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Appendix 5C: Analysis per verb [study 3] 
 
Item-analysis per verb, showing the group productions of 11 participants 
with no previous knowledge of NGT. The presentation follows the grouping 
as discussed in Section 5.4.2.1 (i.e., verbs that evoked predominantly 
character assignment, verb modification, or a mix of both in the benchmark). 
The bars on the left show the percentage of SL2-responses for each session 
(sessions are indicated by their session number; not all verbs were included 
in all tests; test 6 has been removed from the dataset since 5 participants 
could not attend this session; the target featuring the verb FETCH was not 
included in session 5 due to time limitations). The right bar (BM) shows the 
benchmark-responses. 
 
Category 1: prompts that evoked character assignment in the benchmark-
group 
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Category 2: prompts that evoked modified verbs in the benchmark-group 
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Appendix 5E: Analysis per SL2-participant (year 1) [study 3] 
 
The following graphs show the data obtained in the six tests featuring all 15 
targets. 
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