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The effect of distinctiveness of proper nouns
on processing structural ambiguity in comprehending Japanese sentences

Masakatsu Inoue

Department of Psychology and Social Welfare, School of Letters
Mukogawa Women's University, Nishinomiya 663-8558, Japan

Abstract

The effect of distinctiveness of proper nouns on structural ambiguity resolution or retention in compre-
hending Japanese sentences with main-clause/relative-clause ambiguity was examined by using self-paced
moving-window reading paradigm. The linear mixed-effect model revealed that the processing load of re-
analysis (garden path effect) at the head nouns of relative clause was decreased when the proper nouns were
more distinctive. This result suggests that the distinctiveness of proper nouns has an effect on working mem-
ory capacity in reading that decides whether the sentence processor can retain more than one interpretation or
not.

R PR BB, Y S BRI SRS E ) L L T L ) EIZOWT, ZDET
w@,iﬂ@%ﬁ%%u@%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁé:km;ofﬁzmmﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁbékwa%hmﬁ
(immediate processing) DT SWZE 2 5 ST X 7-(LERMN 7 b DL LT, Frazier & Rayner, 1982;
MacDonald, Pearlmutter, & Seidenberg, 1994). —7J5, WA I L 9 2 1HHMAMF SN 5 F THRROEE
TIELE D &) BRI (delayed processing) D Z A 3 HWE5EIX D ETH % (e.g., Ferreira, Bailey, &
Ferraro, 2002; 3|, 2006; Marcus, 1980; IiA - T, 2006). 2D ) b, RAEHEBE RO IG5 BIEAL
HOTHEM: % FEREAIICHH & 2012 L7248 & L C, MacDonald, Just, & Carpenter (1992) 25 F 5L 5. fE
BRLEA = O M N L SO & O E AR % BEER{L L 72 Just & Carpenter (1992) DE 2 12H5 &, fE
Bac] I%‘EE@/J\ S AT, BRI L CHMMOBIR L 2 RFFTE iz, ZOMRD M E > T
WA IIIEBRE O NS, —T), FERLIEEENRE VA TE, HEOBRT gtz fR¥E L,
RRROPRER —FIICESE LT LN TE L0, FBMRELEE L7\, MacDonald et al. (X, XD
AAREH 2 WET 5 EE VT, 29 LAFBREFEORE SOENI LD, TOMEBERMEN
DS ED TR B L) G % FEREL 72,

SCHYEE, REICEBR AN O L EEBREA R OMAE L OMEEHEZRIEL L9 L3457 70 -T2
ZWLODPDOIESROENZ D, RO ALDPOMWEIZ X > TLOMFIZH L L IFEREART O S
WERLDEV)BEN ORI NTHIEH T ) AL NV, EFEFELENO AW 2 20 S & 5 W RN E

WEEROMED 1 212, EAEAH - S@BAF L V) HFDOY A TOERPHITONL. —ikIZ, HlH
a) & B L CHEAARNITREE S 2 < L, ik S W T d % (Burke, MacKasy, Worthley, & Wade, 1991;
Cohen, 1990). 2T, 29 LAEHRZ L) Z{ECL L@ LB, (FHREIC L) meaig)s
b EET B, EROEEREFED/N S WEAF L FARORPBNL ETFHUTE S, $4b
5, FAEAFAZELLTIE, LOMBIZHC S NATEERLEEEDI/NS K b 720, BEOMREEAW =
B HAEERERE G L CHMOBR L AR TE v, iEo T, TOMMIRY TH L5121,
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FRPRASEONL 2 &2 5. 1 (2008) 13,

(1a) /MEDSHE B % 1k - 7222 H 2 I U2 1 72

(1b) /MRS % I - 7222 H %2 U2 1) 72
D &9 7 IR ) BAARET IR ORE S R 2 4 2 LOFAREM 2 E L7z, T3 T, [7h
At E %/ SPHEAW 72 |2 e LTHRLCLE ) L (Shas 7 —T7 232 (GP) ke L&), BfR
iM% | CHBRDLE L 20, AT 2 (It GPaIERE VD). —F, 220
ERDRFE S, BIRESEE SN2 WE T THIUL, ARROLEI R GPRIRL /NSRS, E
BRofER, BAEAFE 1 2% &8 (1b) D[ ZH % JOFROFRARER 7S, T#LAGFH%E 1 O&FE(la) LD
BERICESRo/. ZoZ L, A A - @A MOEEREAEMOEICE > T, MRS
WEINTLE)D, HDLVIZZOWREILIEITLIZENE D, SRz 5L, BEEROMBHOTEEN % ##
FCTEXLNEI)DPPPREESNDLZLEEZRELTVS,

ST LC, BB - S BAFOG AL POEN R EPEREDOE I L2 EZ LT LD
T&5%. Bz, (la)O[/MEDPFEZI S J& v ) Tl E x> BIEEICRORIJUEB T4 &, [#H]
FHH LIRS v, 2220, BXOERBEICEBOTEESA LS (eg, [1 AOHEZIKS |, [X
BOBEE—EICRD ], [HE 1 A1 AZZNENROREICNS % ). —F, BEEZHAORNS %
3[R & o 72 ] T, ROTREMEIZIZIZ 1 DRSNS, 22T, HXOHIZE HIZTEK
DOEEBRMEDE N AWAIITUE O — R IE)E U 3w ERE T UL (cf, 3L, 2010), @455
% &t (1a) T GP BRAA L 7B 2 EEIRCRAM O 2 IFE S 5 LEIE v, RIFZETIE, 29
L72EBOBHOZ B2 MG 5720, %0y 4 T EAEAFISH— L, 2 oEsRRE~O &AM A
R b LEZ N5 2 BEOESR &L & OHEENBERSCOMRL T 5.

Stanhope & Cohen (1991) 1%, #FIPEDE A [EH %45 (e.g., “John™ , “Jane” D & 9 % d V) Si7-44H0) £
DY, WIMEDEVER 4G (e.g., “Felix” , “Grace” D X 9 ZIILBMNE L L WAHEI) O FAHS, FFARKED
BIFCTHELILERWIEZL TS, T, MEEEILH A E 7V (Interactive activation and competition
model, Burton & Bruce, 1992) Z151E L 72 f1LADOH T, RO L) IEREN D, 9, HEERA Y T —
7 LT3 D=y VP —EICEEILTAZEPHZ6NL720, TOHRIZE =7y NRDDLGE,
Z O 2 5. BB CER AR, BEERA Y T -7 OB TE L O LS R
TWbEEZLND7OEEDEE L, TORR, F4E S HEEIZ 7% % (Stanhope & Cohen, 1991, p. 65). &
2T, #@BEDE EH LS S WEA S E O COMEE T, (EERENOBMIE L 7 b LR
Y AL, HE(2008) & FIERIZ, FEBITEAMR A EA B 72T 205 7% B AEREER S (22) TiE, MXTEYICHA
T N2 O H—DFRANEIIN T, GPRIRPREL 2B E TSI NG, —T, WIED G E
Bl (eg, ¥ E) R 120X 02b) T, ZOAMIIENVIKV®, GPRIRL /NS ARD. Thi
L, LOAFDOS A4 TIZHEDOCT GPIIREOEEZFHAT H2E 210D &, LB ICHEARZFAIH
HNTW5(2a), (2b) T, GPRIRIZENALN R VIET TH L. R TIE, FHNEOTARER %
HIES 5 HEICE > T, Y LEOIEEH ARG 5.

(2a) EHIN S H 2 B> 7o HHAE B D7

(2b) & ) 5% R 7 HEZED 7.

7k

EEBREME. BB T2FEREICSIL TR WRE LT RKEEE 103 B8 EBRICSI L. $X
TOERZINE L, BAEIHERETHY), IEFEHEEAEL Tz Elinld 1921 FOHFATH - 7.

R, AErERBEERE (BB vs. JEBEBRSME), B X OVF5E (R1) OFEA 443 Ok (KGR BISM: vs.
E SR # BET AHICED, 12y b4 M2 O %5 16 £ v bl 64 SCOFEBRIEAER S
72(3a, b, ¢, d). FECCIETRC, FFERD, EFEHWRER2), BhE 1 (R3), BREEZLE(R4), BhHE
2RO EoTWD, 72721, EE»EEIELI Y ba— )b E L COIEEBSLM T, EHEE
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BORE, Bha 1, BAMREIEZEE, 2 &R EFERIsc), BFE 2 OFEECER SN W, EiE HIYE,
BRI E O, ETEALFAPHVON. EHOTFERL Rlse) DA, iltErEvw &
ESNDLEEOFELINIOWSG =y 72— LS (eg, DT E, FEY, /ANEICEM)
2L D S ERIEATHR B — A 2 NIERE G 4450 (e, BEHH, 430) 12400 a7z,

Ga) EHD»EGH 2 B o HFH A ED 72, (B - HKRR))

(3b) ¥ ) 3G HE R o o HEED . (BB - &ikb)

(Be)GHxBeo - HHZ BEHAYE D 72, (FEMEBE - {KEk51)

B EHEHR-7-EHE Z Y WD, (FEEE - Eiky)

Fhex. £7- 2 FEBEEEIX, moving window display & W 72FERHBOHOR— A ) — 74 Y JHETH -
7= (Just, Carpenter, & Woolley, 1982). HlIICo0 IR & 5EA)45 D 5t A HE R (reading time: LLF RT) DRk,
Y LinguaLab |2 X o THIE S 7z, EEBRBINEDRNAR— A X — 2§ 2 EIETEANHEE SN
ROFEAVPEREINT. BBHOERE X —HLOMOKIGEM (% RT L A% )M sk sz, K
RATIZHEZZ o C, HERITH 10 BATFEM S N, REITOERBRFEE LT, 1ty 25232 3a,
3d, 7"\ L 3b,3c), H5M8 L, RIS %b2008RY A MIMER SN B, 1y b
52 WEBEREEDL %G o0k, HIEERIZ® 72> THRB T 5 &M 27230 % 5o NkEA
ZANGE LN G o272 ThHD. SFSEFRHEEZL O 11207 4 T —LL I, EBRIEART v 5
LIERE NS ERSIMEE, BEOFETERH T THREOHRFLEE L TELEHRT LD
BORS NIz, BRI OHCHE, FMSLo—58, 2wl e&fE /87 7L - X L8R 2ERL, yes/
no CHRIL S BT A M HESN7z(eg, ¥ E)DNEHER-72:no S . yes KIS, no G
LI CTHBER SNz, REBRTIE, FUBOIERRT 1 — NNy 71352 bMehorz, FEERIZTFY
L T30 RETHKRT L7

BB RFEDHANMETE. ELAWOEA LT, FEBRICSIML TR 28DORT T4 THH0H
EMWDIZHEDONT, EBREDVHONLO 16 DKFATEELL. T2, FEOBOYF I —ilils LT,
FEERBME LRI T E W LB SN D 16 OFEFENY O [EA 25 (E R BRSO SRR TE O LK
&) B EEMRICED 2. 512, NEFE LTI O W TR FM AR 2372 /20, NTT BiHESO
THHIZD EDO K RMOBREZSEZ, BEEH LA 200 MAARELN, #TF 27, T—I7H3-40480D
WA %5 2 EEREINEE Lz WIS, BRKEICLD, TZ20ZH09HE LRT AE S 5 v Bk
(2R TE B 0] (BRI ICOWT, SEECRHMli S 7z, FFEREEIL U —T1 v 7ER
WML T 16 4 Th o7z, FHEXANWERZF OTFIEFEMH L 4.84 (SE: 0.0855, range: 4.56-4.94),
NI 4450 OFIFEEM L 2.16 (SE: 0.1007, range: 1.19-3.38) TH o 72, MV LB OLMOMEIL, FH
NPEA %% 0.5, NEFRALFZ 05123 — FMMEL7z9 2, EXANWEA % & NEEA 2 L O
BT, HERERZETFREICIREL-OY AT 1 v 7 RS EER L7z, TORE, oy 17
DOREPEETHo72(f =44258,2=19.69, p < .01). ZOFEFIZ, FEXHANWEA GO DS NIEEA
ZE LD DBIMEDSBNEEZRLT NS Y,

P BT A NGRS 2SS E & EREEA AR OB R R T b 720, EERSN
EBIOHEEY MZOWTOF VA ET vy A0 —T %5200V A5 4 v ZiREET IV
AER SNz RS, RT IS HHEEAEBRYE & T 3EREA LRI ORE LT 2720, FE
ZMEB L CHIL Y MZOWTOT v F AR E Ty ¥ L A0—T% L OMIIRE T T VG AFT b
N7z, %dB, EBHSEME T, FEEA LN EARE S NS T ERE (R AY R4 DKAL (R1sc) 127
ERESNTVLZD, KELSITR2 S RAICIOFEZERTOFBEIIR L. LirL, &fRo%E
EREtli & fi— 4 5720, HENICR2 DS RAICOWVTDH, 2 X 2 0 2 FHOFEERE |2 30w T &4t
XL, LT o290 L 7.

RT OFFREETIVHNTIIL, SN L EFEEA LR EOEZR - Iomz, FBRoFFE
X > THRONZNZNOEAE A ORI (R, R2, R4, Rlsc), 7\ LRE - &5 - JriE (2008) 123
&0 HFEBIHE (R2, RS OFFOA), BLOKEHNOE— T, WEEBOEZERNTL LTEEN/.
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Table 1 Mean reading times (ms) by each region for the four experimental conditions and Correct-answer rate (%)

Structural Distinctiveness R1 R2 R3 R4 R1' R5 Correct

e of Subject (Subject)  (Object)  (Verb 1) (Head noun) (Scrambled (Verb2) answer rate

Ambiguity .
Proper Nouns subject)

Ambiguous Low 799 (27) 890 (40) 819 (38) 1338 (76) 736 (36)  84% (3%)

High 837 (22) 764 (32) 700 (29) 1080 (60) 687 (34)  93% (2%)

Unambiguous Low 839 (41) 724 (31) 949 (48) 996 (57) 712 (34)  90% (2%)

High 801 (34) 712 (29) 963 (49) 1054 (53) 660 (27)  93% (2%)

Note. Numbers in parenthesis are 95% confidence intervals.

SRR BRE O B E R 713, BEBR SR (3a, 3b) % 0.5 12, FEREBR S (3¢, 3d) & -0.5 12— FbL7z F72,
FFEEA RO B E R 71, RIS (3a, 3¢) 7 0.5 12, Eakpl St (3b, 3d) & -0.5 12— F1b
L7z, #mo 2 DO EEBEERTIE, BEOFIE012%5 L) Ichifb s, KiREE T IV
&, #EH AT 7 1 7 F 4 R (R Development Core Team, 2010) @ Ime4 /% v 77 — I (version 0.999999-0,
Bates, Maechler, & Bolker, 2012) % H V> C i X 7.

HFET A NI T 20274 v ZIREETVAONET 79 AR L >T, FARTIZHT S
IR A & 7 IV AT I B BRAT & 5 SO 72 2 (Restricted Maximum Likelihood Estimation: RMLE) |2 & - T,
FNEFNETNVOBEENGEINT. Ko Tid, TFERZEELTCO 2 OOBERT & ZD%EH.
YEH, 7528k, 7y 220 —T7H, EHICRT T IZOWTIEHRERE L LTO 2 DOREER
FAREDT, RLEMEETVYRER L. COBET, SR (Estimate) O ¢ 725 2 il 0 28
BEAHIUL, ETWICHFGLRWERLZ L TETVADSHIRLZ, KRIZ, BRERAT Y T T4 XORKA
W2&oT, BMLGETNVEZIHNL T VA AU —THZAREIGEL TER LX) BRET L E %2
9 % JU R F 52 (the likelihood ratio test) % 1) 3% L 7= (Baayen, Davidson, & Bates, 2008; Jaeger, 2009) .
MREDIERPHEE TS, 2w LHEM R ETIVORBICE (LogLik) EEICKE WAL, LD
B ha2 @KL, SO6ICRmETHIT:. BHLZETVOMBILEO T PAEZEIZRIWIGE, Itk
BETFVIERA L7,

& R

LB AR T A N ORAEDS 66% Al DERSME &, F—WLIEIFEOAREEGECIER
WZHMETE e ho 72BN, 531 %07 — 9 Bfetatihr byt sz, 1E-T, DBEORSET IV
EATICHW S NIZDIE, REDOT—% Tholz. BT A N OMEERIL, E4%0, #45%210X)
(23— FbL7z. BT A PEGEDOTFHIEEE L 95% AKX M %, Table 1 I2HT 4. EBRBINEB X
My MZOWTOT YT LaYRET VT LAU—=T 2200 AT 4 v Z7IREETT VN % El
L7zk 2 n, EEBEALFABRNEOEERNTREE TH o7z, Tz, KHEAEHHAE EMENTH - 72 (Table
2). ZOFERIE, WO EES NIEA 4F e, BAEORW AEEAZAF & 0 b, B
TANDIEERPEL A EEZRLTWAE, T2, RENTIED 2 DHEENEER LTI ORENLD
KELBRBERNDH A L HRENT.

RT 77— % OG5S 72> T, TTHMET A MIRERTH o 723707 —% (10%) 23552 5 Brst
SNz F7z, AMUEICXLT 5728, 4000ms DL E®D RT, B X U8 200ms #:iii D RT 7 — 7 2551 & 4
7= (Roland, Yun, Koenig, & Mauner, 2012). ZiL5ZEKD 25% Th -7z, S 51T, KM - K502
SEEMEHS 2.55D UL EOER FEORITO T — ¥ DHIBE S Nz, THIEEREKD 2% Th o7 ZDOFER,
NEZDT—F D 855% IR ATET INVOGHIH S, Table 112, 544 - FEAED RT O
¥ (ms), BLU95% BHEXMZRYT. SBMAORT 7— 7 I LT, EBSMEB L OHlEE >~ b
WZOWTHOT YT LY/ Ty FrAu—T2 b OMIBRAEET VM EERL72. B, FRTIIK
HOEAIZ LY, GP A ROIRIE & 72 2 BIRET £ (R4) ORILERAT T VAR O A Z R 2 Y.
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Table 2 Parameters of the final logistic mixed regression model of Correct-answer rate

Estimate Standard Error z value p value
(Intercept) -2.6953 0.1804 -14.94 p<.01
Structural Ambiguity 0.4675 0.4232 1.11 p=.26
Distinctiveness of Subject Proper Nouns 0.6712 0.1525 4.40 p<.01
Interaction 0.5277 0.3046 1.73 p=.08

Note. The final logistic mixed regression model of Correct-answer rate:
(4) Imer (error ~ flc * f2c + (1 +flc|ss) + ( 1+ flc|set) , family = binomial)

RATFIHD T — Z 12OV TIE, TTHRARKDET VRO T, LR L L TO2ODEER T (R4 DE—
THPB L O R4 DA ORI EM) AR ISR R 2 F - v eI sz 720, Ths OREER
FBET VAP SEIBEE N2 BIROSTFNIHE > TR T > ¥ 2 20— TIHZHIBR L, fmfErics
SNzET R ELFEERTOMERT, EEMREBL Otz Table 3 12H TS, 7B, REHWVE
MILRAETFIVON T, BERT Ot OMHED 2 LETHIE, 5% KETHEIEGETH S L H
72 &5 (Gelmann & Hill, 2007). 2 Z°C, p DB I N2 VOIL, 5470 7 F AERE © F5k (Bate,
2006) I2F:D <. Bates (X, tTHHAEOFEMZM bR IZ, w3 7HEE Y 75 )L 0 (MCMC)
T Ialb—va i b pEOMEERHERELTE. L2L, FyFARA0—TET U8
2 % L OMIBIREETIVICHTAMCMCH > 7)) v 7y 32— a yHBHITOR 7075 A2
EFENTBLT, plxRODLIENTELR V., ZOD, BEMIC HICHEDWTH B % H
KDL EELZVONPBIRTSH 5. R4AFEITIE, HEOERY:, FEEALFHRIEORE, BLOZFN
5D HANEHNAEFE TH > 72 (Table 3). Table 1 [ZHHS 227 X 912, R4 TS OB S1F 0 RT 13 IEREBR
LD L EERICEL, GPRIERHSDRTWEEWVZ L, LA L, BREFOEEINSEM 3a) @
RT O 5 3 E ik il 48 (3b) & 1) & B2 RT 25K\ (+258ms). — 7, #lilSef: CTdh % IEEBE LA (e,
3d) Tlx, @RICRT 298 <, HEMIZTT SN EROSEETDT M TH 5 (-14ms). Thb
L, REBIEA &5 E EFEICD OO GP #hE ((3a) - (3c) : +389ms) 1, kBl [EA %50 3L D GP &%
H((3b) - (3d) : +117ms) £ ) LFAFICKRE W b2 b, WIBEAEE T IVONICBIT 26 E L HAN
FE, FREEAZGARNEICES L GPRIROIEIFMEZ KL CWb D EEZ N5,

=A==
aff 0¥k

RIFFETIE, EAAARBEOZEIC X > T ARG 2o EAmAZIL L, RREAR AR Rk
B St TR IO IR & (RFEC X A TR ISR £ 2720, SN SCTA LS GP 3R
BAVNE L %0 B LW ) ARFLAMRGE S N7z, FRIFFEIC L o CEBEEALFAOBNEIZIL S 5Nz 2
DOMEIEE L (e.g., BEHAY / 7 F ) 23532 Mo -5 HE 2072 ) 2ER L, 3540750 5 AR % 0
EL7z. BREFEER (e, 53 %) TALND GPRREZHILREAET VI > T L2 E S
7, RGN CI, FREEA LR PIEATE WO GP EH, RO GP R L ) b AEFEINE L otz
Dl EofFig,

() EAHLFAOMINMED, FEOHEILORS SITHET 5

Table 3 Parameters of the final linear mixed regression model of RTs across the head noun (R4)

Estimate Standard Error t value
Intercept 1076.57 39.41 27.32
Structural Ambiguity 239.09 49.89 4.79
Distinctiveness of Subject Proper Nouns 126.29 39.42 3.20
Interaction 263.68 58.84 4.48

Note. The final linear mixed regression model of RTs:
(5) Imer (rd4 ~ flc * f2c + (1 + flc * f2c | ss) + (1 + flc T f2¢ | set))
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(i) CDIEHILDOES &HS, LEBMTABOFEERBICHNT28M0EE L7251,

(iii) ZOEMOE SIKET 2MEHREAEOED, HENE SCOBEIZ B\ CHEEFRIR & 74
TELMEI D, BVMZ L L, BREEEORELY —HIICEBETE L &) e ikET 5.

(iv) HwAEMZ, GPRIROKE S0 LT 5.

EVI)FHDOZLEEZRTODTH D,

TlE, H1E(2008) THSN/ZEA %G & EBAFADOEIZHED L GPRIEREDED, ZFADOMINEOR
REVZDEDEDL ) D SR % VIR T A OE B LT DI TRARERBETE S L IEE 2T WD
ZOEFL LA, BAEZMAL ) D HFELFAO T VEEPES TH A (LW LT 7EA LR T W) Z Lotk
B o T0BEEZBIIIDVEYTHAH. Lidvi, WFhoad, fEEREICHT« 2805
EVTOREXEASE, EEBREHERFCEDLINEIDPERET L E V) AN =X L (Just &
Carpenter, 1992) Z L L T2 2 b idv. —F, FRUARSY A 7 ThoTHBIMEDENIZ
Lo TGP RIEDPZAL L2 L0 b, &F A TOEMRECICES CEHBIIENSINSL, 72, R2,
R3 Ti, R4 L O HENERPESNTE Y (fF4k Table 5, 6) ﬁ%%i@lﬁ%i#rm N
A, RL,R3 CTHATICIL N EBVEREBEATE 2P > TnEEEZONL. £ T5hE, RAICBITHIE
A Z IO SMEED 2 O HA ﬂﬁéhfwot%@&ﬁﬁbvé#%bﬂ&w.L#L
BEBR S & FEBEBR S & D 721L, R2, R3, R4 DJHIZ, {KFKFI ST +61ms, +95ms, +389ms, =k sl 514
f3mm4%m+umBT%WJumlﬁ%ﬂﬁ%@;ﬁ0<i X, BUOFHIEK & g L TREICKE
WZ e A (Table3). $74b 5, R2, R3 FEMO I HAE I EA 4 5BV 230 < feBhrt iR &y
DEVPLMENTWSEDS, RADTHEHIZIZESIZGPRIEDOIENHEDL EINTVEEEZDLNE
ThHA9.

AR OEREZFHHAL ) AMOEZ IR VDES S . Bl2E, BREEER (eg, HHZ)IZBIT S
FREROBRCIE, BEHOEFEZBICHER L -5 UFR2 S D B L, BIRETEZE(HEE) & & i
B R EBE L 2 0 skw. 2o, L) 727 A LR T E#iTiE(eg, FEY)DAN
R LR TV, W) EZHLARTHL. ZOHMIL, AIEOHKELZ TP SIIEETE 20,
HE(2008) DFER T L L, ZOMWERENRNZ EbR L. Thbb, HE(2008) T O
W ENALEIZHGE (eg, B % vs. FHEZ)TH Y, BEHOTEETIE R V. ito T, HHROK
WEFHIZT 7 2A LR T L) DIZRESET, (la) - (1) MO GPRRDELZFHT LI LIETE
ey, F7o, BREIEEIICB AFEBROB LT, HGEIEEICHBR S NBENICERL T2
MTEL720, ey EEHEROLEN LR, o T, BIFEELFANDT 72 ZAD LT 28 GP 3IH#
DEEZFPTEDL L LEZIZ W

Gordon, Hendrick, & Levin (2002) (X, AW EA il 7\ LG 2 LB 2 Z0GREEZ R L 2D,
CHICEA A v LA 2 S OBERET OB ARERZHE L. $58, ZREEOKE Y AT
EXIZEENL LAY A TH—3 (A - FEA L8 —E) 375 & 301213, BIFRET OB O B
SOFER LTINS, LOFAERDPHEEINT 5 & W) RREPES N, ZofRIE, ZREETCH
NBLDEFE—% A4 TOLFTEENT SN TS &, FERELETOTHIREIKEL LY, FHik
OFFH LRI EET L LRI N T D, I, I E(2008) Ol (1a), (1b)x &A% L, GP
WEDKRE VS (1b) TREFEELHWFECR LY 4 7OEAZFAPFEHENTHWSE I LS, FHR
DEXZ Gordon et al. (2002) 25\ &9 B THRELH S b EZ L LHTESL. UL, KEE
THA SN0, BINESELL Lo THR LEALF (g, ¥ EY vs. BEH) TH D, FHAFIZ
NOERBLIATOGFTHL EHH L7208 DIEIAHTH L. T2, BIZISHLE - 8 - B -
KA - = H(2008) OFEERIZIX, EEAFZ T2 0 % AREENERCO) DEETN TN, ZOXOM
RET LT (e.g., BUEE) DT RT 2 HHT 5 & 952ms (2§ &, REBROFIED = VEEBR L (3b) D
RT (1080ms) £ 0 & S 512V, ZOMMAE RLRY, AFOI A THRRELELLE VST, 43 LD
FHRERERICZOTHWIREPBNL LIV ZhnEEZ 5N,

(6)ZEEIWANZR T 27251 % EFNISHEA L.
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DIERTE X912, R TIE, BA GO X o TEERRICH T 2B o5 S »21EL,
ZIHED MFBIRLR A RO & o THEMRER 2R CZ 20 E) PR ELZ EEHLNITL
7z, ZHUE, BEEOMEANZEOEB FA S SCEE & AEBRLE & OMEAEH % 5 U7z Just & Carpenter (1992)
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1) RIZBWT, BlzIE rating &\ ) ERAEH%E 5 B ONEE REICIEET 512013, %% 3567 — 5 LikD
BRI & A WLBE % Jii 9 (ordered (data = rating, levels=1:5)). F7/2, T2 TOUI AT 1 v 7 BEGEGHTEUL(7)
DEN T 5.

(7) Irm (rating ~ propernamec, X =T,y = T)
(Irm: @Y A7 4 v 7 WRET VAN OB DTIEAREREAOT — 5% %RT. rating: fEEEHKE LT
DEA L pERFEME, propernamec: H/OME S 72 [EA Z i OFEFHOEN)

2) wAUE, REBROIEEH (8a) B L U R4 @ RT (8b) 12419 % Imer BIE D HARIZIED CIRAEE T IVIBIT OIRKD

RoBITH L. Ba)lZu VAT 14 v ZRAETIVHN, (8b) IMREET VI TH L.

(8a) Imer (error ~ flc * f2c + (1 + flc * f2c | ss) + (1+ flc * f2c | set) , family = binomial)

(8b) Imer (r4lg ~flc * f2¢ + (1 +flc * ¢ | ss) + (1+flc * f2¢ | set) + fam4c + moradc)
(Imer: IRAE TNV % F4T 3 AL error: A& 1, IEE 0122 — MMEEINIEEET—5 £y M. R4: R4
WIRORT 77— % & v M. fle: MENBEREOEE R T4, 20 EREEAZFIEOE E RN T4, ss: FEER
SIEFSDT ¥ 7 LWT4. set: Flit v DT v & AHT-%. famde: R4 IR O A ZfARN o =4
moradc: R4 DE— T DI FESY,. family = binomial: IEBEMAHITNET -5 ThH 2 2 L DIFrE. #£EEN
FERREDc:-05BLU0512a— ML, W LML L2 TH 5 2 & 2R T RERER OLEOLT. 7B,
Imer BFAELDOHFAT "fle * f2¢" 13, fle BL U R2c DERRE, fle & R2c WOKEEHZFRT. KHEMEHEHEZE X
WA fle+ R D EHIZFRERT A, (1+*|*) OEXDEIX, T ¥ 2HFEEZRT.)

3) REBOT—FIZOoWTIE, WG L FREEE G & 5 2 x 2 0 2 BRPEERE N AT 5
ez, RT 77— 2122w T, MBIREGET IV & RO GRSy O o 7z, —T5, IEERIC
DWTIL, DO CREENEADPEETH-72h, OV AT A v 7REET VAN CTIIAEEMIZE EE 5
7z,

4) R4 UM OFIOBIREE T VI OMERIZOVTIE, {76k Table 4-8 M. 748, R2 £ R3 Tid, R4 LI
FEO RT 237 UL NTED, KAEERAPAE TH -7z ((F5k Table 5, 6). Tbb, BEHRLECEELA
MR RO G, MO 3 &ML D b RT PR 25, Zhud, B EFEEA AFA &I BIN5E,
R2,R3 THAFIIEVELEAM 2T 5N TWE I EEZRT EEZLNL.

f15x (KERRIAS £ U R4 BHLISNDIRIRE ET IVAITFER)

HEDS ) €= M 720 LS BHZ IO REZFOH L7, (2.50/4.94)
HARY ) BEE SAN THAZE ST RBEEE ST (2.25/4.63)
M/ 7 ) D 5H &R -7 EHEED. (1.88/4.88)

JEH DS /AR NEDS I % % o 2 A %2 k- 72, (2.38/4.69)
FRHDS /A Fu—0S 1A% BB LA E BRIC L7 (2.25/4.88)

A
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6] 4 5 DREBIME NS D < ST 8 AR B A% o> AL P

THEDY BT A A EE S 72K 2k L7z,

© ® =N o

REFDS 1 /NR—BBS B 2 £ 2 7B B o 7.

11, _BEPAY/ BT R A Hrh 2 B 7R 9 2 64 L 72,

YA /M IRT A AS B 2B L7 2 K E o7z, (2.89/4.88)
(2.25/4.88)
WHP Y a =V RE 2R 72z Mnw/z72 L7, (1.19/4.94)
(3.00/4.75)
10. {WHAS/ 2% )T EDN FET W LD HHZ RS 72,
(2.38/4.57)

(1.75/ 4.94)

12. /NMUDS /S EHD A o 2SR EHE L7 (1.95/4.94)

13. PSS/ HARSAEDN BEHEZEL KT ZITFAT
14, LD/ ADOS AT REE7ZF LoEH a7,
15, AR/ /NRICE M FH A2 K& L2 % FEEE L 72,
16. /IS / EFEDS EHE - 2 HEZ U1 72, (1.88/4.88)

Table 4 Parameters of the final linear mixed regression
model of RTs across the subject (R1)

(1.75/4.94)
(2.38/4.88)
(1.94/4.94)

SHEUE TRRREA 445 ORI R EE 2 R T

Table 8 Parameters of the final linear mixed regression
model of RTs across the head noun (R5)

Estimate  Standard Error ¢ value Estimate  Standard Error ¢ value
Intercept 818.77 20.35 40.23 Intercept 699.54 18.22 38.22
Distinctiveness 69.71 29.27 2.38 Ambiguity 19.75 15.83 1.25
Moral 35.26 8.49 4.15 Distinctiveness 48.58 15.81 3.07
Note. The final linear mixed regression model of RTs: Mora5 30.45 11.17 2.72
(9) Imer (r1 ~f2c+ (1ss) + (1|set) +moralc ) Interaction -9.77 31.73 -0.31

Table 5 Parameters of the final linear mixed regression
model of RTs across the object (R2)

Estimate  Standard Error ¢ value
Intercept 825.11 24.56 33.59
Ambiguity 8.75 17.17 0.51
Distinctiveness 85.69 17.13 5.00
Interaction 91.85 34.42 2.67

Note. The final linear mixed regression model of RTs:
(10) Imer (r2 ~flc * f2c+ (1 ]ss) + (1] set))

Table 6 Parameters of the final linear mixed regression
model of RTs across the verbl (R3)

Estimate  Standard Error ¢ value
Intercept 739.24 19.04 38.83
Ambiguity 39.03 23.19 1.68
Distinctiveness 64.73 18.88 343
Mora3 42.82 15.67 2.73
Interaction 106.56 45.57 2.34

Note. The final linear mixed regression model of RTs:
(11) Tmer (13 ~ flc * f2c + (1 + flc * f2c | ss) + (1 + flc * f2¢ | set) +

mora3c)

Table 7 Parameters of the final linear mixed regression
model of RTs across the scrambled subject (R1sc)

Estimate  Standard Error ¢ value
Intercept 1025.51 38.84 26.40
Distinctiveness 67.44 93.09 0.72
Moralsc 42.78 25.78 1.66

Note. The final linear mixed regression model of RTs:
(12) Imer (rlsc ~f2c + (1 + f2c | ss) + (1 + f2c | set) + moralscc)

Note. The final linear mixed regression model of RTs:
(13) Imer (15~ flc * f2c + (1| ss) + (1 | set) + moraSc)
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