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Effects of L1 syntax on L2 translation
1
 

Kristian T.H. Jensen, Annette C. Sjørup and Laura Winther Balling  

Abstract  

We report an eye-tracking experiment in which professional translators 

were asked to translate two texts from L1 Danish into L2 English. The texts 

were constructed to contain both clauses for which the order of subject and 

verb could be transferred directly from Danish to English and clauses 

where the order had to be reversed. The experiment revealed that 

translators gazed significantly longer at segments for which the word order 

had to be reversed, suggesting that L1 syntax is initially applied to the L2, 

either generally or as the result of a translation strategy. There was no 

significant word order effect on pupil dilation. This difference between the 

two eye-tracking indicators could suggest that they measure different 

processes, that pupil dilation is delayed or that gaze time does not equal 

processing effort. Implications for the study of translation processes and 

for the use of these indicators are discussed. 

1. Introduction 

The translation research centre CRITT, founded by Arnt Lykke Jakobsen, 

has carried out a number of experiments coupling eye tracking with 

translation process research. These experiments have spanned a wide range 

of linguistic phenomena and translation aspects, but the issue of syntactic 

processing during translation has received little attention. Here, we begin to 

explore this issue. 

 

 

                                           
1
 We are grateful to Sharon O’Brien for her constructive comments on a previous draft 

of this article. 



Kristian T.H. Jensen, Annette C. Sjørup & Laura Winther Balling 320 

The inspiration for the experiment was the concept of syntactic 

priming, which refers to the influence of previously encountered syntactic 

features on a construction currently being processed. Syntactic priming is 

found both within a language (see e.g. Hartsuiker & Westenberg 2000; 

Bock 1986) and between languages (see e.g. Hartsuiker et al. 2004). We 

investigated whether even highly proficient users of L2 (English in this 

case) such as professional Danish translators would be syntactically primed 

to transfer L1 syntax to the L2 translation. We chose to study a 

phenomenon which is purely syntactic and where transfer is either 

obligatory or ungrammatical, namely the order of subject and verb. 

Another concern of the current experiment was to investigate 

whether eye tracking is a viable measure of syntactic processing in a 

translation task. We considered both total gaze time and pupil dilation. 

We analysed the eye-tracking data using mixed-effect regression 

models to ensure that any differences observed in the descriptive statistics 

were verified by inferential statistics. This allowed us to draw tentative 

conclusions for a larger population than the present limited sample. 

2. Background  

2.1 V2 and subject-verb order in Danish and English 

In Danish, the finite verb always occurs as the second constituent of 

declarative main clauses (see e.g. Diderichsen 1976, Allan et al. 1995). 

This phenomenon is known as verb second or V2 and is a characteristic of 

most Germanic languages but not English. Verb second applies whether the 

subject of the finite verb is the first constituent of the clause (canonical 

word order) or not (non-canonical word order). This means that the 

canonical word order in Danish is subject-verb (S-V order), as exemplified 

by (1). However, when clauses are introduced by an adverbial or some 

other fronted constituent, which may be a word, a phrase or a subordinate 

clause, the finite verb occurs before the subject (V-S order), as shown in 

example (2).  
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(1)  

Den  store  stærke  mand  køber  en  hund  

The  big  strong  man  buys  a  dog  

SUBJECT VERB DIRECT OBJECT 

 

(2)  

Omvendt  foretrækker  den  feminine  kvinde  en  kat  

Conversely  prefers  the  feminine  woman  a  cat  

ADV VERB SUBJECT DIRECT OBJECT 

 

English is not a V2 language and consequently word order in English is not 

identical to that of Danish. While some Danish clauses have the same order 

of subject and finite verb as their English translation equivalents, (Danish 

S-V order), in other cases, the word order is reversed (Danish V-S order). 

This is a notable difference between Danish and English, and one which 

Danish L2 learners of English must acquire. Highly proficient L2 users, 

such as professional translators, do not generally make errors of subject-

verb order in English. Nonetheless, the different orders of subject and verb 

in L1 as opposed to L2 may affect L2 processing and translation from L1 to 

L2. More specifically, if L1 syntax is transferred to L2, we may expect that 

translation of Danish V-S segments into English S-V segments requires 

more effort than translation of Danish S-V segments, which map onto a 

parallel word order in English. Crucially, the difference between S-V and 

V-S order in Danish does not in itself carry meaning, though the fronting 

that triggers V-S order changes the information structure. By looking at the 

subject-verb segments alone, it is possible to study the effects of L1 syntax 

on L2 processing. By investigating this for professional translators, as in 

the experiment reported below, we minimise the risk that any effect of the 

L1 transfer is an artefact of low proficiency and unawareness of this 

difference between Danish and English; in other words, any effect of this 

for professional translators is likely to truly reflect some degree of transfer 

of L1 syntax into L2, which may be automatised or the result of some more 

or less conscious translation strategy. To the extent that the transfer is 

automatised, it would correspond to syntactic priming. 
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2.2 Eye-tracking indicators and experimental hypotheses 

Research shows that there is a strong link between cognitive effort and the 

location of the eye’s fixation (Rayner 1998). In reading, the eye remains 

fixated on a particular word for as long as the word is being processed (Just 

& Carpenter 1980: 330), and Just & Carpenter’s eye-mind assumption 

posits that “there is no appreciable lag between what is being fixated and 

what is being processed” (1980: 331). Therefore, we assume that 

observable, quantifiable gaze data which we can collect with an eye tracker 

are indicative of underlying, not directly observable cognitive processes 

that take place during a certain task, in this case an L2 translation task. We 

investigate two eye-tracking indicators, viz. total gaze time (a) and pupil 

dilation (b).  

(a) Total gaze time  

For the purposes of this study, total gaze time is defined as the combined 

duration, in milliseconds, of all the fixations on a given area of the screen 

during a given task. The justification for using total gaze time as an 

indicator of cognitive effort rests on the eye-mind assumption, cf. above. 

Here, we assume that an increase in total gaze time is indicative of more 

cognitive effort. 

It is worth mentioning that when calculating the total gaze time 

values we include only fixation activity. Research has shown that the 

reader is blind when the eyes perform saccadic movements (Rayner 1998: 

378), so inclusion of this type of gaze activity would challenge the eye-

mind assumption. Processing does indeed still take place during saccadic 

movements (Rayner 1998: 378), but it is unclear which word or segment is 

being processed. Saccadic movements are therefore not included in total 

gaze time.  

(b) Pupil dilation 

Based on research by Iqbal et al. (2005), which showed that pupil size 

reliably reflects the level of mental workload, O’Brien (2006: 189) suggests 

that a relative increase in pupil dilation is synonymous with more cognitive 

effort invested in the processing of a translation memory match. We have 
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adopted O’Brien’s assumption that an increase in pupil dilation is 

indicative of more cognitive effort. 

On the basis of these assumptions, we hypothesise that the reordering 

of subject and verb in translation from L1 Danish to L2 English results in 

increased processing effort as evidenced by the total gaze time and pupil 

dilation indicators. Confirmation of our hypothesis will require that (a) the 

total gaze time dedicated to the processing of the V-S segments is longer 

than that dedicated to the processing of the S-V segments, and (b) the 

pupils are more dilated during the processing of the V-S segments than 

during the processing of the S-V segments.  

3. Research design and method 

3.1 Participants  

Sixteen professional native Danish translators participated in a translation 

experiment. All were certified translators and had worked professionally 

for at least two years. The texts were on general topics (see Section 3.3 

below) and were not judged to require a high level of translation 

proficiency. The translators’ eyes were monitored during a translation task 

from Danish into English, i.e. L1 into L2. The participants, who were all 

volunteers, were seated at a distance from the monitor of 55 to 80 cm. Data 

from ten of the translators were discarded due to poor quality of the eye-

tracking data (see Section 3.5 below). The quality assessment was based on 

Rayner & Sereno’s observation that the average fixation during reading is 

200 to 250 ms (Rayner & Sereno 1994: 58). Consequently, when average 

fixations were below 175 ms, we took it to indicate measurement error. 

Data from participants with average fixation durations below 175 ms in one 

or both of the experimental texts were discarded.  

3.2 Task  

The participants were tasked with translating two texts (A and B from 

Danish into English. Prior to the experimental texts, they were asked to 
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translate a similar text (Text C) as a warm-up exercise.
2
 The presentation 

order of texts A and B was randomised. There were no time constraints and 

no translation aids of any kind. 

The participants were asked to translate the texts to their own 

professional satisfaction and were allowed to revise the target texts, which 

some participants chose to do while others did not. 

3.3 Texts  

Texts A and B are constructed texts. Using authentic material was deemed 

unfeasible because the data had to contain as many S-V and V-S segments 

as possible and because these segments also had to meet other requirements 

(see below). Altogether, the experimental texts contained 12 S-V segments 

and 12 V-S segments. The segments were comparable in terms of number 

of characters. All verb phrases (VP) were simple while the noun phrases 

(NP) were complex. We chose to use complex NPs in order to maximise 

the chance of an effect of constituent reordering. The order of the S-V and 

V-S segments was alternated throughout the texts. Also, as some 

researchers have shown that reading times are longer at sentence-initial and 

terminal positions, no S-V and V-S segments were located at these 

positions (Rayner & Sereno 1994: 73ff, Gernsbacher 1990: 7). 

Although one text scored 33 (easy) and the other 44 (medium) by the 

LIX indicator (Bedre Word 2007) of text difficulty (Björnsson 1983), the 

statistical analyses showed no difference between the texts in terms of 

processing effort invested by the participants. Segments from both texts 

could therefore be analysed together. 

The texts were on general topics and included no technical 

terminology. Their levels of complexity and the participants’ background 

as professional translators were deemed sufficient to ensure that any 

extended fixation time would not be caused by unfamiliarity with a word in 

the Area of Interest (AOI, see below). 

                                           
2
 In text C, there were 7 SV and 2 VS segments which is most likely fewer VS 

segments than in Danish in general, given the 40 percent non-subject initial clauses in 

Dutch, German, Icelandic, and Swedish; see Bohnacker & Rosén (2007). Since there 

was no evidence of a priming effect in the experimental texts (but rather a fatigue 

effect, see Figure 2), a priming effect between texts is highly unlikely. 
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Word frequencies for the Danish segments were extracted from a 

combination of two Danish corpora, Korpus90 and Korpus2000 which 

consist of 43.6 million words from various sources. For each AOI, the 

mean frequency of the content words was used as an independent variable 

in the analyses. The mean bigram frequency of all letter pairs in the AOIs 

was also extracted from the corpus. 

3.4 Equipment and analysis tools 

A Tobii 1750 eye tracker was used to collect eye-tracking data and the key-

logging software Translog was used to present the texts. Due to the eye- 

tracking equipment’s average accuracy of 0.5 of a degree (corresponding to 

an inaccuracy of up to 1 cm), a relatively large font size was used, viz. 

Times New Roman 18. Double line spacing was applied to increase 

accuracy in the data. The individual text length was approximately 150 

words to ensure sufficient space for both source and target texts without 

scrolling. 

Areas of Interest (AOIs), which are spatially defined regions of the 

monitor, were set up around each S-V and V-S segment using the 

ClearView software (the analysis software designed for the Tobii eye 

tracker). ClearView also calculated the fixations. The fixation filter settings 

were set to include gaze samples that fell within a radius of 40 pixels and 

within a time window of at least 100 ms. 

Since ClearView records pupil dilation but does not contain any 

pupil dilation analysis tools, pupil dilation calculations were done in 

Microsoft Excel based on exports of the raw eye-tracking data log files. 

3.5 Problems with data quality 

We see two possible explanations for our high discard percentage. One 

explanation could be the equipment’s age. A discard percentage of 62.5 

(data from ten out of 16 participants had to be excluded) could indicate 

technical problems as this figure is somewhat higher than in previous 

experiments carried out with the same piece of equipment (e.g. Pavlović & 

Jensen 2009; Jensen, in preparation). The second possible explanation 

could relate to the participant’s distance from the monitor. Experiments 

with participants sitting at a distance of more than 55 to 60 cm generally 
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resulted in lower eye-tracking data quality based on the average fixation 

duration criterion previously mentioned. In future experiments, data quality 

could probably be improved by paying more attention to this parameter. 

As it is neither possible nor desirable to use head fixation in this type 

of experiment, it is extremely difficult to ensure that the participants do not 

move further away from the monitor during the experiment. The fact that 

non-touch typists look away from the monitor more may also cause drift, 

which in turn can lead to poor data quality. This is of course a general issue 

for all experiments combining typing and eye tracking and does not offer 

an explanation for the very high discard percentage in this specific 

experiment. 

4. Results 

4.1 Statistical methods  

The data were analysed using linear mixed-effects regression models 

(Bates et al. 2008) in the R environment for statistical computing (R 

Development Core Team 2008). These models are mixed in the sense that 

they include both random effects and fixed-effect factors and covariates. 

The random effects are effects of sampled variables which are not 

repeatable; here, we include random intercepts for participant and AOI, 

which essentially model the random variation between the participants and 

the AOIs. Fixed factors and covariates are variables which are repeatable; 

in our case, the most important fixed effect is for the factor Word Order 

with the levels S-V and V-S. An advantage of using this type of analysis is 

that it is also possible to include as fixed effects a number of more control-

oriented variables. The regression analyses allow statistical control of 

variables which are difficult to control experimentally, e.g. frequency and 

length, as well as of variables relating to context which cannot be 

controlled experimentally, such as position of AOI in text. The inclusion of 

these variables also increases the information yielded by the experiment 

compared to traditional factorial methods.  

We performed the analyses as follows. First, we fitted a regression 

model which included all potentially relevant variables as predictors. The 

dependent variable gaze time as well as several of the independent 
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variables were logarithmically transformed in order to reduce skewness. 

Non-significant predictors were then removed in a backwards stepwise 

fashion. We removed outliers by filtering out data points whose residuals 

were more than 2.5 standard deviations from the mean (following, for 

instance, Crawley 2002), to reach the model for total gaze time summarised 

in Table 1; 2.9 % of our data points were removed in this way. The same 

procedure was applied in the analysis of the pupil dilation data but revealed 

very little of interest, as discussed below.  

 

Table 1. Summary of regression model for total gaze time using contrast coding 

for the factor Word Order with S-V as the reference level. The model also 

included crossed random effects for AOI (s.d. estimated at 0.1810) and 

Participant (s.d. estimated at 0.3636). The residual standard error of the model 

was estimated at 0.4043. 

 Estimate MCMC 

mean 

HPD 

lower 

HPD 

upper 

p 

(MCMC) 

p (t) 

Intercept  12.7103 12.6912 7.0172 17.9804 0.0002 0.0002 

Word order: V-S  0.2889 0.2886 0.0769 0.4927 0.0078 0.0217 

Position of AOI  0.0099 0.0098 0.0045 0.0154 0.0010 0.0020 

Word repetition  -0.5120 -0.5054 -0.8389 -0.1748 0.0036 0.0093 

Number of characters  0.0569 0.0564 0.0301 0.0837 0.0004 0.0004 

Log mean content word 

freq (linear)  

-3.5105 -3.4902 -6.4689 -0.4364 0.0252 0.0534 

Log mean content word 

freq (quadratic)  

0.4499 0.4468 0.0425 0.8594 0.0338 0.0672 

In Table 1, the independent variables are listed in the leftmost column and 

their estimated effect in the second column. The next four columns are 

based on Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling, which constructs 

multiple samples of the parameters of the model based on the data and the 

given model. The MCMC mean is the estimate of the effect size based on 

the MCMC samples, and the HPD (highest posterior density) lower and 

upper are credible intervals within which 95 % of the MCMC estimates for 

the given parameter lie. The HPD intervals correspond to standard 95 % 

confidence intervals but provide superior accuracy. Similarly, the MCMC-

based p-value in the fifth column is more appropriate than the p-value 

based on the t-distribution, which is shown in the rightmost column (see 

Baayen 2008, for details). 
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As described above, we focused on two eye-tracking indicators, 

namely total gaze time and pupil dilation. The total gaze time was highly 

correlated with the number of fixations in the same AOI (R
2
 = 0.84). We 

chose to analyse the total gaze time because this variable is graded and 

more informative, but the results were very similar when the number of 

fixations were analysed. However, the high correlation between the two 

variables means that it is unclear exactly which indicator accounts for 

which share of the variance, and the total gaze time measure analysed 

should probably be considered an aggregate measure of both gaze time and 

number of fixations.  

4.2 Total gaze time results 

The main hypothesis of the experiment was that V-S segments would 

require more cognitive effort than S-V segments. Mean total gaze time per 

character was 468 ms for the S-V segments and 576 ms for the V-S 

segments, representing a 23.1 % increase. The analysis of the total gaze 

time summarised in Table 1 clearly confirms that participants looked 

significantly longer at segments with V-S order, which has to be reversed 

for translation into English, than at segments with S-V order, for which the 

Danish word order can be retained in the English translation. In Table 1, the 

coefficient for “Word order: V-S” represents the difference to “Word Order: 

S-V” which is mapped to the intercept. The value for “Word order: V-S” is 

positive, representing longer gaze time, and the associated MCMC-based p-

value is low (p = 0.0078), indicating a high likelihood that the difference 

observed in the sample generalises to the relevant population of translators. 

The difference between the word orders is illustrated in Figure 1. This is a 

partial effects plot showing the difference between the two word orders 

while all other significant variables are held constant at their medians. In 

other words, Figure 1 shows the difference between S-V and V-S order, all 

other things being equal. 
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Figure 1: Partial effect of word order 

Although the difference between S-V and V-S order is the focus of the 

experiment, the regression model summarised in Table 1 also includes 

other covariates, which both serve the purpose of statistical control of 

variables which could otherwise be confounding and provide information 

about the gaze behaviour of our participants while they translate. These 

variables are listed in Table 1 and illustrated in Figure 2. The variables in 

the top row have to do with the context in which each relevant segment 

occurs: Position is the word number of the first word of the relevant 

segment; this has significant inhibitory effect such that gaze time increased 

for later parts of each text (p = 0.001). This effect could be caused by 

fatigue or the fact that more information has been presented later in the 

text, which could result in longer gaze times. The top right panel of Figure 

2 shows the effect of word repetition. A number of words occurred several 

times in each text; in order to control this, we included a variable that 

indexed the mean number of times each word in the AOIs had been 

encountered previously in the same text. The plot shows that word 

repetition resulted in shorter gaze times, corresponding to a repetition 

priming effect for the words in question (p = 0.0036).  

The bottom panels of Figure 2 show effects of item characteristics. 

The effect of the number of characters is shown in the bottom left panel: as 

expected, participants gazed significantly longer at longer AOIs (p = 

0.0004). The bottom right plot shows that AOIs that contained content 

words of higher frequency were associated with shorter gaze times, though 

the effect levelled off for high frequencies, as indicated by the significant 
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quadratic effect of frequency. The frequency effect is the most marginal 

effect in the regression analysis, a finding which would be surprising for 

reading but probably less surprising for translation where many other 

factors are at play. Mean bigram frequency had no significant effect. 

 

 
Figure 2: Partial effects of position of AOI, mean number of word repetitions, 

length in characters, and mean frequency of content words  
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4.3 Pupil dilation results 

Assuming that pupil dilation is reflective of cognitive processing, in line 

with the eye-mind assumption, we would expect the participants’ pupils to 

be more dilated during processing of V-S segments compared to processing 

of S-V segments. During the processing of the S-V segments, our 

participants’ mean pupil dilation was 3.821 mm, while the mean pupil 

dilation was 3.807 mm when processing the V-S segments, representing a 

0.4 percent decrease in pupil dilation. This difference was not significant. 

No other variables were significant in the pupil dilation analysis except 

AOI position. 

5. Discussion and conclusion 

The experiment showed that translators gazed significantly longer at V-S 

than at S-V segments when translating from L1 Danish into L2 English. 

There was no significant difference in pupil dilation between the two types 

of constructions. These findings contrast with our expectation that the two 

indicators would show the same pattern of increased processing effort for 

V-S as opposed to S-V segments. In the following, we discuss possible 

reasons for this difference between the indicators and the resulting different 

interpretations of the measures and results. 

One tempting explanation is that total gaze time and pupil dilation 

are indicative of different cognitive processes. Several processes occupy 

the cognitive capacity of the translator during translation, including 

morphological, lexical, semantic, syntactic, and coordinative processing. It 

is outside the scope of this paper to uncover if our indicators in fact reflect 

different types of processing effort, and if so, which indicator illustrates 

which process. However, assuming that the gaze time indicator is 

representative of cognitive effort, our results could indicate that gaze time 

reflects syntactic processing, while it is less clear which process is reflected 

in pupil dilation. The present experiment does not show pupil dilation to be 

a viable measure of syntactic processing in translation, but further research 

is required to clarify this. 

A second explanation relates to possible delays in pupil dilation 

reaction: For each of our AOIs, the mean pupil dilation is calculated only 
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on the basis of fixations that fall within the boundaries of the AOI. 

However, pupil dilation latencies have been observed during reading. The 

physiological reaction to increased cognitive effort invested in a task 

“begins with a delay of 300-500 milliseconds” (Hyönä et al. 1995: 605), 

which means that the participant’s gaze may already have exited the AOI in 

question. If this is indeed the case, and assuming that reading for 

translation is a purely linear task, our mean pupil dilation values may be 

erroneous in that they include up to 300 ms irrelevant pupil activity, and 

exclude up to 300 ms relevant pupil activity. To correctly calculate the S-V 

and V-S segments’ mean pupil dilation values, new “pupil AOIs” that take 

this delay into account would have to be defined. However, defining the 

boundaries of the new AOIs accurately would be highly problematic for at 

least two reasons. Firstly, reading during translation is not a linear process. 

Secondly, pupil dilation latencies would most likely vary between 

participants, necessitating a baseline pupil dilation latency score for each 

participant. 

A third possible explanation is that gaze time is an indicator of 

processing time rather than processing difficulty. It could be that the 

reordering of subject and verb simply takes more time, without necessarily 

requiring increased cognitive effort. Put differently, the task of moving the 

noun phrase up in front of the verb phrase (or the verb phrase back behind 

the noun phrase) may very well be significantly more time-consuming than 

when no reordering is required. However, this does not have to mean that 

the processing of V-S segments impose heavier demands on cognitive 

capacities, especially for professional translators who might automatise this 

shift to some extent. This would explain why the pupil dilation indicator 

shows no evidence of increased cognitive effort associated with the V-S 

segments compared to the S-V segments. This tentative explanation 

obviously challenges the general assumption that increased time 

consumption reflects an increased amount of cognitive effort. This 

challenge to the assumed relation between time consumption and cognitive 

effort presupposes that our pupil dilation measurements are valid and that 

pupil dilation reflects cognitive effort invested in syntactic processing but, 

as discussed above, this is not necessarily the case. 

Assuming that the total gaze time does in fact reflect processing 

effort, we may understand the significant difference between processing of 
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S-V and V-S segments in two ways. One possibility is to understand it in 

terms of automatic transfer of L1 syntax to all types of L2 processing, in 

accordance with the view that L2 processing is heavily influenced by L1 

structure (e.g. MacWhinney 2005; Frenck-Mestre & Pynte 1997) and with 

evidence of syntactic priming between languages (Hartsuiker et al. 2004). 

However, the fact that the L1 syntactic structure is present for the translator 

in the shape of the source text makes it difficult to draw conclusions, based 

on this experiment, about the influence of L1 on L2 processing more 

generally. A reading experiment in L2 comparing segments that are parallel 

to L1 with those that are not could help clarify this. 

A further interesting investigation of the findings of the current 

experiment would be a reading experiment in L1 that could establish 

whether differences in gaze time between S-V and V-S are limited to 

translation tasks like the present. 

Another possibility is that the S-V vs. V-S difference is the result of 

a more or less conscious translation strategy. Since the subject-verb order 

of many Danish clauses may be directly transferred to English, it may be 

that such transfer is the initial strategy in all cases. The fact that such 

transfer is correct for clauses with unmarked, canonical word order may 

support this explanation. On the other hand, the fact that the participants 

were professional translators and thus highly skilled users of the L2 may 

make it unlikely that they apply such a relatively crude strategy, which is 

inappropriate in a number of cases. 

Despite the low number of participants, our experiment showed a 

significant effect of word order on gaze time. Moreover, the participants 

were professional translators for whom the change of word order from L1 

to L2 could be assumed to be trivial. The significance of the effect in spite 

of these two facts suggests that the reordering of constituents is an 

important element of the translation process. By implication, constituents 

seem to function as cognitive units in translation (cf. also Dragsted 2004). 

We would expect this to generalise beyond the current language pair of L1 

Danish and L2 English and beyond the current relatively small sample. 
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Appendix 

Text A 

Nogle vil påstå, at mænd og kvinder taler forskellige sprog. Hvis en mand i 

et parforhold siger, at han ikke ønsker at tale om sine problemer, føler den 

typiske kvinde, at hun bliver udelukket fra hans verden. Hvis kvinden siger 

til ham, at hun ikke ønsker at snakke om problemerne, tror de fleste mænd, 

at hun ikke har behov for at tale om dem. Disse misforståelser giver 

anledning til skænderier. Når store skænderier opstår, reagerer kvinder og 

mænd også forskelligt. Ny forskning viser, at mange kvinder græder, når de 

er vrede. I disse situationer vælger skræmte mænd at flygte, og de kan føle 

sig hjælpeløse. I modsætning til den grædende kvinde bruger den vrede 

mand hårde ord. På trods af disse forskellige reaktioner formår de fleste 

mænd og kvinder at leve fredeligt sammen, og vi kan jo nok ikke leve uden 

hinanden. 

Text B 

I mange hjem finder man et kæledyr, og de fleste mennesker foretrækker 

enten hund eller kat. Indtil videre slår den bløde hundehvalp den kære 

killing i kapløbet om at være Danmarks mest populære kæledyr. Mens 

hundens loyalitet forklarer dens store popularitet, elsker de talrige 
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katteejere kattens selvstændighed. Mens den almindelige katteejer synes, at 

en hund er for uselvstændig og beskidt, opfatter mange hundeejere katte 

som dovne og upersonlige. Mange kæledyrsejere vælger et kæledyr, der 

afspejler deres egen personlighed. Når den store stærke mand køber en stor 

stærk hund, forstærker hundens træk hundeejerens ego. Omvendt 

foretrækker den feminine kvinde tit den smukke og elegante kat. Hunden 

og katten enes normalt uden problemer, hvis de er vant til hinanden. Ofte 

toppes hundeejeren og katteejeren mere end hunden og katten. 


