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ABSTRACT

Prosody plays a critical role in resolving structural ambiguities in
speech. This study investigates Iraqi EFL learners’ sentence
processing mechanisms by determining whether or to what degree
sensitivity to prosody might influence how relative clause
attachment ambiguity is resolved. In order to do this, 42
undergraduate Iraqi EFL learners completed two tasks: a silent-
reading task to identify the learners” default preference for relative
clause attachment, and a listening task to examine the effect of
different types of prosodic information, such as prosodic boundary
and focal prominence on relative clause attachment ambiguity
resolution. A mixed method research design, where the data is
analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively, is adopted in this
study. The findings reveal low attachment preference is the default
preference. Moreover, the study showed that the learners are not
sensitive to different types of prosodic information during relative
clause attachment ambiguity resolution; they always preferred low

attachment interpretation.
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1. Introduction

Structural ambiguity, in which the same word sequence can be connected to many
syntactic structures, is one form of ambiguity in language. The focus of this study is on
the syntactic structure which contains a complex noun phrase (NP). The complex NP is
of the type N1-of-N2, and a relative clause (RC) follows the complex NP, as stated in
the sentence Oliver fell in love with the sister of the archeologist who studied in
Oxford. This structure is ambiguous because there are two potential parses associated
with it.  Specifically, the (RC) who studied in Oxford can be interpreted as a modifier
of the first noun (sister) in the complex NP, (i.e., the sister studied in Oxford), or a
modifier of the second noun (archeologist) in the complex NP (i.e., the archeologist
studied in Oxford). Based on the assumption that the first site is situated at a higher
node in the syntactic tree, traditionally, the first type of interpretation is known as N1
attachment (sometimes known as high attachment or early closure). Whereas, the
second kind of interpretation is labeled as N2 attachment (sometimes known as late
closure or low attachment). These variations are shown in terms of where in the
syntactic tree the RC attaches: either to the larger NP itself (the high attachment
interpretation) or to the noun contained within a larger NP (the low attachment
interpretation).

Oliver fell in love with the sister N1 of the archeologist N2 [ who studied in Oxford]
RC.
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a. Low attachment reading:

/

sister

N

of the archeologist  who studied in Oxford

b. High attachment reading:

/ \ who studied in Oxford

sister of the archeologist

Communicators frequently utilize variations in prosodic realization to avoid
potential miscommunication which results from structural ambiguity. Many studies
have investigated the effect of prosodic information in the interpretation of relative
clause attachment ambiguities. It was reported that in the absence of prosody, native
English speakers favour low attachment reading (Fodor, 2002; Dussias, 2003). On the
other hand, it was found that prosodic indicators that highlight the relative strength of
prosodic boundaries after N1 and after N2 (Clifton, Carlson, and Frazier, 2002; Jun,
2003) and the relative prominence of the two nouns (Schafer et al., 1996; Lee and
Watson, 2011; Jun and Bishop, 2015) have an impact on how native speakers process
RC attachment. It was also found that for a sentence like Oliver fell in love with the
sister of the archeologist who studied in Oxford. the likelihood of low attachment
interpretation is increased if there is an intonational boundary after N1, whereas the
likelihood of high attachment interpretation is increased if there is an intonational
boundary after N2 (Fernandez 2007; Teira and Igoa 2007).

No previous studies have tackled the Iraqi EFL learners use of prosodic indicators in
their processing of relative clause attachment ambiguities Thus, this study tries to fill
this gap. The aim of this study is of two folds. First, the study is an attempt to identify
whether Iragi EFL learners prefer, without prosodic information, low attachment
reading or high attachment reading. Second, it investigates the Iraqi EFL learners’ use
of prosodic indicators in their processing of relative clause attachment ambiguities. To
attain the purposes of the study, the following questions are raised:

1. In the absence of prosody, do the Iragi EFL learners opt to low attachment reading
or high attachment reading?
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2. Do the Iragi EFL learners make use of prosodic cues in their processing of relative
clause attachment ambiguities?

2. Literature Review

2.1 Relative clauses

Relative clauses are subordinate clauses that modify nouns, phrases or sentences by
providing more information about them (Ali, 2025: 1190). they perform exactly the
same work as adjectives, for example:

1. Crowded holiday resorts are not very pleasant.

2. Holiday resorts which are crowded are not very pleasant.

Both the adjective crowded in 1 and the relative clause which are crowded in 2
describe the noun holiday resorts. Thus, a relative clause can be called an adjectival
clause, but more usually called a relative clause because it relates to a noun by means
of a relative pronoun (like who, that, which, whose) or a relative adverb (like where,
when). A relative clause cannot function as a complete sentence on its own
(Alexander, 1988; Colovic-Markovic, 2018; Richards and Schmidt, 2013).

Relative clauses are of two types, namely: defining relative clauses and non-defining
relative clauses (Alexander, 1988). Defining relative clauses (sometimes called
identifying or restrictive) offer crucial information about the nouns they modify, for
example:

3. A doctor examined the astronauts who returned from space today.

Whereas non-defining relative clauses (also known as non-restrictive or non-
identifying) offer non-essential, additional information about the nouns they modify,
for example:

4. The Thames, which is now clean enough to swim in, was polluted for over a
hundred years.

Sometimes a relative clause follows a complex NP with the structure N1-of-N2 as in
the sentence Oliver fell in love with the sister of the archeologist who studied in
Oxford. This sentence is ambiguous because the (RC) who studied in Oxford could
modify the first noun (sister), (in this case it is the sister who studied in Oxford), or the
second noun (archeologist), (in this case it is the archeologist who studied in Oxford)
in the complex NP. This issue will be the focus of this study.

2.2 Parsing models in the relative clause attachment ambiguity

Researchers categorized the models of parsing pertinent to the ambiguous relative
clause attachment into accounts based on experience (i.e.,, the Tuning Hypothesis) and
universalist accounts (i.e., the Implicit Prosody Hypothesis, the Construal Hypothesis,
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and the Regency/ Predicate Proximity model) (Fernandez, 2003). Experience-based
accounts assert that the parser favours structures that have frequently and successfully
used in previous experience. As a result, some syntactic processing techniques unique
to a language must be acquired via experience (Cuetos et al., 1996). According to
Experience-based accounts, readers’ and speakers’ preferences for relative clause
attachment can be attributed to their familiarity with comparable linguistic structures.
Conversely, the universalist accounts of the cross-linguistic differences in relative
clause attachment assume that the attachment preferences arise from various
parameters that are applied in post-syntactic phrases of language processing rather than
from different routines used by the parser (Frazier, 1978; Hemforth et al., 2015). It is
reported that the preference for low attachment is consistent with a general syntactic
reflex to minimize structure during processing, which was discovered early in sentence
processing research (viz. Kimball’s (1973) Right Association and Frazier’s (1978)
Minimal Attachment strategy).

Furthermore, Fodor (1998, 2002) proposes that low attachment during the processing
of relative clauses in English is also characterized by a prosodic inclination to
incorporate the relative clause within the same prosodic unit as the head noun in
English. Under the universalist accounts, Fodor puts forth the Implicit Prosody
Hypothesis (IPH) as one of the key models of parsing. According to this Hypothesis,
the resolution of ambiguity is affected by “the default prosodic contour projected
during silent reading. Other things being equal, the parser will prefer the analysis
associated with the most natural prosodic contour for the construction” (Fodor, 2002:
112).

This hypothesis postulates that even in silent reading where the analysis of prosody is
supposed to be performed implicitly, not explicitly, as in speaking and listening, a
prosodic analysis is projected. Fodor (1998) has suggested that prosodic variations
between languages could be the cause of cross-linguistic  heterogeneity in the
structural analysis of ambiguous relative clauses attachment. Prosodic phonology
(Nespor and Vogel, 1986) suggests that different languages have different mappings
between syntactic and prosodic structures. The prosodic processor is influenced
differently by the prosodic patterns of different languages (Fodor, 2002; Jun, 2003).
Thus, prosody is an essential element that needs to be considered in investigating
relative clause attachment disambiguation.

2.3 The role of prosodic information in disambiguating RC attachment

In spoken language, parsing could be guided by information carried by prosody
(Clifton and Duffy, 2001). Communicators usually depend on variations in prosodic
realization to avoid potential miscommunication which results from structural
ambiguity. It has been demonstrated by research on the processing of auditory
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sentences that ambiguity resolution in L1 processing can be biased by prosodic
information (Schafer et al., 1996; Kjelgaard and Speer, 1999; Frazier et al., 2006).
The role that Prosody can play in interpreting relative clause attachment ambiguities
has been the subject of numerous studies. It was reported that in the absence of
prosody, native English speakers show preference for low attachment reading (Fodor,
2002; Dussias, 2003). Whereas their processing of relative clause attachment is
affected by prosodic information which signals the relative strength of prosodic
boundaries following N1 and N2 (Clifton, Carlson, and Frazier, 2002; Jun, 2003) as
well as the relative prominence of Nland N2 (Schafer et al., 1996; Lee and Watson,
2011; Jun and Bishop, 2015). It was found that prosodic choice is affected by factors
such as phrase boundary, the phrases length, prominence marking, and speech rate
(Clifton et al., 2002). The prosodic boundary effect has been one of the prosodic
factors that has mostly been studied by researchers. In spoken language, the
interpretations of many constituent structure ambiguities can be clarified by using
prosodic boundary (Clifton et al., 2002). It was reported that for a sentence like Oliver
fell in love with the sister of the archeologist who studied in Oxford, the likelihood of
low attachment interpretation is increased if there is an intonational boundary after N1
(the sister), whereas the likelihood of high attachment interpretation is increased if
there is an intonational boundary after N2 (the archeologist) (Fernandez 2007; Teira
and Igoa 2007).
Some researchers have carried out some studies to identify prosodic indicators other
than prosodic boundary, even though the majority of prosody research has
concentrated on prosodic boundary effects. Schafer et al. (1996), for instance,
examined how syntactic attachment of complex NPs is influenced by focal
prominence, a pitch-accent. They postulated a hypothesis known as the ‘focus
attraction hypothesis’. This hypothesis assumes that “an adjunct will be taken to
modify a phrase P if P is focused than if it is not, grammatical and pragmatic
constraints permitting” (136). In order to verify the focus attraction hypothesis’
predictions, Schafer et al. (1996) investigated the preferred interpretation of English
native speakers’ when NP1 or NP2 is accented in the stimuli, as in the following
examples:

a. The sun sparkled on the PROPELLER of the plane that the

mechanic was so carefully examining.
b. The sun sparkled on the propeller of the PLANE that the
mechanic was so carefully examining.

The result of their study was that NPs with accents were more probable to be
interpreted as the RC head. The participants in their study tended to interpret the RC as
a modifier of NP2 when it is pronounced with accent more than when NP1 is
pronounced with accent. This implies that even after accent manipulation, the default
preference persists. Schafer et al. (1996), also found that applying a contrastive accent
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(L+H*) to the head had a greater impact. Thus, the results of their study showed
conformance with their hypothesis predictions when they are implemented to relative
clause attachment structures. The findings of Schafer et al.’s study indicate that the
most significant information is thought to have received the most elaboration. Thus,
decisions on the semantic structure may be the basis for syntactic attachment. Their
research lends credence to the idea that prosody is a structure that is intimately linked
to information structure and syntax.

Baek (2019) reports that in Low attachment readings, English native speakers pause
after N1, and they pronounce N2 (the head of the second prosodic phrase) with
higher pitch and greater intensity. Whereas, they pronounce N1(the head of the first
prosodic phrase) with higher pitch and greater intensity, and they pause after N2. In
other words, pauses are used by native English speakers to indicate boundaries
between prosodic phrases. Along with the marking boundary, it was demonstrated that
English speakers pronounce a word, when it was the head of (modified by) the relative
clause, with more acoustic prominence.

3. Research Methodology
3.1 Participants

To investigate the Iraqi EFL learners’ processing and preference of relative clause
attachment ambiguity in English, 42 undergraduate Iragi EFL learners are recruited
from English department in the faculty of Education, Wasit University. The students
are in grade four of the academic year 2024- 2025. The participants were selected from
fourth grade because they are well acquainted with such syntactic matters.
3.2 Experimental materials
Twelve English sentences with relative clause attachment ambiguity are wused as
stimuli to examine how Iraqi EFL learners process this type of ambiguity. Each
sentence includes a complex NP with the structure NP1 of NP2 followed by a RC. The
RC can be a modifier of either NP1 or NP2 in the complex NP in direct object
position. The English sentences are adopted from (Jun and Bishop, 2015). The
sentences are listed in appendix (1).
For each base sentence, four utterances are produced: one with a prosodic boundary
after NP1; a second utterance with a prosodic boundary after NP2; a third one with
contrastive focus on NP1; and a fourth utterance with contrastive focus on NP2. The
prosodic manipulation suggested in Jun (2003) is adopted to be the base for the aural
stimuli for this study. The prosodic manipulation contains four conditions. The
conditions have the labels: “Pause 1 Condition (IPh boundary, noted as [IPh (L-H%)],
after NP1), Pause 2 Condition (IPh boundary after NP2 before RC), Focus 1 Condition
(contrastive focus on NP1), and Focus 2 Condition (contrastive focus on NP2)” (Jun,
2003; cited in Kim, 2021: 122). The utterances were recorded by a trained linguist who
is specialist in phonetics and phonology. Table 1 presents a sample set of stimuli with
four experimental conditions.
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Condition Stimuli example

Pause 1 Jennifer blackmailed the boss [Ipoh (L-H%)] of the clerk
who was dishonest.

Pause 2 Jennifer Dblackmailed the boss of the clerk [IPh (L-H%)]
who was dishonest

Focus 1 Jennifer blackmailed the BOSS [ L+H*] of the clerk who
was dishonest

Focus 2 Jennifer blackmailed the boss of the CLERK [ L+H*] who
was

dishonest.

Table (1) A Sample Set

3.3 Procedures

To identify the default preferences of the Iraqi EFL learners for low attachment
reading or high attachment reading, the participants were asked to engage in a silent
reading task without any explicit prosody. In this task, the participants were presented
with the experimental sentences and for each target sentence there are two Sentences.
Each one paraphrases one of the two readings of the RC attachment ambiguities; in
one sentence the RC modifies the N1 while in the other, the RC modifies N2 as shown
in Figure (1).

Sara met the sister of the actress who was pregnant

(@) It was the sister who was pregnant.
(b) It was the actress who was pregnant.

Figure (1) the two forms of resolving the RC attachment ambiguities

The participants were asked to read the sentences silently and then select what they
think is the intended reading.

For the main listening task, 48 aural utterances were presented randomly to the
participants. For each target utterance, two short sentences were presented on a sheet
of paper. Each one paraphrases one of the two readings of the RC attachment
ambiguities. The task is to listen to the target utterance twice and then decide which
reading is intended by the speaker. For the two tasks, participants must quickly
determine which reading is intended, relying on their immediate intuitions, without
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reviewing their choices. The sequence in which NP1 and NP2 are presented in the
sheet answer was assigned randomly for each item, ensuring that the participants do
not simply select their choices based on the order in which they appear.

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Silent reading task

The outcomes of this task established the default Iraqi EFL learners™ preferences in the
present study regarding the interpretation of RC ambiguity in the absence of prosody.
It is found that 96% of the participated students in the task show a NP2 attachment
preference (the low attachment), whereas only 4% of the students prefer NP1
attachment (the high attachment). Table (2) presents the outcomes of the silent reading
task.

Silent reading

NP 1 4

NP 2 96

Table (2) Percentages of NP1 and NP 2 Responses of Silent Reading

The study finds that in the absence of prosody, Iraqi EFL learners tend to prefer low
attachment while processing ambiguities associated with RC attachment. In other
words, they choose NP2 as the head of the RC. The students” strong tendency toward
NP2 responses can be ascribed to two factors: first, in their preference for low
attachment, lraqi EFL learners follow the locality principle in English grammar.
According to this concept, linguistic dependencies and processes are generally
restricted to sentence parts that are close to one another. It indicates that rules of
syntax, like movement or agreement typically function over short distance, which
facilitates the processing of sentences. This principle explains why Iragi EFL learners
prefer low attachment where NP2 is closer to the relative clause than NP1 in the target
sentences. Second, Iraqi EFL learners in processing such sentences, make use of a
structure building strategy called Late Closure. A Late Closure strategy can be used to
resolve some ambiguities whose alternative structures are equally syntactically
complex. This strategy provokes the parser to incorporate newly received words from
the lexical processor into the syntactic constituent under processing. In other words,
the parser prefers to append new elements to more recent constituents rather than
further-reaching constituents, because this is a simpler computational option.

When processing relative clause attachment ambiguity in the absence of prosodic cues,
Iraqgi EFL learners” preference is consistent with that of English native speakers
(Fodor, 1998, 2002; Kim, 2021; Marina and Mikhael, 2023).

4.2 Listening task
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This section presents the findings of the main experimental task conducted in the
present study. The listening task findings show how Iragi EFL learners react to
prosodic adjustment when they resolve sentences that are syntactically ambiguous.
Table (3) shows the percentages of NP1 and NP2 responses by Iraqi EFL learners for
each of the four different experimental conditions.

Pause 1 Pause 2 Focus 1 Focus 2
NP1 7 11 14 5
NP2 93 89 86 95

Table (3) Percentages of NP1 and NP 2 Responses by Condition

As shown in the table, a pause, whether situated after NP1 or NP2, does not affect the
Iraqi EFL learners in their processing of relative clause attachment ambiguities. When
a prosodic boundary is placed after NP1, Iragi EFL learners predominantly choose
NP2 as a head noun (93 %). They prefer low attachment. The percentage of NP2 of
this condition is similar to that of the silent reading (96 %). On the other hand, when
NP2 is followed by a prosodic boundary, Iragi EFL Learners preference for low
attachment (NP 2) is reduced (89%), but the impact was not significant enough to
change their default preference for NP2 as a head of the RC. This means that there is
no interaction between the Pause factor and attachment preference.

Concerning focus conditions (Focus 1 and Focus 2), table (3) shows that when NP2 is
accented, Iragi EFL learners predominantly prefer low attachment (96%)- they choose
NP2 as a head noun. The percentage of NP2 of this condition is strongly similar to that
of the silent reading (95%). The learners also show preference for low attachment
(86%) when NP1 is accented, but to a lesser degree than that when NP2 is accented.
The learners™ responses of Focus 1 and Focus 2 conditions suggest that the focus factor
does not have an effect on the learners™ attachment preference.

It is found that in all the four conditions (Pause 1, Pause 2, Focus 1, Focus 2), the
learners show low attachment preference. To put in other words, Iragi EFL learners do
not respond to the prosodic boundary or the prominence manipulation while processing
relative clause attachment ambiguity. No interaction is found between these prosodic
indicators and attachment preference.

Iraqi EFL learners” propensity for low attachment can be due to several factors.
First, the effect of the Locality principle and Late closure on Iragi EFL learners is so
strong that even with different prosodic boundary and different prominence
manipulation they still prefer low attachment. In other words, the effect of prosodic
boundary and prominence manipulation is not so great to make the learners change
their default preference for low attachment to high attachment. Another factor that
stands behind Iragi EFL learnerss non-use of prosodic cues in their processing of
relative clause attachment ambiguity can be the fact that the prosodic system of the
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English language is different from that of the Arabic language due to distinct features
like intonation, stress, and syllable structure. Additionally, it seems that Iragi EFL
learners lack comprehension of the prosodic system of English language. The reason
for that can be attributed to the lack of genuine communication with English native
speakers in day-to-day situations. In addition to that, such issues, prosodic information,
do not receive enough interest in their study.

Regarding the use of prosodic information in resolving RC attachment ambiguity, it is
found that Iragi EFL learners, who always prefer low attachment reading and do not
make use of prosodic information, differ from native English speakers. Previous
studies demonstrated that native English speakers prefer low attachment reading when
there is an into national boundary after N1, whereas they show high attachment
reading preference when there is an into national boundary after N2 (Fernandez 2007
Tiera and lago 2007). It was also found that English native speakers produce a pause
after N1, and N2 (the second prosodic phrase head) is pronounced with higher pitch
and greater intensity in low attachment readings. On the other hand, they pronounce
N1(the head of the first prosodic phrase) with higher pitch and greater intensity, and
they produce a pause after N2 in high attachment readings (Beak, 2019).

5. Conclusions

The present study set out to identify whether lragi EFL learners, in the absence of
prosodic cues, prefer low attachment reading or high attachment reading and to
determine whether or not Iraqi EFL learners make use of prosodic cues in their
processing of relative clause attachment ambiguity. The obvious findings to emerge
from the study are that, in the absence for prosodic cues, Iraqi EFL learners show
preference  of low attachment interpretation. Even with different  prosodic
manipulation, they still prefer low attachment interpretation. No interaction is found
between the prosodic boundary or the prominence manipulation and attachment
preference. Iragi EFL learners do not respond to such prosodic cues. Thus, they follow
experience-based accounts while processing RC clause attachment ambiguity. Future
research can be conducted by researchers to identify how interpreters interpret RC
clause attachment ambiguity.

References

697

Hussein, M. A.




Wasit Journal for Human Sciences /Vol. 22/ Iss3/Pt1/2026

Alexander, L. G. (1988). Longman English Grammar. Longman English
Group, United Kingdom.

Ali, E. M. (2025). The Significance of Gelatinization in the Teaching of Grammar in English as a
Foreign Language Classrooms. Waist Journal of Humanities,21(4), 1189-1202.
https://doi.org/10.31185/wjfh.VVol21.1ss4.1197

Beak, H., and Yun, J. (2018). Prosodic disambiguation of syntactically ambiguous
phrases in Korean. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics, 88, 89-100.

Beak, H. (2019). A cross-linguistic comparison on the use of prosodic
cues for ambiguity resolution. Acoustical Society of America

Clifton, C., Carlson, K. and, and Frazier, L. (2002). Informative prosodic
boundaries. Language and Speech, 45(2), 87-114.

Clifton, C., and Duffy, S. (2001). Sentence and text comprehension: Roles of

linguistic structure. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 167-196.

Colovic-Markovic, J. (2018). Teaching Relative Clauses. 1-8.

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118784235.eelt0790.

Cuetos, F., Mitchell, D. C., and Corley, M. (1996). Parsing in different languages.
In M. Carreiras, J. E. Garcia-Albea, and N. Sebastian-Galles (Eds.),
Language processing in Spanish (pp. 145-187). Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.
Dussias, P. (2003). The effect of bilinguality on L1 and L2 processing strategies.
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 25, 529-557.

Fernandez, E. M. (2003). Bilingual sentence processing. John Benjamins.

Fernandez, E. M. (2007). How might rapid serial visual presentation of text affect the
prosody projected implicitly during silent reading? Conferencias do VCongresso
Internacional da Associacao Brasiliera de Linguistica 5: 117-54.

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

Fodor, J. D. (2002). Prosodic disambiguation in silent reading. In M. Hirotani

(Ed.), Proceedings of the North East Linguistic Society 32 (pp. 113-132). GSLA.

Frazier, L. (1978). On comprehending sentences: Syntactic parsing strategies.

[Unpublished doctoral dissertation], University of Connecticut.
Frazier, L., Carlson, K., and Clifton, C. (2006). Prosodic phrasing is central to language
comprehension. TRENDS in Cognitive Sciences, 10(6), 244-249.
Gibson, E., Pearlmutter, N., Canseco-Gonzalez, E., and Hickok, G. (1996).
Recency preference in the human sentence processing mechanism. Cognition, 59, 23-59.
Hemforth, B., Fernandez, S., Clifton. C., Frazier, L., Konieczny, L., and Walter.,
M. (2015). Relative clause attachment in German, English, Spanish
and French: Effects of position and length. Lingua, 166, 43-64.

Jun, S. A. (2003). Prosodic phrasing and attachment preferences. Journal of Psycholinguistic
Research, 32(2), 219-249.

Jun, S. A., and Bishop, J. (2015). Prominence in Relative Clause Attachment: Evidence from
Prosodic Priming. In L. Frazier and E. Gibson (Eds.), Explicit and implicit prosody in

sentence
processing: Studies in honor of Janet Dean Fodor. VVol. 46 of the Studies in Theoretical
Psycholinguistics (pp. 217-240). New York: Springer.

Kimball, J. (1973). Seven principles of surface structure parsing in natural language. Cognition, 2,
15-47.

Kjelgaard, D., and Speer, S. (1999). Prosodic facilitation and interference in the resolution of

698

Hussein, M. A.



https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118784235.eelt0790

Wasit Journal for Human Sciences /Vol. 22/ Iss3/Pt1/2026

temporary syntactic closure ambiguity. Journal of Memory and Language, 40, 153-194.
Lee, E. K., and Watson, D. G. (2011). Effects of pitch accents in attachment ambiguity resolution.
Language and Cognitive Processes, 26(2), 262-297.
Marina, Y. S. and Mikhael, L. ( 2023). Relative processing and attachment resolution
across languages: Tatar-Russian-English trilinguals.
https://DOI.org/10.3390/languages9010018
Nespor, M., and Vogel, 1. (1986). Prosodic Phonology. Dordrecht: Foris.

Richards, J. C., and Schmidt, R. W. (2013). Longman dictionary of language teaching
and applied linguistics. Routledge. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315833835
Schafer, A., Carter, J., Clifton, C., and Frazier, L. (1996). Focus in relative clause construal.
Language and Cognitive Processes, 11, 135-163.
Teira, C. and Igoa, J. M. ( 2007). The prosody-syntax relationship in sentence processing.
Anuario
de Psicologia 38 (1): 45-96.

699
Hussein, M. A.



https://doi.org/10.3390/languages9010018
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.4324/9781315833835

