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Notes on Filler stimuli and experiments

Participants saw a total of 2576 sentence stimuli over 8 one-hour sessions. The sentence stimuli were as follows: There were 9 sub-experiments in the 9 sessions (8 experimental sessions with 322 stimuli, 34 from this study and 288 from other studies, plus a 45-minute practice session to familiarize the participants with the button-pressing part of the task). This resulted in ~33% of the stimuli having a relative clause, where 16.4% was a full relative clause and 16.4% was reduced. With regard to the violations, all violations came from ungrammatical sentences. There were a total of 1220 ungrammatical stimuli, or 47.3% of the total stimuli. Of those violations, 41% stemmed from violation of the subcategorization requirements of a verb in the sentence. Of the total number of stimuli presented, that means that 19.4% had a sub-categorization violation. Below I give a more detailed description of the sub-experiments which composed the 10 session experiment. Sub-experiments 1-3 featured relative clauses, and sub-experiments 1-4 used subcategorization violations to create ungrammaticality.

Sub-experiment (SE) 1. Garden-path study from this manuscript. 272 stimuli total, 34 items in 8 Conditions, 75% grammatical. Relative clauses: 50% full, 50% reduced. Source of violation: subcategorization restrictions.

SE2. Reduced vs. Unreduced Relative clauses study varying noun phrases. 288 stimuli total, 36 items in 8 conditions, 50% grammatical. Relative clauses: 50% full, 50% reduced. Source of violation: subcategorization restrictions.

SE3. Reduced vs. Unreduced Relative clauses study varying distance. 288 stimuli total, 36 items in 8 conditions, 50% grammatical. Relative clauses: 50% full, 50% reduced. Source of violation: subcategorization restrictions.

SE4. Sub-categorization violation study. 288 stimuli total, 36 items in 8 conditions, 50% grammatical. No relative clauses. Source of violation: subcategorization restrictions.

SE5. Verb-phrase ellipsis study. 288 stimuli total, 36 items in 8 conditions, 50% grammatical. No relative clauses.

SE6. & 7. Sluicing study. 576 stimuli total, 36 items in 16 conditions, 50% grammatical. No relative clauses.

SE8. Pseudogapping study. 288 stimuli total, 36 items in 8 conditions, 50% grammatical. No relative clauses.

SE9. Gapping study. 288 stimuli total, 36 items in 8 conditions, 50% grammatical. 
 
Given the diversity of the fillers, and the reliable presence of relative clauses (33%), we do not believe that either prediction or surprisal related to relative clause processing can explain our pattern of effects. Secondly, we asked participants to judge the acceptability of a sentence akin as they would in a perceptual task - is a natural meaning evidence without over thinking or reflection. Acceptability in this context is essentially a grammaticality judgment, though we do not refer to it in this way with participants. In our experience, if participants are asked to make a grammaticality judgment, they focus their attention on spelling, punctuation and other prescriptive phenomena rather than the perception of natural meaning/grammaticality that we intend. For this reason we refer to the judgment as an acceptability judgment. 

The majority of the ungrammatical stimuli were ungrammatical due to a subcategorization violation. Thus we do not believe that participants were basing their decision on plausibility.
We see the reviewer’s point - not all the items worked this way but some do use violation of transitivity to achieve a subcategorization violation leading to ungrammaticality. We would like to note that a period always occurred after the final verb so participants were aware that no more words or arguments were coming. We believe that the foil verbs are incompatible with both nouns in the sentence (except for Items 9 and 15 where the source of subcategorization violation is slightly different). We would also like to note that the verbs used to form violations were used grammatically in the filler experiments so that participants could not simply reject the sentence based on a verb class (if that were the case, it would predict no main effect of condition as we indeed observed).

