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Processing Sentences with a Nominative Sequence in Japanese

Tsutomu sakamoto® and Mika Y oshinage?
(*Kyushu University, “Munakata Stikokai Genera Hospitdl)

A condruction like “NP-ga NP-ga Predicate” in Japanese invites an ambiguity concerning
the gatus of the second NP-ga. Since the nominative marker, -ga, can indicate either a
subject or an object, the second NP can be the subject of a following clause or can be the
object of asingleclause.  The former case would be exemplified as Taro-ga [Hanako-ga
waratta] to itta. (Taro said that Hanako laughed) and the latter case as [Taro-ga Hanako-ga
sukida]. (Taro loves Hanako).

The reaults of four experiments (two off-line and two on-line) were reported. The
off-line experiments showed that the sertence type with the second NP as “object” is
preferred.  On the other hand, the on-line experiments revealed that the sentence type with
the second NP as “subject” ispreferred.  We fed that this discrepancy can be explained by
pogtulating two assumptions. (i) There isadifference of mechanism between off-line and
online processing. (ii) In online processing, the parser adopts the “sdective delayed
parsng.” On encountering an ambiguous element (NP-ga can be ether a subject or an
object), the “tree-designer” requires the “tree-builder” to suspend the routine work of
incrementd sructure building.

Finaly, we mentioned thet the effect of animeacy has not been highly considered in
this experimenta paradigm. Further investigetion is necessary for more understanding of

the parang mechanism of Japanee.
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