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AN INTEGRATED PERSPECTIVE ON
COGNITIVE STRATEGIES
IN LANGUAGE PROCESSING®

GARY D. PRIDEAUX AND WILLIAM J. BAKER

When comprehending language, the hearer constantly constructs internal repre-
sentations for the meanings of the sentences he encounters. He utilizes all available in-
formation, including his knowledge of the world, knowledge of his language structure,
meaning, rules of conversation and discourse, and the like. As Slobin (1979, p. 53)
points out, since no one of these factors is in itself sufficient for the job, the hearer em-
ploys as many resources as necessary as he actively constructs meaning representations.
Over the past decade or so, psycholinguists have come to realize that there is far more to
language comprehension and acquisition than was suggested by various versions of the
“derivational theory of complexity” (see, e.g., Fodor, Bever & Garrett : 1974, Ch. 6 for
a review of this issue). As a result, much research has shifted toward a formulation and
evaluation of those “perceptual” or “cognitive” or “mental” strategies used by hearers
engaged in the process of language comprehension, and many strategies have been pro-
posed to account for the complexities manifest in language acquisition. Research dea-
ling with cognitive strategies relative to language seems to have had its most recent ins-
tigation with Bever and his colleagues (cf. Bever 1970a, 1970b ; Slobin 1970). Bever
(1970a) proposed a number of strategies, with supporting evidence for each, and other
researchers have continued to explore Bever’s proposals, adding further evidence or
suggesting alternatives. In short, the notion of cognitive strategies has played an active
role in both language processing and language acquisition research over the past decade
or so.

While strategies proposed in the literature often appear individually plausible,
they frequently seem to bear little relation either to each other or to any integrated view
of mental processing. Some proposed strategies, for example, are semantically based,
while others are basically syntactically motivated parsing schemes. Similarly, certain
strategies are definitely language specific, while others tend to be language independant,
and possibly universal. When the issue of the organization of the strategies in terms of a
coherent framework arises, however, there are still many areas of ambiguity, if not
downright contradiction. An overall, internally consistent theory of language use has
yet to be formulated.

One area of serious confusion lies in the relationship between a grammar and a set
of strategies. Slobin (1970 p. 175), for example, states “We approach grammar as a set of
linguistic strategies used to express various semantic relationships in spoken utteran-
ces.” This suggests that a grammar is to be understood as a set of linguistic strategies, a
view shared by Lakoff and Thompson (1975 p. 295), who stated :

* This research was supported in part by Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada
Grants 410-80-0343 and 410-82-0153.
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..GRAMMARS ARE JUST COLLECTIONS OF STRATEGIES FOR UNDERSTAN-
DING AND PRODUCING SENTENCES. From this point of view, abstract grammars
do not have any separate mental reality : they are just convenient fictions for representing
certain processing strategies (original emphasis).

Presumably, Lakoff and Thompson are inveighing against generative transforma-
tional grammars when they speak of “abstract grammars”. However, just because a
transformational grammar has no ”separate mental reality” does not mean that gram-
mars and strategies are one and the same thing.

In the present work, a sharp distinction is drawn between a grammar and a stra-
tegy. In particular, a grammar is understood here as a description of those (normally
language-specific) linguistic devices which are used to relate various types of syntactic
form to linguistic information. For example, a rule of English states that the function to
be assigned to that NP to the left of the main verb, as in "Has Sam already left ?”, is
“subject” unless the sentence has no object NP, in which case the subject NP can follow
the main verb, as in ”In strolled old Sam”. It is important to distinguish a static rule of
grammar from those procedural rules which speakers and hearers use when actually
speaking or comprehending their language.

Thus, a strategy is a procedure which language users employ in the production or
comprehension of language. For example, a speaker of English might adopt the strategy
that when he encounters an auxiliary verb before the subject of a sentence, that utte-
rance may well be an intended question of a certain sort, as in the example cited above.
Furthermore, the strategies utilized in production need not necessarily be those utilized
in comprehension. (It may be noted that all of the strategies to be discussed in this paper
relate to comprehension rather than production, although a reformulation in terms of
production would not be particularly difficult in this area. Basically, production strate-
gies must honor hearer expectations.) An important aspect of the distinction between a
cognitive strategy and a rule of grammar is that the strategy, as a procedure, is often
language-independent, while a rule of grammar is by definition language specific. Ho-
wever, for a strategy to be employed, it must necessarily interact with the particulars of
a given grammar, and it is this interaction of strategy with grammatical structure which
has engendered a great deal of confusion within the research literature.

Although the notion of cognitive strategies is fairly widely accepted, the details of
the strategies, their relative organization, and their interactions are not at all well un-
derstood. In order to address this issue in a tractable fashion, the domain of English re-
lative clause structures is singled out here for special attention, for the following rea-
sons : (1) Those strategies operative for simplex sentences must, to a large extent, also be
operative in complex sentences ; (2) English sentences containing relative clauses pro-
vide an extensive but manageable set of structures for experimental investigation since
English allows relative clauses to be attached to NPs playing virtually any grammatical
role ; (3) Almost any NP within a relative clause can be a relative pronoun ; (4) The
strategies proposed for relative clause processing are diverse and often conflicting in
their predictions and interpretations.

When the literature dealing with cognitive strategies is reviewed, a great many dif-
ferent proposals are encountered, although a few fundamental strategies appear to lie at
the heart of, and often subsume, most of the more specific proposals. These general stra-
tegies are of two kinds, those involved in processing individual sentences and those in-
volved in the organization of discourse. The sentence processing strategies are the follo-
wing :
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THE CLOSURE STRATEGY. In processing a particular unit (clause, phrase, etc.), the
hearer attempts to obtain closure (i.e., syntactic or semantic integration) at the earliest pos-
sible point.

THE NORMAL FORM STRATEGY. The hearer assumes that the unit being processed
is in its “normal” or "canonical” form (for that specific language) unless it is overtly mar-
ked to the contrary.

THE NON-AMBIGUITY STRATEGY. The hearer assumes that the unit which he is
processing is not ambiguous. (That is, while alternative readings of lexical items or larger
constituents may be possible, the hearer assumes that the most likely reading in the given
context is the intended reading.)

THE BRACKETING STRATEGY. The hearer expects that when a new unit for proces-
sing is encountered, it will be marked as such.

Since these strategies are relatively general, it is useful to spell out in some detail
the empirical consequences and predictions associated with each, and the effect on the
hearer when the strategy fails, or the effect on the speaker if he subsequently realizes the
possibility of failure relative to his intended message.

CLOSURE is one of the best known strategies, associated with a wide range of co-
gnitive processes other than language processing. Specifically, it suggests that the hearer
expects to “complete” as quickly as possible the unit being processed (i.e., apprehend
the meaning in its current context), where the unit may be a clause, with its associated
semantic proposition, or a phrase, such as a NP. The strategy predicts that those struc-
tures in which closure is interrupted or delayed should be relatively more difficult to
process than those in which no interruption takes place. This strategy interacts with the
grammatical properties of languages in different ways. English, for example, is an SYO
language with relative clauses following the NP being modified, while Japanese is an
SOV language, and its relative clauses precede the modified NP. Consequently, the
CLOSURE strategy predicts that an English sentence which has a relative clause atta-
ched to its final NP, such as “The man saw the thief who stole the briefcase”, should be
easier to process than one which has the relative clause attached to its subject NP, as
"The thief who stole the briefcase saw the man”. That is, it predicts that in English, a
sentence with a relative clause on the subject NP is harder to process than a sentence
with a relative clause on the (final) object NP. For Japanese, however, the CLOSURE
strategy predicts that a sentence with the relative clause on the subject NP should be ea-
sier to process than one with the relative clause on the (internal) direct object NP, since
the former does not interrupt the main clause. The heuristic involved here is simply " fi-
nish up one thing before starting another”.

The NORMAL FORM strategy suggests that the hearer expects a processing unit
to be in its "typical” or "canonical” form. It is important here to recognize that this
strategy can refer to either a syntactic form (e.g., the expected word order) or the expec-
ted order of semantic roles in a sentence. For example, the normal form for English
clauses is SV(O). However, a relative clause can be in the form SVO, as “the man who
saw the thief”, or in the form OSV, as in “the man whom the thief saw”. The NORMAL
FORM strategy predicts that the former, being closer to the basic word order, should be
easier to process than the latter. Moreover, the normal order of semantic roles in a sim-
ple clause is typically actor-verb-patient, as in "The man kicked the ball.” However,
there are sentences in which this order is violated, as in such passives as "The ball was
kicked by the man.” In isolation, then, the expectation is that the active form, since it
adheres to the normal order of semantic roles, should be easier to process than the pas-
sive.

The importance of the clause as a processing unit is crucial to the viability of both
the CLOSURE and NORMAL FORM strategies. The evidence in support of the "psy-
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chological reality” of clauses as processing units is extensive (see, e.g., Garrett, Bever &
Fodor 1966 ; Fodor, Bever & Garrett 1974 ; Hurtig 1978 ; Chapin, Smith & Abraham-
son 1972), while the integrity of the clause as a basic unit is itself reflected in Bever’s
(1970b) proposed Strategies A through D, which state :

STRATEGY A. Segment together any sequence X...Y, in which the members could be re-
lated by primary internal structural [e.g., semantic] relations "actor action object... modi-
fier” (p. 290).

STRATEGY B. The first N...V...(N)... clause (isolated by Strategy A) is the main clause,
unless the verb is marked as subordinate (p. 294).

STRATEGY C. Constituents are functionally related internally according to semantic
constraints (p. 296).

STRATEGY D. Any Noun-Verb-Noun (NVN) sequence within a potential internal unit in
the surface structure corresponds to “actor-action-object” (p. 298).

Strategies B and D depend overtly on English word order and are therefore lan-
guage specific. Similarly, Strategies A and D rely on the typical order of semantic roles
in English and are also language specific, while Strategy C is semantically based but lan-
guage independent. Thus, even in these relatively plausible proposals, syntactic and se-
mantic aspects are interwoven with language specific and language independent proper-
ties. Taken together, these four strategies are subsumed by the more general CLOSURE
and NORMAL FORM strategies cited above, although Bever’s proposals are, with the
exception of Strategy C, tied to language-specific factors.

Bever (1970a) reviews the empirical evidence in support of each of the strategies.
Strategy A is alleged to be supported by certain of the click studies (e.g., Fodor & Bever
1965 ; Bever, Lackner & Kirk 1969 ; Bever, Lackner & Stolz 1969). While the integrity
of surface clauses is supported by those studies, certain other conclusions drawn there
have been severely criticized (cf. Reber & Anderson 1970). Strategy B is supported by
Clark and Clark (1968), who showed that a sentence is relatively harder to memorize if
a subordinate clause precedes the main clause, than if the order is reversed. Strategies A
and C are both subsumed by CLOSURE, while A, B, and D reflect syntactic and se-
mantic aspects of NORMAL FORM. Bever’s four strategies can thus be seen as deriva-
ble from the more general strategies cited above.

In his research dealing with language acquisition, Slobin (1973) proposed several
"operating principles” which, he claims, guide language acquisition. One of the most
important of these suggests that, at an early stage, children avoid structures which con-
tain interruptions or deviations from normal order. This principle clearly involves both
CLOSURE and NORMAL FORM. However, the issue of precisely what constitutes
the "normal” or "canonical” word order is of extreme importance, since any version of
the NORMAL FORM strategy could be rendered vacuous simply by defining as nor-
mal that order which is easiest to comprehend. What is needed, then, is an independent
way of determining the normal word order for a language. Givon (1979) has suggested
just such an approach, arguing that the normal word order for a language is represented
in the simple affirmative, declarative sentence, the least “marked” and the presupposi-
tionally least burdened type. This proposal accords with the familiar approach taken,
e.g., by Greenberg (1963), and it further supports the correspondence between normal
word order and “kernel” sentential structure in a variety of languages. Considerable
evidence has been offered in support of the NORMAL FORM strategy in the areas of
language acquisition (Slobin 1966, 1973, 1979 ; Brown 1971 ; Sheldon 1974 ; Prideaux
1979a ; Lykowsky 1980 ; Kawashima 1980 ; Harada et al. : 1976), and some evidence
has also been offered for its viability in adult language processing (cf. Fodor, Bever &
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Garrett 1974 ; Prideaux 1980). Further support for CLOSURE comes from the obser-
vation that passives tend to be harder to comprehend than actives, and that at certain
ages, children tend to interpret reversible passives as actives (Slobin 1966). Savin and
Perchonock (1965) provide similar supporting evidence.

Townsend, Ottaviano, and Bever (1979), using a probe-latency technique on both
children and adults, found that for complex sentences, latencies were shorter for subor-
dinate than for main clauses, regardless of the position of the subordinate clause. They
concluded that the main clause is interpreted sooner than the subordinate clause. The
stimuli included coordinate and comparative sentences, plus two types of complex sen-
tences, namely those with two clauses differing in temporal order (e.g., before, and after
sentences) and sentences containing relative clauses. In the latter group, only two types
of relative clause structures were employed, those in which the relative clause interrup-
ted the main clause, which Townsend et al. treated as having the main clause after the
subordinate one, and those in which the relative clause followed the main clause, which
they interpreted as having main clause first. They found that when dealing with relative
clause structures, adults processed non-interrupted clauses faster than interrupted ones,
and that clauses with normal word order are faster than those with non-normal order.
Their results, therefore, support the viability of both the CLOSURE and NORMAL
FORM strategies. The NON-AMBIGUITY strategy can also refer to either syntactic
or semantic factors. Typically, of course, “ambiguity” refers to semantic matters, but
ambiguity may arise for syntactic reasons. For example, in a familiar sentence like “Sam
called Suzie a taxi”, the hearer normally expects the sequence of two NPs after a transi-
tive verb to be analyzed as the indirect object followed by the direct object, as in ”"Sam
bought Suzie a flower.” However, there are syntactic sequences of the form
Vit + NP+ NP which can be analysed in more than one way, as in the former case. The
NON-AMBIGUITY strategy suggests that sentences which can be analyzed in more
than one way, and where the alternatives are not contextually controlled, should be
more difficult to process than those for which only one syntactic analysis is possible.

The semantic aspects of the NON-AMBIGUITY strategy predict that if the se-
mantic properties of the verb and its NP arguments allow only one possible semantic
role for each NP, the clause should be easier to comprehend than if more than one as-
signment for each NP is possible. A verb and its NP arguments can be designated as a
“predication”, represented as V(X, Y), where X and Y are the NPs occurring with the
V. For a predication such as follow (the cow, the horse), either the cow or the horse can
function as subject, and in this case the NPs are “reversible” since the semantics of fol-
low do not impose a unique grammatical assignment on the NP arguments. However,
for a predication like eat (the dog, the cookie), the semantics involved forces an assign-
ment of the dog as subject, and this predication is “non-reversible.” This strategy was
supported by Slobin (1966), who found that non-reversible passives are no harder to ve-
rify than the corresponding actives, as in the pair “The cookie was eaton by the dog”
and “The dog ate the cookie.” However, for reversible pairs such as "The horse was fol-
lowed by the cow” and “The cow followed the horse”, the passive took longer to verify.
Mehler and Carey (1968) offered further support, using a picture identification task.
The strategy therefore predicts that a relative clause like "the cookie (which) the dog
ate” should be easier to comprehend than “"the cow (which) the horse followed”. Pic-
ture identification tasks, however, are somewhat suspect, since subject responses might
be based on a verification strategy as well as on strategy under investigation. Relatively
few picture verification tasks are now employed in such research.

Finally, the BRACKETING strategy, the fourth in our list of general procedures,
indicates that the hearer is looking for an indication of the beginning of a new unit to
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process. If, for example, he encounter a sentence with an initial before or after, he ex-
pects a subordinate clause or phrase, whereas if he has no indication to the contrary, he
expects the normal form. In processing a sentence such as "The man the dog bit fled”,
the absence of a relative pronoun in the relative clause introduces a possible ambiguity
until the first vers is encountered, since two contiguous NPs in English can be conjoi-
ned, as in "The man, the dog, and the cat all fled.” However, if the relative pronoun
whom or that appears after the man, this indicates a BRACKETING for the beginning
of a new unit.

The BRACKETING strategy suggests that various devices are employed for the
identification of new processing units. Relative clauses are typical instances of such
units, and their boundaries are marked in various ways in different languages. Bever
(1970a) proposed two strategies directly relevant for English sentences containing rela-
tive clauses, namely :

STRATEGY J. In ... NP1 NP2(VP) ... sequence in the external structure, NP1 is the inter-
nal object of an internal structure sentence unit which NP2 is the subject (p. 337).
STRATEGY K. In ... V1 V2 ... (in which the verbs are finite), V2 corresponds to the main
verb of a sentence with V1 as the subordinate verb (p. 337).

Both of these strategies relate to sentences containing relative clauses, both are language
specific, and both refer to both syntactic structure and grammatical functions. For a
sentence like " The man the dog bit quickly ran away”, STRATEGY J predicts that the
first of two consecutive NPs, the man, will be interpreted as the object of the verb bit
(e.g., the man=O(bite), while the dog, will be interpreted as the subject! . This strategy
is important for those relative clauses in which the relative pronoun is absent, since a se-
quence of two contiguous NPs can also function as coordinate NPs, as in "The man, the
dog, and the cat all fled.” STRATEGY J is, in fact, a revision of an earlier proposal by
Fodor and Garrett (1967), namely :

THE NP RP NP STRATEGY. Given the sequence NP1 RP NP2, assume the NPs are re-
lated to each other as object and subject respectively of the same verb.

This strategy, along with J, provides a functional assignment for each of two consecu-
tive NPs, whether they are separated by a relative pronoun (RP) or not.

Strategy J taken together with the NP RP NP strategy constitute a special case of
the NON-AMBIGUITY strategy and predict that a clause without a relative pronoun
will be more difficult to process than one with a relative pronoun. This prediction has
received strong empirical support (cf. Bever : 1970a). Similarly, STRATEGY K states
that when two finite verbs are contiguous, the first is a part of the embedded clause, and
the second is the main verb. This strategy applies to sentences containing interrupting
relative clauses, such as “The man (whom) the dog bit fled”, where the first verb is cor-
rectly assigned to a subordinate clause and the second to a superordinate clause. These
syntactically based parsing strategies are similar to that offered by Clark and Clark
(1977) who, following Kimball (1973), proposed a very simple strategy for initiating re-
lative clauses in parsing, namely :

1. Hereafter the following notation will be used to indicate functional relations obtaining between a predi-
cate (a verb or adjective) and its arguments (usually NPs) : x == GR(y), where x is some NP which bears
the grammatical relation GR to the predicate y. The grammatical relations include S (“subject”), O
("object”), M ("modifier”), etc. The predicates will be specified in their full (non-tensed) forms. Thus,
the man = O(bite) is read as "the man is the object of the predicate (verb) bite.”
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THE RC IDENTIFICATION STRATEGY. Whenever a relative pronoun is encounte-
red, begin a new clause (Clark & Clark : 1977, p. 59).

This strategy makes no differential prediction as to relative difficulty, but rather expres-
ses a special, language-specific case of BRACKETING.

One of the more influential proposals for dealing with the acquisition of sentences
containing relatives clauses is Sheldon’s (1974) PARALLEL FUNCTION hypothesis.
This strategy was proposed to account for experimental results which, she claimed,
could not be accounted for by either the NORMAL FORM or the CLOSURE strate-
gies. Like other strategies associated with language acquisition studies, this one can be
expressed as a hypothesis about the relative ease or difficulty of language comprehen-
sion as well as acquisition. Accordingly, the strategy can be formulated as :

THE PARALLEL FUNCTION STRATEGY. Comprehension for sentences containing
relatives clauses is facilitated if the relative pronoun plays the same grammatical role (sub-
ject or object) as is played by the modified noun.

Although Sheldon (1974, 1977) has vigorously championed the PARALLEL FUNC-
TION strategy, others have challenged it on three separate accounts. First, it has been
suggested that Sheldon’s data can be readily reanalyzed in terms of various word order
hypotheses, suggesting that it is a pattern of sentence conjunction and not parallel func-
tion which facilitates the earlier acquisition of certain relative clause structure (see, e.g.,
Tavakolian : 1977 and Prideaux : 1979a for details). Secondly, the PARALLEL
FUNCTION strategy has been criticized on the grounds that other researchers have
not been able to replicate Sheldon’s results (see Bowerman : 1979 for a review). Finally,
in Prideaux (1979a) it is argued that the PARALLEL FUNCTION strategy has no real
explanatory power. This strategy is syntactic, at least to the extent that it must access
such categories as subject and object, although it does not depend on word order. That
is, it appears to be a language independent, grammatical strategy, with no semantic or
discourse component. Moreover, its viability in adult language comprehension is ques-
tionable, and even Sheldon (1977) failed to find strong evidence for is in adult perfor-
mance.

In comparing children’s and adults’ comprehension of relative clauses, Sheldon
(1977) proposed the following purely syntactic parsing strategy to account for the re-
sults of her adult subjects :

THE ADJACENCY STRATEGY. In parsing a noncompound sentence, start from the
left and group together as constituents of the same clause two adjacent NPs (i.e., those not
separated by another NP) and an adjacent verb not already assigned to a clause. Interpret
the first NP as the subject and the second NP as the object of the verb (Sheldon : 1977).

The strategy applies blindly from left to right, ignoring clause boundaries and assigning
a surface grammatical role (subject or object) to each full NP it encounters, deliberately
ignoring relative pronouns. As Sheldon noted, the strategy sometimes fails to assign
grammatical roles correctly. For example, in a sentence such as “The man who caught
the thief received the reward”, the strategy correctly assigns the man=S(catch) and the
thief=O(catch). It then skips over the relative pronoun who and incorrectly assigns the
thief=S(receive) and the reward = O(receive). Thus, the ADJACENCY strategy makes
on error for this type of sentence. Sheldon proposed that the number of errors made by
the strategy determines the relative processing difficulty for that type of structure, with
her adult data providing supporting evidence in that the number of errors made by the
strategy corresponded to the rank ordering of difficulty or her results. Sherldon’s results
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have not, to our knowledge, been replicated, although when tested against naturalness
data, the ADJACENCY strategy failed (Prideaux : 1980). .

There are, in addition to the sentence processing strategies mentioned above, stra-
tegies which relate to the structure of discourse. Perhaps the best known of these is the
GIVEN-NEW strategy, which might be added as a fifth member to our set. It can be
formulated as follows :

THE GIVEN-NEW STRATEGY. Once the context of a discourse has been established,
the hearer expects that Given information will normally be separated from New informa-
tion in a systematic way. Typically, Given information precedes New information, but
when New information precedes Given, special grammatical devices are used to signal the
non-typical ordering of New-Given.

This strategy, unlike the four mentioned above, relates to the distribution of informa-
tion within a discourse. In fact, while the order Given-New is the typical, unmarked or-
der for English and many other languages, some languages employ the reverse order as
typical. The universl characteristic of this strategy lies in the separation of the two gene-
ral types of information. Given information is that which the speaker assumes he shares
with the listener, while New information is that which the speaker assumes the hearer is
not aware of. The speaker, then, arranges his discourse and the structure of his senten-
ces to meet this expectation. In English, the hearer’s expectation is that one component,
e.g., the Given, will precede the New. Not only is this strategy operative in the organiza-
tion of discourse, but it is also operative to some extent within sentences. For example,
there are some potential instances within sentences of "free” ordering, as in the case of
direct and indirect objects. However, if one of the object NPs is Given and the other is
New, the Given NP typically precedes the New, unless special devices are employed to
indicate the non-typical ordering. For example, in response to the question “Who did
you send the card to ?”, appropriate responses might include “to Sue”, or "I sent it to
Sue”. However, responses such as "a card”, or "I sent to her a card” would be quite
inappropriate, not because there are not acceptable English utterances but rather be-
cause the question establishes card as Given. Accordingly, since Given information nor-
mally precedes New, those potential responses which violate the Given-New Strategy
render them inappropriate.

The GIVEN-NEW strategy reflects similar proposals made by Halliday (1967a,
1967b, 1968) and Chafe (1970, 1972), among others, and a great deal of evidence has
been accumulated in support of it. A review of much of the early empirical support is
found in Clark and Haviland (1974) and Clark and Clark (1977). Smyth, Prideaux, and
Hogan (1979) demonstrated that the GIVEN-NEW strategy is responsible for the rela-
tive ordering of direct and indirect objects when they differ in "Givenness.” Givon
(1979) has argued that in simple declarative sentences with subjects and direct objects,
the subject NP is typically definite and Given, while the direct object is Given only
about half of the time, although an indefinite direct object is typically New, and definite
direct object is typically Given. Thus, a sentence like " The policeman caught a thief” is
typically viewed as having a Given subject and a New direct object, while in “The poli-
ceman caught the thief” both the subject and object are treated as Given.

It should be noted that the GIVEN-NEW strategy is not tied exclusively to the
grammatical properties of English (see, e.g., Takahara : 1978 and Prideaux : 1982, for
evidence that the strategy is operative in Japanese). Of course, as a discourse strategy,
its salience may only be apparent for sentences in discourses, and not in isolation. Ac-
cordingly, it is an empirical question whether or not the GIVEN-NEW strategy will
emerge as important for sentences in isolation.
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Most of the strategies discussed above can be subsumed, then, under the aegis of
five general strategies. The only ones which cannot are Sheldon’s PARALLEL FUNC-
TION and ADJACENCY strategies, and even ADJACENCY, to some extent, appears
to be a consequence of the NORMAL FORM strategy since it employs expected word
order for English. One important conclusion to be drawn from the above discussion is
that many of the particular strategies found in the literature are actually composite sta-
tements, with one part derived from a very general strategy, such as CLOSURE, and
the other part derived from the grammatical properties of the language under investiga-
tion. Bever’s (1970a) strategies A and D, for example, involve both the language-
specific properties of English word order, coupled with the more general principles of
CLOSURE and NORMAL FORM. It is just this infelicitous mixture that has confoun-
ded a great deal of research in the area. Of course, it must be made clear that a general
cognitive strategy cannot be examined in isolation. It must be tested in the context of a
given linguistic structure. Nevertheless, the evidence adduced in favor of a kind of
"mixed” strategy must be considered in terms of a general strategy interacting with the
structural properties of a given language.

In summary, it has been argued that a clear conceptual distinction must be drawn
between a cognitive strategy as a language-independent psychological process on the
one hand, and a language-specific grammatical rule or structure on the other. It has also
been argued that once this distinction is drawn, many of the candidate strategies found
in the recent psycholinguistic literature can be recognized as having confounded these
two components, and once the confounding is eliminated, most such proposals are re-
ducible to a small set of very general processing strategies. Finally, a natural suggestion
which arises from this analysis of the cognitive strategies paradigm is that the basic stra-
tegies (e.g., CLOSURE, NORMAL FORM, GIVEN-NEW, etc.) are potentially uni-
versal in character by virtue of arising in the human cognitive system.
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