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Abstract : Monira BegamBroca’s aphasia is a non-fluent aphasia in which
the output of spontaneous speech is significantly reduced, and regular
grammatical structures are lost. They also show impairments in
comprehending complex sentence structures and various morpho-
syntactic deficits. This research aims to determine the nature of the
inconsistencies in comprehension deficits of Bangla-speaking Broca’s
aphasics. This study was carried out in a qualitative process. This study
examines the Bangla sentences in different word orders (SOV, OVS, and
VOS) using semantically reversible and semantically irreversible
sentences with picture-matching tasks as stimuli. Analysing the collected
data, specific characteristics have been determined in comprehending
the complex sentences of Bengali Broca’s aphasics. Their asymmetries in
understanding the OVS construction of complex sentences are evident
Bangla-speaking individuals with Broca's aphasia show more significant
deficits in comprehension of semantically reversible sentences than
semantically irreversible sentences and fail to understand if the trace of
sentence elements is not processed correctly.

Key-words: Q@0 Spice(ear, el (93 SR SprEtts  (comprehension
deficits), @foa A= (Complex sentence), ANFSNT AMA @NIMETRN  AFT
(semantically reversible sentence e), JifdE <M FRVEENT w7 AT AT
(semantically irreversible sentence)

S, ofi

et omfRes  sywferiog  (aphasiology) o/ gy |
SCFERTOG (AT NAAEE (T F© T God T A0 SIPCAG G-
AR (@ I8 (I TFS Wehl RIS *MF - (Cummings,
2013:4) | TS FAR SHICHET 20T NRCEH O WRECT O 2T T I8
TG ! G =0 Sron, IR T NGCAF O AP 8 L[
g [{fog €ea orEmte SpEts #ffiefre =3 |
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3. OIS ST

> T SpicEEE ¢ ot

QI ST TS IF KA NS SF[ APFICE @RI &7 | 9 T
SR o T, @N=- @@, *™&, ARETE 701, s @, e
TS YO (1Y ¢ T (TP AT T A | FYR@RICT Swrow
afeg w11 BT 271 Q=T (Paul Broca) T#B @A™ SRS Spmied
@ fdfas Face P IRET @ A9 SIErERE *NE FEE O TN
SR GAOTGT FE R =TS & | QI SO A @
emf¥fe ey sPmfon W IRNE TOFFSAT 8 SPIEE A6H, FfTe
Spts, (GFERIRFT 59 (telegraphic speech), GGeT ARAIR* SELRTAT
ST, W @@ (anomic), #9% ¢ N weTweRy Tofh | ©IR Q<
WCTFACE IBNRTOrTR (e (FFETT TS F I 07 |

R GBI TRAGT NI SPPAS

QT ST HGFE @I SR[TS SPTHod AL (BT =G eaet
337 (agrammatism) | @& STCH G ORI SeAMCR T f{foq
Freerre TAME qm e o3 | T [fey 1@ ¢ @ weEe ol am
T I A fodss I | K e @ «@wq [JEeE I = JE
03T | FIRE (I 2 (BT IR AN GG FA, A AT
AP O AT 8 FAFU TS HAR STHAOH (JR |

T (Harley, 2001:378) J[Fae (& fodG W& (component)
JOGT FCA | TA-

RNS: SER JHAE SAmIE offiw @ ofiw o Iw, @
TR FUA I AN O Sy I SAMNGTET IGT FCH |

faSre: AfErT 6w | @ KT T T, QI G AT TS,
COaEn e, AMer Ao Aol SPNE SR e |

Poe: Tioe P oo AHRATF© A | @ AT T AR, QI
SPCF SRR SR GoeT JIBF SFLICAS T = |

I A AN WFS = @, G WG (T O SLAMCT
ST & A, S SRS TP &, [RUeIT IE SioeT eI SR
(Obler & Gjerlow, 2002) | 12 SYFPIE FPT VTG SNFGWA
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e FRET @36 e K e @fir w@foe afgs swrade
SR SPTENeCE G T | NGRS (A TR, I SAMICE g«
AT 20T G I TGIR I S GTRHA oy Fioe 20 oI0g | ey
TIFAT (Carmazza and Zurif, 1976; Grodzinky, 2000) (W3l T, %
(passive) T, FX2I (object cleft), T WfE© 4&AF (object related
clause), T 2T 2fgfs AT TR NI QT SHICTFGHAT
SpRETe AV IE | IRIGT IRFS i @y (semantically
reversible) <5 AT RTSE SME  SPHNS THAT (Carmazza &
Berndt, 1978; Saffran et al, 1980) |

(severity) €% T8 T | MRS SIfFF fSFOR T @ANT SIS SPToAfS
T SR @R IR SPTES (A O IR0 TS A | SR FIFAAT
W@ TR SRR @2 SRR @ SHIEERE AEE @hNeme Sifvs
SpTEed 49 for =0 AT |

.9 sﬁ-mﬁm

QS SHICEfeRT REca epd el ‘AT GR GUCl TR | AR ATSFHio
MRFAR STy T G SHICF G T AF@ O (IR I 3
FRe [ g Do e v FRweEs 4T St | acwE
FIAeE! @ IAF (Caramazza & Zurif, 1974) &R @R GRS @R
W SRATS (G SAGHAT IR | qUHE O I SAMES AT
(Object related clause)-9d TN MAE @, REGOR! =
IEFEFVE AEFONT IMHT GU_T P AR,  SWIRATIRA
(Caramazza & Zurif, 1974: 576),

a) The deer that the tiger is chasing is wounded
b) The mango that the boy is eating is green

S RRARFCE T YIS AGFE @M SR SIS
=R T T 2w efdFeind it @RRwEEeT (semantically
reversible) 8 IEF AT FRWEET T (semantically irreversible)
@3 75 37 IJI7© AR | AT 2[tnd TN (semantically
reversible) JFTCS IR UG argument U3 G52 ATA-375% CAM#BT (same
animacy feature) @RI | SRS a) AT deer € tiger iR =T 2R
P W IS PO AT | 8 b) AT ACH mango 8 boy GG
SCERFG role IO [ 11 mango € boy & IrfEFeIE “twa
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IRV | T a) TRAF A IR G Sy ey
pEte (Al AR @ @R IR IR AR @Ry
(semantically reversible) @ MfdF 2TV GV 9 (semantically
irreversible) @ RCA ARTE AT TG IR 8 IFE G
QTGS LIRS SPoHS BT LT |

GF2 (ARIRFOR gefed® (Grodzinky, 2000) ©F SITART \LE @,
QT TR SR TLAWH 8 SR TS (@2 qHe AP A |
QUG O Trace Deletion Hypothesis (TDH) ©g0 QT S GHewa
T CF0g wgel| g f2end b | fofy @ wrga Mo (e
@, AMRFTF AN trace GF ST A1 SPAATS T+ IFT AR SPTATS
o AE | wE FF W& (object releted) ITHFHIT CHE AT
AfqeFe 27 |

@I 8 MEFAET (Kreishner et al.,, 1995) S04 &F @R SHICTHOHI
@CE ATHT I TS LI FEF @, @G Gfoet AR oy swees
W THE PR I FON REAT (I T GTIAT FIFAAT B

SR TPYT B | GoA AW AVE ARRIOS = AT RS
@EIEER (G I SCH I LR qo1S (7l AT |

TSETT (Meulin, 2004) ©F NI QT SYCHFGTRAT NGIRCAI SPIHAS
GFR GUHE I[P OB (syntactic movement) A« SpT5Hied
TP AR AL ACESI™E (cross linguistic) O O A& | GTo
i Becafer 8wty o @l Shitefeavd foy Fof-wfE® (subject
related) € II-SES (object related) EATHFT LR CHG
SPEOSTE 9o KCaw | fof e T ¢ Rw@fer ot @ Wi
2%A5® (wh-question) RIS AR IHT SRR SPwEifoe (AMFIER
T RO SR |

S (Imtiaz, 2015) ©FF &CF Trace Deletion Hypothesis (TDH) @
ECE ARSI FPT G EE @M O SR PTG 9T
e | TS sroee @i TR (S FRYR® T fesaees e ey
TRAGTHI AT LR NIAL SPTS OCT 4T | QLT (T AW, AT
R THRCT GICHEF QNG T 2R 1, 58 s qfms Moioa
S afrar [y @ SPNesT 77%7 341 AT |

O, NI RS
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0.5 SPTS S 8 Tire TearR efferr

Q MIIFCH MG WEP AR FF S G O (e
BT SHAGCAR NLTT G AR 2RErs] TS [eeael a1 J0ACR,
OI2 ¢ AN oS ef s ST S TR | ACFE @I PR
a2 @ fFg R AR ST (TS AT | 92 ANIANBC! FeArwet Afes
TCF HAZIFINTE B(E (A 1S ToArg [esees o=y fog AfRerys
AGOR AT (TSN (A |

0.3 SRHRZIFIA

AT SHRIFE RN QT UIHFTA AGFE @6 0 & @A
f4os a1 2R, AHE ARMFE I ol &7 | GTE 04T Y & GRS
I[GFE , 0 G BOTF € > &F GV AT | ATF I3 80—90 JRIAF 04T
| G RIS @PTel PAou WEN [ o7 | PIFFed AArAE
Toire Togroe @ Reseel Teawiel 8 Sy O AICHoS ARG T4
I T TR | afsfo @i e, T, freers @erer, o Senfe
TP O (RS FACR (Y AfHB-3) |

0.9 IO TwAF

TETE IR @K ARSI T SRR 15w Pl FICR, O
SFCHTIR @7 8 S AP TS [RIEA I G T2 F %
AR | @2 SRR I (TR AGF@ @S &ioa1 I
Ifere Yt foq “Ma ted Iy 8 e foa e I IefdFed
AME TRV IR TRV T 197 @ TFe fba 9o TRE |

UG IO AR [ -FH-F9[ (VOS) “Mew ePpfod uft ¢ F[-F4-
@&l (sov) e egfen uit— G 8 afboe &% A1y (73 +ififiz-2,
T > 8 Q) | IRl @ SYNHEGHME LTSN AT SRRV
(semantically reversible) 75 fox ey sefon a1y ¢ qRE “tra
TRV W (semantically irreversible) 7t fog Mm@ st
ICFR AL TFHFS B GFITe FM = (A Twed ©-Y) | ST
ARSTITH T SHCFGHR IR AU Twrl#F TG AT RRACR @R
SItva e W] (R 91 JCACZ | R I P T 200 2% 20oR

Tioe Y MG SR AETSR T ST P <& 6
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2 FA?

8. ©ire Toigr @ et

8.5

T SR AR AV (T FO[-P- G | AR ARG AP THE, G
ARRSS S AT | DA A QT W GIE SR
SpTEeR AFhe fERIER T Twie RO §ibet MRo0ea 46 fof *maw
orfed 8 1y RIS four qaze MR | @ e & o7 @ JfEre
foey’ ¢ fael i @7 @ Argetcs 32 e’ — 197 9fo7 “vers Affae 3
7 = foerr JEre @ we 5 ¢F ¢ e o 31 @ fel 5 oF
(G TWoE 3.F, AT 8 2.2) | TG MATET (F(@ HAZAFINIS
YN A A1 o I =W @R B9 (A0 o e Fare 1 = | Gro
T *EFACE TFeTold TF @M 7% F41 AW | O Avarw Itiod &iver
RTINS (FE TP WF G THR{ wHel WFeed AAfers
TogrolT Al 2@ :

TR 8.3 : IRETSIN QI NCHGTHII GiHeT AEHIT AJH TS

Goeier A
SRHIRII | o5 smfe | vos s | sovams | sov e
T -2 - -2
5 x 0] x V
3 X @ @ X
© x x v v
8 x x v v
@ X x v v
v x x v v
q X x x v
4 \ X v
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® @ @ v x
s x v v v
5 \ \ \ \
52 x x v x
SO v ¢ v v
58 X v v v
3¢ ? ) v x
S v v v v
3 ¢ ¢ v @
S v \ \ x
> x @ v v
20 x v v \

2. g. “mfice e Ter @rite V, Feped @RITS x |, @EET A
TENT @RITS + , *2 [@RCS @ BF 929 F1 200 | @gor fa1-
FH-FGT — FRTHCH VOS VG 8 FOI-X- G2 FTHC SOV *VErs JI2E
1 TR |

Toire Resae (adl AW, IR QT YT GR Soe] 1Py NI
SPTAS AR | TS AR (G S ANAR SR T[] T, e
O (S SICHEGRT ol SPeF 7 | O} Gioe Iy SAERes by
TP TS T O MG AR FE MG =, O Sioa] It
TR P YGRS W6 A SIAT T 20T | GSI(F SioeT 1)
TRAGT LR (G TSN QT SRR T NG (T 7%
AR | AEIANF GF@ (AT (10 TG 8 T @I Tl 3-47 F 8 2 M
5@ MTH IRFT *AIS FACO (AR, S G @PN TwoiF-2 97 & 8 4 T
T LR AL TR TR S T @ Tiol 3-47 F 72 T SR
g ZCACR | VOS IS @I SOV IS (W I LR Wl [ye
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QT (AT AR:
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0% - = - -
VOS-5 VOS-R SOV-S SOV-

BN mEGfe Iwq

&rFdE 8.5 : VOS oS IRF-3, VOS A%RS JF7-5 SOV ARG -3 €2 SOV
RS T2
(S Qe Iy NGLR wFo! A=A

odie Tore RUaee 7l I, JARECR QP SCHTHE Gioe AT
SRS RO (G I SEF AR M@ Fol-Fo-1adl @ g
7fS AT AR O SR G SRS, o] 2 | qUHea NG
q T SRHYZIFI (R, €, q, B, D, S 8 ) WS (WS FHe T,
G TC S, 3 IR S¢ THNZIFET THIAF-> @ F (SOVS) I e
fofee Farrs Twiom-y @3 ¥ (SOV-2) fiweng ffee Fare af,
R LRI THPF-y @F ¥ (SOV-2) I e fofee waere
SOV-1 *MI& Ao A T | [ 39 TR THEEABE T (SOV-3) I
HAIFSII *FE FAETS SOV-2 ICHA @R (PN =& Feaafe, foppet
e | sfiee, f@ar-ad-sef (VOS) *M@w @ifesr VOS-> €@ VOS-] 16T
V&7 (@ TR TR AOTE N | W@ © T KAV 6 I
(LG TS (MATS TN ZCACRT | SRHAAZIFET 33, Db @R Sk VOS-3
TRAST AT G *AeFace! T TR | U@ bk SRR VOS-3
fofesaard e 2= 18 VOS-2 @3 CHg wFel o0 e TR | [R
SRHEZAFEAT o IR SRHAVZIF(A 38 VOS-2 T CF(@ WO R
(TS ARTEE VOS-> U (i@ e 20o A | VOS TR Icwa
TR A0SR CFE (@I $6F AW O § Rl wEre SRemResiEr 2



An analysis of the complex sentence comprehension of Bengali 15

5, 39, 3¢, ¥4 IR db | GF VL SRHVIFE 5 IR S5 VOS-3 GF CFT
T AR VOS-d AR G MG IR | SR SRR 30 VOS-2
JFTR (@I §oF AR VOS-3 A1y AdFeid &fd A Grtes s7wd &9 |

8.3

T LTSI AT IRV G GFRRWECIT 73, I G
wrel RN & Sy @R IR @& YR e
ifFeg i TvErEEy Yo fog M@ WIfeTe 97 (el =W —
RoFs IF TR0 OISl IR I = (TwoF ©) ¢ FFA0 @
eEfbre ool T FET T (Thes 8) ¥k @ ¥io fog Mas —
FA-FO- o wofe ¢ Fo-FH-fmar Tfoq Irwa A T=Fe =7
CEICS F41 =¥ | SRR GeSd AP e @Hamete@ey <7, aue
75 foq e TIfTe I @S W — FERET @ (Al g
BF5 AR (TmieiE ¢) 8 (A @ T PAfee 560 e (Twiae

b) IR IMAFSE AT TRVEARPT T4, @ Yo F4-e[- {2 Tohs 8
FO[-FH-fer ToAST T M THFS = (WeTs 0 =7 | foF sy
Hed NPT i TV 8 JEAEF 2ITHa RV« —
GHoe AT AGIRT WHo! e AT TG F1 = |
TR 8.8 : AEST Pl TG LTSI AT TRV 3
I AT T SR S5 T SR Aol
GioeT J7
SRR | SR (OSV) T | SR(SOV) | SI(OSV) | SI(SOV)
BiEo) EiEo)

> \ X V \/

N x @ X N,

© X V V V

8 x @ \ \

¢ X N, X v

Y X V V \/

q x @ x x
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4 \ \/ \/ V
® (1) X @
b X V V \/
> v X v V
5 x @ x x
o 8 x v v
58 x v v v
N 1) X X v
> y v v v
9 x x @ V
S y v v v
> x X v v
20 v v v v

1. §. efite s e @RTe V, T @RItS x|, wisEG A
IR @RS + , T @RS @ ©F I9ed I TR | 99T

FffFeT AT TR EwH SR I ¢ AfdE  oimd
GRVECAT W WRTHCH S| I GR FA-FOI- [F-FRTHCA OSV AV,

FO-- e FRTFCA SOV W&y 92 FT ZCACE |

Tore ResEeer (a9, TSR QP ISR S0 6T SAFLI_e
qoq @@ SpEfe WA | AR{E  IPMEFONT AT TRV
(semantically reversible) € & AMa TRWETCEIT T (semantically
irreversible) ICFF CF@ @R A, FAIWECTN T (FRTFCA SI) 7
ST TSR T S (@ | e, AT AT SRV
9[- @ (SR (0SV)), Ioheq IHT @ @ AW, W@ &
TR (5, b, 35, SY, Sb 8 R0) TS VAT Y ZCACK | A
FIRFST AT TR FO-FA-fF (SR (SOV)), Thed A
CFCG & T TRHAYZIFIA AP B (TS AT T | QI (7T T,
JETSRT @ TR ARSI AT SNV FH-ol- fama



An analysis of the complex sentence comprehension of Bengali 17

ORI AN TP - FoHfoh A0 LR TS| GAFTE
S | SRR A AR, AT A SRV 9 N )
A | GFANL (A A, AAFSIE A SRVETET T, @ ey
F-[- e THoT AR PR TP IAST A FILRCT
JRFATSR QT STICHGTHA A4 SAFeTo! AV T 2R | AifdFeng

AME TRV FA-Fo- T (SR (0SV)), IfFena e
TRAETE (FO-FA-TAT) (SR (SOV)), IS AT T SRV

(F-- M) (S (0SV)) @R IMFSIF AT @ SRV (FSI-
FA-fE0) (S| (SOV)) TS (St TP SKRE WSl e &t
N (AR :

90%
80%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10% I
0%
R (OSV)

SR (SOV) SI (0SV) Sl (SOV)
n53F mERE T

arFfod 8.2: SR (0OSV), SR (SOV), SI (OSV) @J& S| (SOV) (v I SR
o AR

Tolie RTaaee (72l I, @1 SOCH&al APEFON AHd TRV
(semantically reversible) @ & J67 (passive construction) SHURTH
SffFed qofe o @1 @ CF@ A AR, IACHT SAME (trace)
HfoFor afFaeae T4 T T QT HIFEGHA I SLRE 78 =
(Pulvermuller, 1995) | @ SPEfe 3% WA e 44T (object related
clause) 8 % (passive) ICHI CF(F AGYSF AAF© = (Grodzinsky,
2000) | TR ThIoF-8 @ APIFOIE AT TTRIVENI 8 Tl -«
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(SOV) | (74T T, AT IJIZ© IFLFOII A TRV € AT
TRV W — Qo ACHA SRR (Fe@ (Al TR, IR Gl
W EF ARNLFOCT I TRV T A SR AL
Armer MR | FE LT i FRWEET (reversible) IF
T argument 9 32 AIS6F (A3 (same animacy feature)
@RI, QAT ThoF © 8 8-GF ACHT ACH FFK € [OET — @31 AT
A I IS PO AR | 58 Tl ¢ € L-«G3F AT (T '@ TN
G SCIIHF YT (role) 2IFM FACO AT a1, A g7 LTI
TRVEAMT 78 (irreversible) W 337 ¢ RU@ = ImfdFeg
TR, SR TG TP S QI AT FACS A | FCT ACFE
Y SPNS & A |

ICEADY AERER TN N TR @ IR (1976)-93 IR
PR AL O Bl @CS 1T | Of G SIeferpens qeifdweig
AT GREET  (reversible) € IOMEE AT TRWEENET T
(irreversible) ITFT IR (T FIET I AR TS T SPCHGRIR
I TFeRA I Y B GRICS 0 | AT T Ol
@A @, IAEFSIC M TIRWETE ACH CFa QT I GTRrd
ST SPTHNS AECR G O TS T FEF @, QP PTG
(AT AFTOG YIRER TP G ST ST TLAMI € WL
SHAINERT AP R | DS NLIARE (AT AR, SioaT AfEIE FTRAS
FRCT F @ [TFT G2 AAIpS (AFCETT I @< (confusion) AeCe
@1 A | 58 (RS e o W 9 G @I TPHR ATCS =7 Al
R welfRs wAffgfs (At el staee @R T 1 @ TIEer EEfs |
T — GO T @ R B Qo] o b0 AR | O @Al A,
I SR RS Sfwwe! (non-linguistic factor) @@ oS =
A

@ T AT

ATSIRH SER Tl AE SERe AWUE FFANE TAME € O IR
Xl CACR | AT (T el S [y rafas SAmI @ of
TR & AIFONT M SO ARCR | ARECE GIP
TOFLOOF (A I TS THY T, SAPe 94 f@arem I 1 =
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TR AL TG eI PR (T TG 1 F[-femare spiwtos o7
F I | FTo Sivd WRFE TeRe Fifows {7 @R[ a7 | FTo Q0
ST T WeCE S W fofe el ¢ Torgoe! 3w 20 W
(Borovsky et al, 2007) | ©12 JETSR Q! SHCHGTHME (F@S (7T
TR, qF 8 HTFTS IR FIRCO OINA SANS STOETS | TR AP
¢ ATy IS A AR, O O FARCAE TOEESO O T |

SCAF T PP (I FEA GO JTOIGE IRIAGT ST
SOINERT g E | PRSI A @NEwer@e  (semantically
reversible), ¥ 67 (passive construction) JRCSE SHA SPTHNS
AT (Caramazza & Berndt, 1978) | @ CF(q J& T, ICHIT SAMICT
¥ (trace) 5o efFaeae a1 1 2 FFIT (TP AR AT
SR ¢ ' | IR 8 T (Caramazza & Zurif, 1974) (@TF
TR SFBIC ACeEd (Grodzinsky, 2000) *&FIRe @ TG gifere
T | JUEHT S, @ SPTHFS FX WNHS (Object related) ITHA GG
el ~Afeifre =11 9 oPiex Wifige = gefemfsa ‘Trace Deletion
hypothesis' (T TDH) | TDH-GF STw*y 20T QT SHCHGRR
[P (T AFFO TG [ | G2 ©F SEPACT I FIFONF IR
TAMTET B (trace) 29T A A (moved) = FFAE T
A AP SR TFS! P TP AT = | FTS PR
o e fofe @ weafos ffey frw toft = e orm
RTINS foF SEat ot T - (F) [y wfds aeresr, ()
el snfEre Qe @ (o) e wnfas qrRme |

T APIT — (T (@ @R e =1 o1 Sifsy ey =7
Rerae TR — @ (I S N 2 &2 o TR (910 |
o AT — S B @GR FE @2 S @ [ewe facafeeT |

YRS G0 TR I G0 A@ SCwly 8 [ AT, @ @F FooT
7, W ore A2 T | Gfoa AT @ I G TS TR T
ACF, ANE- (T GG NE IQ, A0S AWM @MCAl {2 97 = FLT
Torifvr | oI QFS A 4R A1 srelfie Wedy e ofve =, @e-
O BT AT @R NS AT (T (S, dodbr) | IRFATSR Aol
ATG T FO-FI-[GT (SOV) | [5G "M@ S A2 FQTSIE T
ARTET FACS AT | (AT T FO[-FA-TFAN (SOV) M@ FHhed ACHIA
CFE o 9 @, 58 f@m-s-er (VOS) smaw wrefed ¢F@
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@RY ACHIA trace ARAOT FA1 TACR, ETITT TFTO[ T NG I |
odfe @RI ICHIA trace FRICAT LA, EICHE LR (G FFTOR
T SN @M | GTS (AT IR, @R AP traee T RAMW, GG
SR T ST G T Y7 3 Afe=re 23 |

ffeq swa=el™ (Zurif et al,1974; Zurif & Pifiango, 1999; Grodzinsky,
2000) QR SHCFGHE I SR [ q6T @Pgeyd et #ihear
TR, AT O @ TECH I 0 | =t Qe a1 2eo WecE ey
o oy oifts @ 77ime 303 | @ NEEE N IS-FH 8
(S SRETCF O SR (39 Rewd [eavar a1 zeor | 58 @i
IR 21 28 Prae (e = @, QT e 370G 8 (SAAP e
ey WHE ot @ sTma 3@ fidire Q& SytEfevd
LR (3 R | PR IREAR S W 1 =0T, FI S e
SR TLAM (I JI AT, TRIFB ANIEENSCE FHAMCAR 21 @ifere =3
@, TRE QT TLET FO A O TAMA @ FYRA-CoI (F@R
SHANET W06 TS | UCF@ 'overarching agrammatism hypothesis'
TrEREry og fRewg ARhfe e e @ v wPEimE @&
SCFGRR (FGT IFTOg (AT Fhoag REAR S SAWH '8 SR
I =T |

QT WE I TR SPIored FFACE (o™ (Meulin, 2004)
PR FROICA Bl FAT AR | T2A-Y, ARASEF SR (I (Structural
Comprehension Deficit) € 2. af@a@ad Re4ad  (Processing
explanation) | @S AR SR ©G WPIE, @ HICRGRAT
JRFCINCE PROT Fioa® 2, U7 0T PR GACF A7, AN GioeT P
WASR, foq vew, IrfiFend Ao ERmEEry aefe et e
SR AR PR T & | @67 ATEH (2000) Trace Deletion
Hypothesis JTRASE SR ©rga  wdgld Swad | S,
Afread Resad og wferem &bt eive e s aws | Q=
@3> foF T “Meq T (Just and Carpenter,1992; Miyake et al,
1994) | @F NI T &, TP NI GIMA AFF  SNJLRANTS
FPETE S 2 A (Working) “§fe weer wea@el | e 5fe
A O AL FRTS! FCH ACF, O ¢~ WFol 1T AN Gl
RGP W S AR P T =W ISR QI
FEFAT (FAE GFE FA AE | IAANAIE TATS g et




An analysis of the complex sentence comprehension of Bengali 21

QTSR G TR ST SO I FRAGT SR (Fq g
RBPHE QI=el =T w1 T |

F) oA AT ORAOT SR (SR G WA
ST TRCGTR S 21 | JREAT S AR AWore KyeT F6r-w3-
= (SOV) «F T RIS @R GIT R AT AR SPehs
Tl A |

q) ToF AT RAGT TGHRGR CF@ ACHT SAMTT JF (trace)
AdFernd afEmeae S T = AL QIR YLHEFAT A7
SR Y =T |

%) T AT FRMEET T (irreversible) IR TR AifFS
AT FIWECA?S  (reversible) I AT CF@  JIFT
HGTHA A TS qHFe Qv 7 |

b SRR

TS TRET ST AT T AR SIS TRIASTT SAAIRGTET
G5 IPRATS AT TGN TAYF® 27 | WAL WS Pl
CFETFA @ R IPRABS FICA AT T2 FACS AN M |
SR QT M ETFIE (HEe GF3 A ST | @ AFNfore
IRFCRE TS TAMtR Fg [we fde sege F e
RICTE Tbe IR RO SURCTE oFfe LR (5B T (AR |
ARSI M IW, TP TR T oEcem s Ao
TAMGTA W AT AF @ PN B T[T ] 2, Tl Tl Sy
Aferacs RS w6 | A~efoaie Koy aadm @ o, Fa -gfe
(Working Memory)-CS WWWWWW&WW@
2T (Just & Carpenter,1992; Miyake et al, 1994) | @9 ATITAR =0
SR TP | IR FR S @ [{feq <@
@PRITS SPmie gFM Fa (o, &b TH “dwa A MRAd
SRR CF@E (I A | AR [FIETA P G
GG O FPAAT B VRGP FIRS T | A (I
SIffF @ SPEie (Al (AT ©f SEtew @@ [(fey 7% 27, oy @
e for IFeE T A | o [ oo, [y s @fe
ST PO PINYTS Ao [ (50 DS e =TS
SfT AT AR IR SIfgF SRIRGTTR CFLa8 ©f T(H 9L S |
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el
> AT WINPT 192 TS ARSI QT GIITT T A @A Srar

491 ¢ 7t: GfS et Sranefe Rraaer-aq srefeE @ 2039 AT
@FAR WoT vl fefwree erfen Rert s9e wiaifae
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I, TR (2059) | DT BRI @ AR Ol | arsy[wr AfEPr, o R, b-
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T, WAV AIAG (00 | SIRIRIGEITT P | BIFT = MGt e |
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N IR e3/f&ET b I=A einy QT
© EIR ¢o/FT 32 IR leoisg Q=T
8 o 8¢ /27 S0 I Gor Qe
¢ Sk ee/T b I=A einy QR
) BT @Y /%FT 53 I=F T Q=T
q 93 Yo /% 3 IRF leoisg Q=T
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5 .4l 8¢ /=T b I eriny QT
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5 EoRe €o /77 5 I eriea <53
S firam, 8o/f&=T b I=A T QT
8 . e/ Yo q= CTF Q=T
N EIAc 90/%Fq 58 I cminy QT
V) o, . b /wfEET b q=d o= Q=T
% 7. Yo /5T 5 A ering Q<
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