Prediction in L1 and L2 German
based on semantic and gender cues

A reaction-time (RT) study implementing the Visual World Paradigm
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‘ 1) Die Frau

The woman put.LIE

der Kerzenstander

the.MASCULINE chandelier

TARGET
(used with “legen”)

der Kerzenstander

the.MASCULINE chandelier

GENDER COMPETITOR
(used with “stellen”)
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(adapted from van

target

durchschnittlich grofien Kerzenstc'inderlauf den Tisch.

on the table

a few minutes ago |the.MASCUL|NE average-sized

die Schissel

the.FEMININE bowl

POSITION COMPETITOR
(used with “stellen”)

das Buch

the.NEUTER knife
DISTRACTOR
(used with “legen”)

« Analyses: bootstrapped linear mixed models & Mann-

Whitney U tests
 Results controlled for individual productive knowledge of
target words

 Accuracy rates: Llers = L2ers in SEMANTIC+GENDER (M =

86%) but L2ers > Llers in SEMANTIC-ONLY & NO PREDICTION
(M = 99% & 95%, resp., in both conditions)

e RTs: L2ers > Llers
NO PREDICTION = SEMANTIC&GENDER > SEMANTIC-ONLY

Figure 1. RTs broken down by Language group & Condition (n = 66).
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RTs: more proficient L2ers - lower RTs in SEMANTIC-ONLY, but
higher RTs in SEMANTIC&GENDER condition

Figure 2. L2ers’ RTs plotted against LexTALE scores broken down by & Condition (n = 34).
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(Kuperberg & Jaeger 2016).
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