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sible paraphrase. The subjects had to decide which paraphrase is more plausible by 
pressing a corresponding button. The data show that representatives of (a1) required a 
similar reaction time as that of (b1), while the representatives of (a2) yielded a signifi-
cantly longer reaction time than that of (b2). We explain these effects as a result of 
different interpretation processes: common compounds are interpreted relationally, 
while uncommon compounds require matching interpretations. The different reaction 
times of (a2) and (b2) may therefore follow from the fact that in matching processes, 
frames have to be activated recursively in case of (b2), but not in case of (a2). The 
similar reaction times of (a1) and (b1) on the contrary follow from the fact that in rela-
tional interpretations the obligatory frames are activated simultaneously. 
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