researchers have investigated bilingual sentence processing (eg.,
Dussias, 2003; Fernandez, 1995, 1999) and the most interest has been
focused on whether bilinguals behave in the same way as monolinguas
do when processing target language materia. Similarly to first- and
second-language acquisition studies, language-specific  properties or
variables have been considered in order to understand bilinguals sentence
processing festures. Most of the attention has been focused the interaction
between the first language and second language. In particular, how much
L1 processing dtrategies influence those in the L2 where gtrategies for the
two languages are distinct. With respect to the relationship between the
parsing drategies in the L1 and in the L2, there are four main
possihilities. First, a bilingual might use distinct strategies, such that the
bilingual behaves like monolingual speakers of each language. Second, a
bilingual might use the L1 strategy while processing both L1 and L2
(“transfer,” or, more specificdly, “forward transfer”); see Fernandez
(1998), Frenck-Mestre (2002) for findings of this type. A third possibility
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is that a bilingua might acquire processing strategies from the L2, but
then apply them aso to the L1 (“backward transfer”); Dussias (2003)
reports findings of this type. A fourth possibility is that the parsing
strategies adopted by a bilingual somehow blends the L1 and L2 parsing
strategies, leading to behavior that matches neither L1 nor L2 strategies
(Papadopoulou & Clahsen, 2003).

3. Sudy

The present study seeks to examine the effects of L1 and L2 processing
strategies on proficient second-language learners of English, focusing on
the resolutions of RC atachment ambiguities, by comparing native
Korean speskers to second-language learners in both their first- and
second-language. The god of the study is to answer the following
questions:

1) Is there a correlation between attachment preferences and English
proficiency?

2) Are parsing preferences in Korean (L1) transferred to English (L2)
in advanced second-language learners of English?

3.1 Participants

The two groups of study participants, al Korean native speakers,
included 25 college students with minimal exposure to English and 28
English-dominant students. The English-dominant students range in age
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from 14 to 17, and were exposed to English during their childhood. They
currently attend the International School in Korea, where their forma

education in Korea is conducted in English.

<Tablel> Background information of English/Korean-dominant speskers

Number of Mean age of |Mean length of| Mean of length of
Group participants group US residence English formal
P (year-old) (years) education (years)
English-
domirant 28 16(14-17) 5.2(4-10) 10(10-11)
Korean- 25 20(19-21) 0 0
dominant

The test subjects from the English-dominant group completed a
language background questionnaire in which they rated their skills in
reading, writing, understanding, and speaking as being better in English
than in Korean. They reported using both English and Korean in ther
daily lives and in both forma and informal contexts. For instance, they
use English for academic purposes (at school) and Korean and English
with friends and family members (parents of L2 learners especiadly spoke
Korean frequently a home). These participants had been exposed to
English before puberty and had been in second-language contexts outside
Korea for a mean of 5.2 years. The Korean-dominant group had learned
English as Foreign language (EFL), but self-rated their abilities regarding
written and ord expresson a a level of 1-2 on a 5point scae of
proficiency for English and Native English speakers were aso included
in the study as a control group. All participants excepts for the native
English speaker group also completed a proficiency test, which consisted
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of one Cloze test in Korean and another in English, to measure their
proficiency skills objectively. The English-dominant group demonstrated
advanced skills (like that of native speskers) in English but not in Korean.
However, the Cloze test in Korean (modeled on the English test) turned
out to be an unreliable measure of Korean proficiency; only two students
showed high proficiency in both English and Korean, while al other
participants scored very low on the Korean Cloze test. Due to this,
absolute results from the Korean Cloze test, and relative comparisons with
the English Cloze test, cannot be used in the andyss, but it is
nevertheless presumed that the subjects, dl native speakers of Korean, are
highly proficient in Korean. Table 2 shows the result of Korean and
English proficiency test of English-dominant group. All groups were
categorized by proficiency score.

<Table 2> The result of English and Korean proficiency test of
English-dominant group

* Advanced Intermediate Low
English 25 3 0
Korean 7 10 11

* Advanced: scored from 24-28 Intermediate; 19-23 Low: under 19

<Table 3> The result of English and Korean proficiencytest of
Korean-dominant group

* Advanced Intermediate Low
English 0 10 15
Korean 13 2 0

* Advanced: scored from 24-28 Intermediate; 19-23 Low: under 19
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3.2 Materia

The sentence below in (3) illugtrates the Korean version of a structure
with a RC attachment ambiguity, with a complex NP and a reative
clause.

3) [balkoni-e iss-neun] yeobaeu-ui gae-lul nugunga chong-euro
sso-assta
balcony-loc berdl  actress-pos dog-accsomeone  gun-instrument
shoot-past
[RC] NP2 NP1
(= Somebody shot the dog of the actress that was on the balcony)

Korean is a head-find language with SOV word order. It presents case
markers or postpositions, which indicate the relationship between noun
phrases, as shown in (3). The relaive clause congtruction in Korean has
an adnomina suffix a the end of the relaive clause (e.g., hun), and a
modifier comes before the modified element. Therefore, the relative order
of the head noun and the relative clause in Korean is opposite to that in
head-initia languages like English. In Korean, NP2 is closest to the RC,
whereas in English, NP1 is closest to the RC. In (3), a “low attachment”
would be the interpretation where the actress is on the balcony,
associating the relative clause to the first noun encountered, and a “high
attachment” is the interpretation where the dog is on the bacony.

According to the previous findings, English monolingua spegkers will
prefer low attachment (LA) in resolving relative clause attachment
ambiguity. Korean monolingual speakers are expected to prefer high
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attachment (HA), extrapolating from studies of parsing preferences of
Japanese monolinguals (Fernandez & Hirose, 1997; Miyamoto, Gibson,
Pearlmutter, Aikawa, & Miyagawa, 1999), given that Korean and
Japanese are dmost same in terms of sentence order.

The subjects were given a questionnaire with target sentences
containing a relative clause, each followed by a comprehension question
about the content of the target sentence. Each participant was given both
English and Korean versions of the questionnaire, in order to assess the
participants preference of RC atachment in both languages. Examples
are given below in (4) and (5). Each questionnaire had 15 items,
consisting of 5 ambiguous target sentences and 10 fillers. Subjects were
asked to pick the noun which they thought best answered the questions.
They were not explicitly informed that the sentences might be ambiguous.
Korean examples were presented to the subjects written in Hangul.

Example from English target sentences
4) The journalist interviewed the coach of the gymnast that was sick.
Q: Who was sick? Coach Gymnast
Example from Korean target sentences. (presented in Korean to
subjects but given here in tranditeration of the Korean example
into Roman characters)

5) cinju-ga noraehagoiss-nun haksaeng-uy  sunsaengnim-ul
chudaboass-ta
friend-sub sng-rel student-pos  teacher-acc |ook-past
The Friend looked at the student’s teacher who was singing.
Q: nuka noraehanunga (who was singing?)
sunsaengnim (teacher) haksaeng (student)
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In addition to the 5 experimenta items, 15 filler sentences were added.
The filler sentences were similar in length to the target sentences and
were disambiguated by number in the English questionnaire, like in (6),
and by honorific suffix forms attached to the relaive clauses and the
thematic preposition with in Korean, like in (7). In (6a), for example,
only the high attachment interpretation (the coaches were s€ick) is
available because the verb in the relative clause requires a plura subject
and only the higher noun is plura. In (78), only the low attachment
interpretation (the nephew was divorced) because the verb in the relative
clause only modifies the noun with the thematic preposition with in
Korean. But: In (7b), only the high attachment interpretation (the boss
was studying) because the verb in the rdative clause includes an honorific
suffix that requires an “honorific” subject and only the higher noun (boss)
is appropriate for use of that suffix.

Example from English fillers

6a) The journdist interviewed the coaches of the gymnast that were
sck. (Forced High)

6b) The journalist interviewed the coach of the gymnasts that were
sick. (Forced Low)

Example from Korean fillers
78) bil-eun yihonul-han jokawaissnun sunsangnim-ege mal-hass-ta
(Forced Low)
Bill-sub divorce-rd nephew-with teacher-to  talk-past
‘Bill talked to the teacher with nephew who divorced
Who divorced? Nephew () Teacher ( )
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7b) Menige-ga gongbu-hagogesinun hise-uy sangsalul  bogoissta
(Forced High)
Manager-sub study[honorific]-rel secretary-pos boss-obj see-past
‘The manager saw the boss of the secretary who was
studying[hon.]’
Who is studying? Secretary () Boss ( )

Two versions of the Korean questionnaire were used in this study. The
first version of the Korean questionnaire was essentidly trandated from
the English version, but a second version was aso created with different
sentences, in order to avoid the possibility that interpretations chosen in
one language could influence the interpretations chosen in the subsequent
language. Initid results were obtained using the first (trandated)
questionnaire in Korean, but they unexpectedly reveded a low attachment
preference in Korean, the same attachment preference expected for
English. Further results were then obtained with the revised (novel)
questionnaire; however, the results from the second version of the Korean
test matched those obtained from the first version, as discussed below.

4. Reaults

Table 4 shows the results across dl test items, broken down by
attachment response and subject group (full results by item are included
as an gppendix). Recall that one of the primary research questions of this
study was how and whether parsing preferences in Korean (L1) transfer
to English (L2) for proficient-second language learners of English. The
result from the attachment preference is podtive. That is, it is significant
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(the difference between the overal responses of the two different subject
groups). The Korean-dominant subjects showed HA preference both in
Korean and in English; they appear to have transferred the parsing
preference from their L1 into their L2. On the other hand, the
English-dominant subjects showed low attachment (LA) preference in
English, like native monolingual speskers of English; these learners
gppear to have acquired the parsing preference of the target language.
Surprisingly, however, the English-dominant subjects showed a LA
preference in Korean as well, unlike the Korean-dominant speskers;
having acquired the parsing preference in their L2 appears to have
affected their preferences in their L1.

<Table 4> Results across al target sentences

English—dominant subjects

Answer
High Low Tod
. 31 109 140
English 21% 77.9% 100.0%
D 24 116 140
17.1% 82.9% 100.0%
Korean—dominant subjects
Answer
High Low Tod
. 104 21 125
English 83.2% 16.8% 100.0%
Korean 109 16 125
87.2% 12.8% 100.0%

(significant a a < .0 )
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<Table 5> Results of filler sentences disambiguated by plura/singular

(Forced Low) in English

Answer
High-preference Low-preference
English-dominant 1 11.2% 8;5700 %
Korean-dominant Zg/o 7122;0
Tod 196.5% 852-’/0

<Table 6> Reaults of filler sentences disambiguated by plural/singular

(Forced High) in English

Answer
High-preference L ow-preference
English-dominant 80?5% 192_3%
Korean-dominant 84?2% 152,3%
Total 7;%%/0 214.?%

<Table 7> Reaults of filler sentences disambiguated by honorifics in

Korean (Forced High)

Answer
High-preference L ow-preference
English-dominant 565.2% 43‘-1;1%
Korean-dominant 1&.‘&) OE))/O
Tod 7;24% 266.;;)%
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<Table 8> Results of filler sentences disambiguated by with in Korean

(Forced Low)
Answer
High-preference Low-preference
English-dominant 23;) 7163;2
Korean-dominant 223.;% 7:75; %
Tod 227.2% 7521%/0

Table 5, 6 and 7 show the results of filler sentences in English
disambiguated by plura/singular. The results from the fillers in Korean
with Korean-dominant participants showed that most subjects get the
unambiguous sentences right. In other words when the sentences
contained an honorific form in Korean forcing a HA reading, 4l
Korean-dominant participants picked HA responses as well as with
examples force LA (Table 7-8). However, the results from the fillers
disambiguated by honorific forms in Korean for the English-dominant
participants were inconsstent (Table 7). This might be due to the fact that
construction doesn't exist in English, thus English-dominant speakers
don't uselhear enough honorifics in their Korean. However, the
English-dominant participants consistently picked the LA responses when
a filler was forced to LA reading by with. The 5 participants in the
monolingua English control group showed a LA preference in ambiguous
relative clauses, as expected, and scored in the high proficiency range in
the English cloze test.

Our data show clearly different processng drategies between
Korean-dominant low-proficiency English speskers and  proficient
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English-dominant second-language learners. The basic finding here is that
Korean-dominant speskers prefer high atachment, whereas English-dominant
speskers show a preference for low attachment. That is, parsng mechanisms
have been transferred from the stronger L2 towards the wesker L1. The
results here suggest that parsing drategies are transferred from the dominant
language to the non-dominant one, rather than from the L1 to the L2. That
is, parsing preferences in both languages change as the second-language
learners acquire proficiency in the second language.

5. Discussion

In this section, the conclusions reached above will be compared with
other results from recent studies, some of which have reached similar or
compatible conclusons. Severd <udies have shown that nativelike
parsing preferences in the L2 can be achieved and correlates with
proficiency or exposure, with L1 preferences transferred to processing of
the L2 at lower levels of proficiency. Fernandez (1999; 2003) examined
RC attachment preferences for monolingual speskers of English and of
Spanish and compared them to those of learners of Spanish and English,
respectively. What she discovered was that the native speakers of English
preferred low-attachment preference more than the learners and Spanish
learners of English preferred high-attachment. She interprets this result as
indicative of transfer of processing strategy from L1 to L2. Moreover,
Fernandez found the correlations between proficiency in English and
English-like attachment preferences. Frenck-Mestre (1997; 2002; 2005)
adso shows that parsing preference in the first language, English and
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Spanish specificdly, is transferred into the target language, French, on the
basis of RC attachment preferences. Dussias (2001, 2003) similarly
reports that participants everyday exposure to the target language
correlates with showing native-like L2 parsing preferences.

The results from the previous section showed a kind of reverse transfer,
or language attrition, where parsing preferences from the L2 affected
parsing in the L1. Other studies have reported cases of reverse transfer
in other domains. For example, De Bot, Gommans and Rossing (1991)
showed that Dutch immigrants L1 proficiency in French decreased over
time when they had infrequent contact with L1. Carson and Kuehn (1994)
examined Chinese students in the US with different proficiency levels and
report that L1 Chinese writing proficiency declined as L2 English
proficiency increased. Within the domain of sentence processing, at least
one study has aso shown an effect smilar to that found here. Su (2001)
investigated L2 learners of English and Chinese a three different
proficiency levels to see transfer patterns a the sentence processing level,
and found effects of both forward transfer and backwerd transfer. Su
experiments with a sentence trandation based on Baes and
MacWhinney’'s Competition Model and reports that, while the English
learners of Chinese at a beginner level use L1 drategies in processing
both their L1 and L2, backward transfer was observed from subjects at
intermediate and advanced levels who employed L2 word order strategies
in processing their L1. In the present study, Korean-dominant subjects
showed a tendency for forward transfer when resolving RC ambiguities,
while English-dominant subjects preferred a backward transfer. That is,
these subjects, whether Korean- or English-dominant, used the same
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parsing strategies in processing both languages, and they are the parsing
drategies of their dominant language. This suggests that the length and
quantity of exposure in their language experience directly relates to the
development of their parsing preferences.

One conclusion we can reach here is that the parsing preferences of the
second-language learners of English in this study is not explicable by the
Universal Account, due to the fact that different parsing preferences are
found within the same language. They are, however, generally compatible
with the prediction of the Experience-Based Account, which accounts for
development of parsing strategies through influence of differences in
language experience.

One shortcoming of the present study is that it does not sufficiently
differentiate language proficiency from language dominance — perhaps it
is really language dominance that makes the difference. That is, perhaps
parsing preferences match those in the dominant language, regardiess of
differences in proficiency. To explore this, another study would be
required in the future, perhaps with subjects who al score high on
proficiency tests, but differ in whether they are dominant in a HA
language or dominant in a LA language.

<References>

Baccino, T., De Vincenzi, M. & Job, R. (2000). Cross-linguistic studies of the late
closure dtrategy: French and Itdian. In M. De Vincenzi and V. Lombardo
(Eds), Crosslinguistic perspectives on language processing, 89-118.
Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Brysbaert, M., & Mitchdl, D. C. (1996). Modifier attachment in sentence parsing:



Syntactic Ambiguity Resolution in First and Second Languages 277

Evidence from Dutch. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology,
49A, 664-695

Brysbaert, M., & Mitchell, D. C. (2000). The falure to use gender information in
parsing: A comment on van Berkum, Brown, and Hagoort (1999). Journal
of Psycholinguistic Research, 29(5), 453-465.

Cason, JE.,, & Kuehn, PA. (1994). Evidence of transfer and loss in developing
second language writers.. In Cumming (Eds), Bilingual Performance in
Reading and Writing, 257-281. Ann Arbor: Research Club in Language
Learning.

Cuetos, F., & Mitchdl, D. C. (1988). Crosslinguisic difference in parsing:
restrictions on the late-closure strategy in Spanish. Cognition, 30, 73-105.

Cuetos, F. & Mitchdl, D.C, (1991). Redtrictions on Late Closure: The
computational underpinnings of parsing strategies in Spanish and English.
Unpublished manuscript.

Cuetos, F., Mitchel, D.C., & Corley, M.M. B. (1996). Parsing in different
languages. In M. Carreiras, JE. GarciarAlbea & N.Sebastian-Gadlles (Eds.),
Language processing in Sanish, 145-187. Hillsdale, NJ. Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

De Bot, Kees, Gommans, Paul and Rossing, Carolan(1991). L1 loss in an L2
environment: Dutch immigrants in France. In H. W. Sdiger and RM. Vago
(Eds) First Language Attrition, 87-98. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Dussias, P. (2001). Sentence Parsing in Fluent Spanish-English Bilinguals. In JL.
Nical, (ed.), One mind, two languages. Bilingual language processing,
159-176. Cambridge, MA: Balckwell Publishers.

Dussiass, P. (2003). Syntactic ambiguity resolution in L2 learners. some effects of
bilinguality on L1 and L2 processing strategies. Sudies in Second Language
Acquisition, 25(4), 529-557

Fernandez, E. M. (1995). Processing strategies in second language acquisition:
Some preliminary results. Paper presented a GASLA (Generdive
Approaches to Second Language Acquisitio)’95 CUNY Graduate School and
University Center, New York, NY.

Fernandez, E. M. (1998). Language dependency in parsing: Evidence from
monolingual and bilinguals processing. Psychologica Belgica, 38, 198-230.

Fernandez, E. M. (1999). Processing strategies in second language acquisition:
Some preliminary results. In E. C. Klein and G. Martohardjono (Eds.), The



278 olF<lofet #1652(2016)

development of second language grammars. a generative approach, 217-239.
Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins Publishing.

Fernandez, E.M. (2003). Bilingual Sentence Processing. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Fernandez, EM., & Hirose, Y. (1997). Bilingua sentence processing: Off-line
results. Paper presented at the Advanced Second Language Acquisition
Seminar, CUNY Graduate School and University Center, New York, NY
May 15.

Fodor, J D. (1998). Learning to Parse?, Journal of Psycholinguistic Research,
27(2), 285-319.

Fodor, J. D., (2002). Prosodic disambiguation in slent reading. Paper presented at
NELS.

Frazier, L. (1978). On Comprehending Sentences. Syntactic Parsing Strategies.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Connecticut, Storrs.

Frazier, L. and Fodor, JD. (1978). The sausage machine: A new two-stage parsing
model. Cognition, 6, 291-325

Frazier, L. (1987). Sentence processing: A tutorid review. In M. Coltheart (Ed.),
Attention and Performance XII, 559-586. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates

Frazier, L., & Clifton, C. (1996). Construal. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press

Frazier, L., & Clifton, C. (1997). Construa: Overview, motivation, and some new
evidence. Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 26(3), 277-295

Frenck-Mestre, C. (1997). Examining second language reading: An on-line look. In
A. Sorace, C. Heycock, and R. Shilcok (eds). Proceedings of the GALA
1997 Conference on Language Acquisition, 474-478. Edinburgh, UK: Human
Communications Research Center.

Frenck-Mestre, C. & Pynte, J. (2000b) "Resolving syntectic ambiguities: Cross
linguistic differences? ,in De Vincenzi & Lombardo, Crosslinguistic
perspectives on language processing, 119-148 Boston, MA: Kluwer
Academic.

Frenck-Mestre, C. (2002). An on-line look at sentence processing in the second
language. In R. R. Heredia & J. Altarriba (Eds), Bilingual Sentence
Processing. New York: Elsevier Science Ltd.

Frenck-Mestre, C. (2005). Eye-movement recordings as a tool for studying syntactic
processing in a second language: a review of methologies and experimental
findings. Second Language Research, 21(2): 175-198.



Syntactic Ambiguity Resolution in First and Second Languages 279

Hemforth et a., (2000). Syntactic attachment and anaphor resolution: Two sides of
relative clause attachment. In M. Crocker, M. Pickering & C. Clifton, Jr.
(Eds.), Architectures and mechanisms for language processing, 259-281.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Juffs, A. (2001). Psycholinguistically oriented second language research.
International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 21, 207-220.

Miyamoto, E. T. (1998). Relative clause attachment in Brazilian Portuguese.
Unpublished manuscript, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge

Miyamoto et d., (1999). A U-shaped rdative clause attachment preference in
Japanese. Language and cognitive processes, 14 (5/6). 663-686.

Mitchell, D.C., & Brysbaert, M. (1998). Chadlenges to recent theories of
crossinguistic variation in parsing: Evidence from Dutch. In D. Hillert (Ed.),
Syntax and semantics: A crosdinguistic perspective, 313-335. SanDiego, CA:
Academic Press.

Papadopadopoulou, D., & Clahsen, H. (2003). Parsing drategies in L1 and L2
sentence processing: A study of relative clause attachment in Greek. Studies
in Second Language Acquisition, 25, 501-528

Rayner, K., Carlson, M. and Frazier, L. (1983). The interaction of syntax and
semantics during sentence processing: Eye movements of semantically
ambiguous sentences. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 22:
359-374

Su, I.R. (2001). Transfer of sentence processing strategies: A comparison of L2
learners of Chinese and English. Applied Psycholinguistics, 22. 83-112.

Z8-3](Jung Yoonhee)

o 77HE et

Al S &5k

3P 5 070-4082-7654
ZA}2-H: language og@gmail.com

Jdal: 20161 109 31
AAHGEAR) YA 2016W 119 20
A 20166 129 159

=1 O

2] 220]
A




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 1.8)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


