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Introduction

• Sentence processing 

The Good-Enough Approach suggests that the 

depth of sentence processing in L1 and L2 is 

task-dependent (Ferreira & al., 2002; Ferreira & 

Patson, 2007). The more difficult the task, the 

more likely it is that processing will rely on deep 

algorithmic processing (Karimi & Ferreira, 

2016). (Figures 3 & 4)

• Translation and Interpreting Studies

The Horizontal View (Gerver, 1976) suggests 

that T/I processes (i.e. activation of the target 

language, code-switching and reformulation) are 

activated while input is being received.

The Vertical View (Seleskovitch 1976) suggests 

that the same processes are activated once 

comprehension has been completed. (Fig. 1 & 2)

Aim

1. Explore how task difficulty influences L2 

sentence processing 

2. Assess when T/I specific processes are activated

Method

A Self-Paced Reading task manipulating 

plausibility in two conditions: (1) plausible, (2) 

implausible adapted from Lim & Christianson 

(2013).

I Participants

• L1 Italian L2 English speakers, 3 groups of 

students doing their Masters in Translation and 

Interpreting (final year) (N = 18)

• English monolingual control group (N=6)

II Procedure

We tested three levels of activation of the target 

language across groups. 

Group1: 48 stimuli + comp. questions in English

Group2: 48 stimuli in English + comp. questions in 

Italian

Group3: 48 stimuli in English + verbal translation 

in Italian

III Materials

Sentence construction:

[The NP1 V by the NP2 matrix V post-verb]

(1) The mouse chased by the cat was fast.

CQ Did the cat chase the mouse?

(2) The cat chased by the mouse was fast.

CQ Did the mouse chase the cat?

IV Analysis

Linear Mixed Effects model for the reading times

Logit Mixed model for response accuracy data

Results and Discussion

• Overall reading times (Figure 5): longer reading 

times for implausible compared to plausible 

sentences (t = 2.04, p < 0.05)

 increase in use of cognitive resources to process 

information incompatible with world knowledge

translation task marginal (t = 1.96, p < 0.1)

• Last regions (Figure 6): longer RTs than the other 

regions (t = 11.75, p < 0.001); interactions: 

translation task - last region (t = 6.88, p < 0.001), 

implausible condition - translation task - last region 

(t = 3.44, p < 0.001).

Effect reliable in the last region the most sentences 

had (Reg 9): t = 2.52, p < 0.05.

Longer RTs in Translation task suggest activation 

of translation-specific processes as suggested by the 

Horizontal View.

Lack of plausibility effect on strategic regions 

(Reg04) might be due to participants’ training and 

metalinguistic knowledge.

• QA accuracy (Figure 8): impact of implausibility 

in English task (z = 2.07, p < 0.05)

 support GE: representation depends on task 

difficulty.

• Translation output (Figure 7):

impact of implausibility (z = -2.678, p < 0.01); 

6/288 total sentences; 6/45 total mistakes; 6/32 

implausible mistakes.

Input: The waiter served by the customer was tall.
Output: Il cliente servito dal cameriere era alto.

support GE: syntactic route was not overridden 

by semantics.

• Silence duration: marginal impact of plausible 

condition (t = -1.69, p < 0.1), mean durations:  

plausible condition 9.77s, implausible 9.36s.

Participants arguably searched for a confirmation 

in world-knowledge only for plausible sentences.

Declared to be “more detached” and “felt less 

responsible” for the outcome of translation when 

input was implausible.
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% of correct 

responses
Plausible Implausible

Monolinguals 87.50% 75.69%

English Q 94.44% 89.58%

Italian Q 92.36% 93.06%

Plausible; 

90.28%

Implausible, 

79.17%

Total; 

84.72%

Future research

• Disentangle efforts due to translation and due to 

deep processing

• Impact of plausibility and world-knowledge in a 

professional setting as well as a method for training

• Role of prediction in sentence processing

• Impact of direction of translation (L1<>L2/L3) on 

conceptual processing and impact of semantics
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Figure 2. Vertical viewFigure 1. Horizontal view

Figure 5. Overall mean reading times (in ms) across all tasks

Figure 6. Reading times (in ms) for regions 1 – 9 for all tasks

Figure 8. Percentages of correct responses
Figure 7. Translation output accuracy percentages

Figure 3. Shallow Structure Hypothesis

Figure 4. Good Enough Approach


