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Abstract*

In both German and Dutch, masculine personal n@igs smokerwinner, andtherapis) can be
used either generically, i.e., referring to bothnvem and men, or specifically, i.e., referring to
only men. Regarding German, research indicatesgiraéric uses of masculine personal nouns
are strongly male-biased in comparison with alteweagenerics (Klein, 1988; Scheele & Gauler,
1993; Irmen & Kdhncke, 1996; Braun et al., 199&h8terg et al., 2001; Stahlberg & Sczesny,
2001). In Dutch, masculine terms and neutralisergns are reported to be increasingly used in
reference to both women and men (Gerritsen, 200@% study investigates, by means of two
survey experiments, (i) how German and Dutch naspeakers interpret masculine personal
nouns used in a referential context, (ii)) whichiaflles this interpretation is associated with
(including subject gender, number, definitenegse tyf lexical unit, and relative frequency), and
(iif) how the participants evaluate the referenpiassibilities of these nouns. Firstly, the resafts
the study indicate that masculine personal nouesnaore frequently interpreted as gender-
specific terms in German than in Dutch. Secondlg, interpretation of the German and Dutch
nouns is found to be significantly associated wité following variables: number, lexical unit
type, and relative frequency. Thirdly, German mé&seupersonal nouns appear to be more
restrictive in terms of potential references thhairt Dutch counterparts. In general, the data
indicate that there is a clear difference betweem@n and Dutch regarding the interpretation of
masculine personal nouns, but this difference isquéarly apparent in the singular.

1 The research reported in this study was supptyetie Research Foundation Flanders (FWO).



1. Introduction
In both German and Dutch, masculine personal nbane a dual potential for reference: they
can be used either generically, i.e., in referdngeersons irrespective of their natural gender, or
specifically, i.e., in reference to males. The genase of masculine nouns, also known as the
generic masculinehas been a key issue in feminist language casq(lrémel-Plotz, 1978;
Ulrich, 1988; Hellinger, 1990; Braun, 1991; Dolea;h1998, among others, for German;
Rubinstein, 1979; van Alphen, 1983; Verbiest, 199997; Sneller & Verbiest, 2000;
Mortelmans, 2008, among others, for Dutch). Inipalar, these authors argue that masculine
generics, as in (1) and (2), contribute to thedistijc under-representation of women:

(1) Jeder Raucher weil3, dass seine Gewohnheit schadlich {dtiederosterreichische

Nachrichten, 04.11.2008)
‘Every smoker (masc.) knows that his habit is hairhf

(2) De winnaar mag optreden tijdens het festival in Groninge(88 Miljoen
Woordencorpus, MCDEC920VE.SGZ)
‘The winner (masc.) may perform during the festiveGroningen.’

To prevent women from being linguistically ignorélde replacement of generic masculines with
other, “non-sexist” expressions has been suggd8e@mann & Hellinger, 2003, pp. 154-157;
Braun et al., 2005, p. 3; Lievens et al., 2007,2dp23). Generally, two alternatives are available.
Neutralising strategies involve the use of a single term tragsdnot differentiate gender, as
illustrated in (3) to (5):
(3) epicene nouns (cf., Corbett, 1991, p. &dip Fuhrungskrafde bewindspersoofthe
member of government’
(4) non-differentiating formsdie Angestellter(plural of bothdie Angestelltéthe female
employee’ andder Angestellte'the male employee’)de computerdeskundigéhe

computer expert’
(5) collectives:das Persondhet personeéethe staff’

In contrastfeminising or differentiating forms overtly mark the presence of women:

(6) long splitting jeder Student und jede Studergike student en studentevery (male
and female) student’

(7) short splitting:Wahlerinnen'voters’, Apotheker/innernpharmacists’jedeR‘'each’, elke
student(e)every (male and female) student’

2 These alternatives are restricted to written Uagg. Moreover, Haberlin et al. (1992) criticisesta forms

because they are difficult to pronounce and distdftographic continuity (cf., BuBmann & Helling@003, p.
155).



(8) adjectival modificationménnliche und weibliche Teilnehnmraannelijke en vrouwelijke
deelnemerdmale and female participants’

For German, a number of empirical studies have leseeducted to investigate the effects of the
various types of generics (masculine, neutralisergd feminising generics) on the cognitive
inclusion of women (Klein, 1988; Scheele & Gaule993; Irmen & Kdéhncke, 1996; Braun et al.,
1998; Stahlberg et al., 2001; Stahlberg & Sczeg091)? Using different research techniques
(sentence completion task, reaction time measuremeading task, and questionnaire), all of
these studies arrive at similar conclusions: maseugenerics trigger the lowest or slowest
cognitive inclusion of women, whereas alternatiemeyics lead to a higher or faster cognitive
representation of women. According to BuBmann &linigér (2003, p. 160), this finding is
indicative of the fact that masculine personal rounGerman “are losing some of their (alleged)
‘generic’ potential and are becoming more male-gigecThey mention that there is a growing
tendency in present-day German to enhance femalbility by means of feminisation. The
choice for this strategy is a consequence of sevacéors (BuRmann & Hellinger, 2003, p.
166" the existence of a productive feminising suffir,-the increasing congruence in current
German between grammatical and natural genderttandmplementation of official language
regulations favouring gender specification in catgghat include women. However, it should be
noted that in practice, the use of feminine formdargely restricted to contexts of individual
female reference (cf., Lutjeharms, 2004, p. 196heWreference is made to a group of people
(e.g., Viele Studenten haben gestern in Dresden demonstkany students demonstrated in
Dresden yesterday’) or to a particular categorg.(8Vie viel kostet ein Student durchschnittlich
im Jahr?‘How much does a student cost on average per yen® generic masculine is still
preferred (Stuckard, 2000).

For Dutch, a systematic empirical investigatiotoigenerics has not yet been performed.
The existing literature has mainly focused on nmtbeoretical issues regarding the morphology,
semantics, and pragmatics of masculine and femjmemgonal nouns (De Caluwe & van Santen,
2001; Gerritsen, 2002, pp. 81-108; van Santen, 20p37-26; Lutjeharms, 2004, pp. 202-205;
Lievens et al., 2007, pp. 19-26 and Mortelmans82@p. 7-19). With respect to the use of the

various types of generics, there does not appedeta clear preference in Dutch for either

® Detailed discussions of these empirical studief@und in BuRmann & Hellinger (2003, pp. 160-1&m)i Braun

et al. (2005). Therefore, we refrain from providieag extensive overview here.

*  For a historical account of this German tendeseg, Kastovsky & Dalton-Puffer (2002, pp. 285-296).



feminising or neutralising forms to avoid “sexigéhguage. Contrary to German, there are no
official guidelines recommending either feminisiogneutralising strategies in Dutch. Another
difference is that in Dutch, for a considerable bemof lexical units, feminising (9) or
neutralising alternatives (10) do not exist or@rguestionable acceptability:
(9) therapeut'(male) therapist’ -therapeute'female therapist’, buarts ‘(male) doctor’ —
*artse‘female doctor’ rechter‘(male) judge’ — fechtsterfemale judge’
(10) leerkracht ‘teacher’ vs. leraar ‘male teacher’ andlerares ‘female teacher’, but

*weerpersoon/-mensveather forecaster’ vsweerman‘male weather forecaster’ and
weervrouwfemale weather forecaster’.

Consequently, there is significant variation depegan the lexical unit, context, and individual
speaker. Gerritsen (2002, pp. 102-105) reports redculine terms (e.gmedewerker(male)
co-worker’) and neutralising terms (i.e., nounst thave no feminine counterpart, suchaats
‘doctor’, or are inherently gender-neutral, elmppfd‘head’) are increasingly used in reference to
both women and men. This finding is consistent \ilid claim advanced by several authors that
there has been a decrease in the number of predufgminising suffixes in Dutch (e.g.,
Lutjeharms, 2004, p. 205).

Despite the continuing debate on gender-fair lagguuse in both German- and Dutch-
speaking countries, the question of how masculieesgnal nouns are actually interpreted by
German and Dutch native speakers has yet to beiesdnn a focused empirical study. For
Dutch, solid empirical research is simply lackingpgether. Although a substantial body of
research exists for German, these studies havefahumsly examined the impact of masculine
generics on the cognitive availability of the comise'male” and “female” in comparison to other
types of generics. However, the attestation thagculae generics produce a stronger male bias
than feminising or neutralising generics is uninfative regarding the conditions under which a
gender-specific or gender-neutral interpretatiomatculine personal nouns occurs.

This article focuses on the interpretation of méseupersonal nouns by German and
Dutch native speakers. We hypothesise that thepirgition of masculine personal nouns in
actual language use is largely motivated by a nurobdinguistic and non-linguistic features.
The aim of this study was to determine the inflent these features by means of a carefully
designed questionnaire study. The features thaéxaenined included thtype of lexical unit

number definitenessrelative frequency of the lexical ungndgenderof the subjects



A comparison between German and Dutch is partigulateresting, as both languages are
closely related from a typological viewpoint butveaa different grammatical gender system:
whereas German has a three-gender system, digimiggi between masculine, feminine, and
neuter, Dutch only has two grammatical genders, bioimg masculine and feminine as a
common gender.

Table 1 illustrates the differences between Geranash Dutch in terms of morphological
gender marking. In German, modifying or dependésents such as articles, adjectives, and
pronouns exhibit morphological variation in thegitar, depending on the noun specified, cf.,
der groRe Manr{‘the tall man’) vs.ein groRer Mann(‘a tall man’). In Dutch, by contrast, the
distinction between masculine and feminine in tingwar is marked on personal and possessive
pronouns but not on articles and adjectives,defleen grote magithe/a tall man’)> The gender
distinction is not marked in the plural form inhagt language.

Masculine singular

Definite Indefinite Personal Pronoun
Dutch: de grote man een grote man hij
German: der grof3e Mann ein grol3er Mann er
‘the tall man’ ‘a tall man’ ‘he’

Feminine singular

Definite Indefinite Personal Pronoun
Dutch: de grote vrouw een grote vrouw Zij
German: die grol3e Frau eine grol3e Frau sie
‘the tall woman’ ‘a tall woman’ ‘she’

Neuter singular

Definite Indefinite Personal Pronoun

Dutch: het grote gebouw een groot gebouw het

German: das grof3e Gebaude ein groRes Gebaude es

‘the tall building’ ‘a tall building’ it
Feminine/Masculine/Neuter plural
Definite/Indefinite Personal Pronoun

Dutch: (de) grote mannen/vrouwen/gebouwen Zij

German: (die) grof3e(n) Manner/Frauen/Gebéaude sie

® The use of the uninflected adjective form, eegn groot mar{‘a tall man’), is possible in Dutch but entails a

semantic differencéeen grote mamefers to a man tall in height, wheressn groot mamefers to a tall man in a
figurative sense, for instance, a man of largeohistl importance. Note thaen groot vrouwis less acceptable
in Dutch.



‘(the) tall men/women/buildings’ ‘they’
Table 1: Gender marking in Dutch and German

Given the higher degree of morphological differatitin between masculine and feminine in
German as well as the possibility to feminise alnadispersonal nouns morphologically (with the
suffix —in), we expect that grammatical gender and naturadgeare more strongly associated in
German than in Dutch and that accordingly, granta#yi masculine personal nouns are more
frequently interpreted as gender-specific (i.e!referring to a male’) in German than in Dutch.
The remainder of this article is structured asoiwB. In Section 2, the methodological
design of our experiment is explained, and hypastese formulated. The results of our study
are presented and discussed in Section 3. Sectiprovides a brief summary of our main

conclusions.

2. Methodology and hypotheses

2.1. Questionnaire design and subject sample

To compare German and Dutch interpretations of ol personal nouns, we conducted an
experiment among 64 native speakers of German danthfive speakers of DutéfEach group
consisted of 32 female and 32 male participantissébdjects were students of linguistics between
19 and 28 years old at the University of Tubingen the German sampleiind the University of
Ghent (for the Dutch sample). The experiment waniaidtered in the form of a questionnaire,
which was produced in both languages and answerexdyanously. The data were collected by
means of an online survey created using the opercs@pplication Limesurvey. An email was
sent to the participants, which provided them vaithyperlink to the questionnaire. The answers
of the completed questionnaires were exported teExvhere they were annotated according to
the variables in which we are interested, includipge of lexical unit, number, definiteness,
relative frequency, and gender of the subjects 8gction 2.2). All statistical data analysis was
performed with SPSS 19.

The experimental subjects in the present stud wative speakers &elgianDutch (Flemish). One should thus
be careful in extrapolating the results obtainedour experiment to speakers of Dutch in the Ne#mals
(Hollandic Dutch).

We would like to thank Daniel Steiner and Johanikabatek for recruiting participants at TUbingamvérsity.



The questionnaire involved two tasks. In the fiestk, participants were asked to interpret
masculine personal nouns by answering the followmgtiple-choice question: “What is the
natural gender of the referent(s) which the undedinoun refers to in the given context?” The
possible answers were “male”, “female”, or “maled@m female” (8 2.2). In the second task,
subjects were invited to respond to further questiaccording to the answers they gave in the
first assignment (8§ 2.3).

2.2.Task 1

In the first task, 22 stimulus sentences were piteseto the participants, of which 16 sentences
included a personal noun that was morphologicalBsenline. Because the answer to these
experimental sentences was expected to be eithate®nor “male and/or female”, 6 filler
sentences were randomly inserted with a personah ribat was morphologically feminine.
These fillers were included to ensure that theig@péants would occasionally have a clear
incentive to mark the answer option “female”. Themfine nouns that were used in these

sentences are specified in Tabl® 2.

German Dutch English
Journalistir ~ journaliste  ‘female journalist’
Sangerin zangere ‘female singer’
Fahrerin bestuurster ‘female driver’
Trinkerin alcoholiste ‘female alcoholic’
Ministerin - ‘female minister’
Wahlerin - ‘female voter’

- agente ‘female cop’

- acrobate ‘female acrobat’

Table 2: Feminine nouns used in the questionnaifdlars

The responses to these feminine forms were exclérdead the statistical analysis, as we were
specifically interested in the speaker’s interpgretaof the morphologically masculine items.

We also excluded generic contexts suchAazte haben ein hohes Einkommen/Artsen
hebben een hoog inkomé@Doctors have a high income’), which receive aegc interpretation
by default from the questionnaire. All sententiahtexts included in the questionnaire involved
referential contexts, i.e., contexts in a spe@fatio-temporal setting with one or more specific
referents.

8 The Dutch questionnaire was modelled on the Gevession, and because the feminine counterpartsruster

‘minister’ (*ministerin) andkiezer‘voter’ (*kiezere} do not exist in Dutch, two different nouns wehesen.



Finally, non-linguistic factors such as ontologifraquency (i.e., frequency in the world,
Haspelmath, 2006, p. 21) and gender stereotypes wa@mtrolled as much as possible. Thus,
nouns carrying a male or female bias because tbky to an occupation or activity that is
traditionally performed by more men than women .(esgldien, or vice versa (e.gnurse, or
contexts containing gender-stereotypical infornrafie.g., someone repairing a car or doing the
laundry) were omitted from the experiment. Othen-finguistic variables, such as age and
educational background, were controlled throughctiwce of the subjects.

In the following sections, the variables that welsed in our experimental design are
discussed along with the hypothesised effects.

2.2.1. Interpretation (outcome variable)

This categorical variable contains three levelsoassed with the possible answers that the
subjects could give to each test sentence. Thepnetation was coded as “non-neutral” (i.e.,
gender-specific) if “male” was selected and “nddti@e., gender-neutral) if “male and/or
female” was selected. The answer “female” was arlgvant for the filler sentences and is
therefore not included in our data analysis (nojestibselected “female” in response to a

masculine personal noun).

2.2.2. Type of lexical unit

The personal nouns that were used in the 16 expatah sentences were of two types:
occupational vs. non-occupational. Occupationahsare defined as personal nouns that refer to
the agent of a certain professional occupationh sagpolitician, doctor, and actor Non-
occupational nouns are personal nouns that reféret@agent of a more general action, such as
visitor, spectatoy and reader Table 3 presents an overview of the occupatiara non-
occupational items that were used in the experiment

German Dutch

Occupational: Apotheker apotheker ‘pharmacist’
Arzt arts ‘doctor’
Assistant assistent ‘assistant’
Athlet atleet ‘athlete’
Kinstler kunstenaar ‘artist’
Musiker muzikant ‘musician’
Politiker politicus ‘politician’

Schauspieler acteur ‘actor’



Non-occupational: Abonnent abonnee ‘subscriber’

Begleiter begeleider ‘companion’
Besucher bezoeker ‘visitor’
Bewohner bewoner ‘inhabitant’
Leser lezer ‘reader’
Mieter huurder ‘tenant’
Schiler leerling ‘pupil’
Zuschauer toeschouwer ‘spectator’

Table 3: German and Dutch occupational and nongattnal items used in the experiment

We expected occupational nouns to be positivelpaated with a gender-specific (i.e., male)
interpretation based on the assumption that trersestmore readily conjure up the image of a

specific (in this case, usually male) individual.

2.2.3. Number and Definiteness

To examine the influence of number (singular orgluand definiteness (definite or indefinite),
each noun was presented in four different contexts singular + definite, singular + indefinite,
plural + definite, and plural + indefinifeTo avoid participants having to respond more ivace

to the same noun in the first task of the quesa@en four versions of the questionnaire, differing
only with respect to the number and definitenesthefpersonal nouns under investigation, were
designed as illustrated in (11).

(11) Q1.Der Besucher aus Taiwan war vor allem an der Berliner Architgkinteressiert.
De bezoeker uit Taiwan was vooral in de Berlijnse architectigeinteresseerd.
‘The visitor from Taiwan was especially interested in the Bealichitecture.’
Q2.Ein Besucher aus Taiwan war vor allem an der Berliner Architakinteressiert.
Een bezoeker uit Taiwan was vooral in de Berlijnse architectugginteresseerd.

‘A visitor from Taiwan was especially interested in the Bealichitecture.’

Q3.Die Besucher aus Taiwan waren vor allem an der Berliner Arckite interessiert.
De bezoekers uit Taiwan waren vooral in de Berlijnse architegtigeinteresseerd.
‘The visitors from Taiwan were especially interested in the Balfchitecture.’
Q4.Besucher aus Taiwan waren vor allem an der Berliner Arckite interessiert.
Bezoekers uit Taiwan waren vooral in de Berlijnse architegtigeinteresseerd.
‘Visitors from Taiwan were especially interested in the Beafchitecture.’

Thus, each version of the questionnaire consisfednoequal number of singular definite,
singular indefinite, plural definite, and pluradefinite personal nouns. The four questionnaires

were evenly distributed to female and male parictp (i.e., 16 participants per questionnaire

version, consisting of 8 females and 8 males). [@yothesis was that singular nouns would be

°® This is also the reason that both variables meudsed together in one subsection rather thaaratesy.



positively associated with a non-neutral intergieta(or conversely, that plural nouns would be
positively associated with a neutral interpretatiofe also expected that definite nouns would

tend to be interpreted more frequently as non-aétdather than indefinite nouns.

2.2.4. Relativérequency

The relative frequency of the masculine nouns wefined as the ratio between the absolute
frequency of the masculine nouns and the absotatgiéncy of their feminine counterparts (if
such a counterpart exist®)The absolute frequency of the German and Dutctcufias nouns
was collected fron€osmas lland the38 Miljoen Woordencorpusespectively.

An overview of the relative frequencies is presdnteTable 4.

German RF Dutch RF
Zuschauer 85 apotheker —
Besucher 30 abonnee -
Abonnent 29 arts -
Politiker 18 toeschouwer 1498
Musiker 15 huurder 416
Mieter 14 leerling 226
Bewohner 14 muzikant 194
Arzt 13 bezoeker 64
Leser 7 lezer 44
Apotheker 6 politicus 44
Athlet 6 bewoner 40
Schiler 5 kunstenaar 11
Begleiter 5 begeleider 10
Kunstler 4 assistent 7
Assistant 4 atleet 4
Schauspieler 3 acteur 2

Table 4: Relative frequencies (RF)

The nouns in Table 4 are ranked according to ttedative frequency (from high to low). A
relative frequency of 2 foacteur, for example, means that the masculine term isetvas
frequent in the corpus sample as its feminine canpatt.

If we compare the German relative frequencies with median relative frequency of the
Dutch nounsoliticus 44), it appears thaluschauel(85) is the only item that ranks higher than

" The relative frequencies afpotheker ‘pharmacist’, abonnee‘subscriber’, andarts ‘doctor’ could not be
calculated because a feminine alternative did otioin the corpus. This might be because the fie@iform
simply does not exist (in the case arts and abonneg or because it is not standard Dutepdthekereds
possible in dialectal use, particularly by oldeople, but is being suppresseddpothekey.



the median relative frequency of the Dutch itemsisTmplies that the high relative frequencies
in German are generally far below those in Dutt¢hagdpears likely that these differences in
relative frequencies between Dutch and German,twaie actual usage differences, also affect
the interpretation of these items. We hypothesibatla low relative frequency is indicative of a
more pronounced opposition between masculine amdinfiee. Therefore, a low relative
frequency was expected to correlate with a nonrakurterpretation. Conversely, a high relative
frequency implies that the feminine term is faslé®quent than its masculine opposite (or does
not even exist in some cases). Accordingly, it Wwggothesised that a high relative frequency
should correlate with a neutral interpretation.

Because the Dutch masculine forms are far moreuéetigthan the German items (that is,
relative to their feminine counterparts), we sgealfy hypothesised that Dutch items would be

understood more frequently as gender-neutral ténarstheir German equivalents.

2.2.5. Subject’s gender

The only non-linguistic variable that we examinedthe natural gender of the experimental
subjects (two levels: male or female). Massner Q2Q1. 62) argues that women are more
sensitive to gender distinctions. Accordingly, wgdthesised that women are more inclined to

assign a gender-specific interpretation to the expntal masculine personal nouns.

2.3. Task 2
In the second task, subjects were presented witlitiagkal questions that pertained to their

answers in the first task.

— If the answer to the first question was “male™female” in response to a singular noun, then
participants were asked in the second task whethevuld be possible to use the underlined
noun in the given context to refer to a female atenperson.

— If the answer to the first question was “male™f@male” in response to a plural noun, then
participants were first asked whether it would lesgible to use the underlined noun in the
given context to refer to a group consisting onlyfemales or a group consisting only of
males. Secondly, they were asked whether it woalgdssible to use the underlined noun in

the given context to refer to a group consistingah males and females.



In this set of additional questions, participansild assess the degree of possibility on a four-
point Likert scale: “certainly possible” (1), “paske, but unusual” (2), “hardly possible” (3), or
“certainly not possible” (4).

— If the answer to the first question was “malel/an female” in response to a singular or a
plural noun, participants were then asked whethey honetheless preferred either of the
natural genders. Possible answers to this additiguestion were “male”, “female”, or “no
preference”.

As we were only interested in the responses torbiphologically masculine personal nouns, the
answers to the questions in the second task thaedeto a feminine personal noun in the first
task were excluded from the analysis. Contranh#ofirst task, which was created to determine
participants’ spontaneous interpretations, the sg¢dask was designed to assess participants’
perceptions of the referential possibilities of theasculine personal nouns at hand. We
hypothesised that the higher degree of genderaléutiof Dutch masculine personal nouns,
which we already expected to observe in the faskt should also be clear in the second task.
First, the degree of possibility of initial “maletsponses to also refer to female persons was
considered to have a higher average score in Getimaanin Dutch (reflecting a lower degree of
possibility). In addition, the number of participarselecting the answer options (1) and (2) in the
additional questions of initial “male” responsesgh indicates a high degree of possibility) was
predicted to be lower in German than in Dutch. 8dcoegarding the answer to the question
whether there would be a preferential interpretaifothe answer in the first task was “male
and/or female”, we expected that there should steamger “male” preference in German than in
Dutch.

It should be noted that our experiment was methagichlly informed by Massner (2010).
Massner (2010) confronted participants with a sedé sentences that they were required to
assign to one of the following categories: “Manmian’, “Frau” ‘woman’, “Mann und/oder

man and/or woman’ or “weif} nicht” ‘do not éw’.*! The aim of Massner’s study was to

Frau
investigate a wide variety of variables that migfiect participants’ interpretations of masculine

personal nouns and pronouns. Unfortunately, howdher design of Massner’'s study was not

' The category “do not know” was deliberately omtttfrom the answer possibilities in our experiméntour
view, this fourth category might have caused soorgusion because it might not have been entiradgrcto the
participants what the actual difference is betwstating that you do not know what the gender ofrtferent is
and stating that it can be either male or female.



overly careful. The linguistic variables, such gget of context (referential or generic), type of
lexical unit (occupational or non-occupational),mier (singular or plural), and definiteness
(definite or indefinite), were unevenly distributachong the experimental sentences. The non-
linguistic variables, such as gender and age ofpduicipants, were neither controlled nor
systematically varied. The conclusions drawn irt #tady were thus statistically inadequate. For
instance, Massner (2010: 62) argues that the gen&sculine produces a stronger “male” bias
for women than for men based on only two exampieshich female participants favoured the
answer “man”, whereas male participants favouredahswer “man and/or woman”. A closer
examination of the answers to the other experinhesgatences, however, reveals that this
tendency does not hold for many other sentences.

In the following section, the results of our questiaire study are discussed, beginning
with the results of the first task of the questiaina in Section 3.1. A discussion of the results of

the second task is presented in Section 3.2.

3. Results

3.1. Task 1

As outlined in the previous section, the main pagpof this part of the experiment was to test the
influence of various variables on the interpretatod masculine personal nouns by German and
Dutch speakers. Because we are particularly inedes evaluating the effects of the variables
simultaneously, our data analysis requires a statismethod that allows one to draw such
conclusions. One multivariate analysis method ftisatvell suited for our purposes is the
classification tree analysis.

Classification trees serve a variety of purposes.dpecifically chose this method because
it allows for a straightforward interpretation dfet various interactions between the predictor
variables. Another attractive feature of creatingassification tree is that the analysis resutts (
certain variables turn out to be significant) irset of specific prediction rules with specified
outcome probabilities, both of which can easilywbsfied by replication.

There are a number of growing methods availabldHercreation of a classification tree,
each having its own advantages and disadvantageditdt our classification tree models by

means olBM SPSS Statistics §2010). This statistical software program provitms different



growing procedures: CHAID, exhaustive CHAID, CRTdaQUEST"? The classification trees
that are discussed in this section were built bamseof the CHAID procedure. This procedure
provided us with the most adequate prediction notelsed on three evaluation criteria. The
most adequate model should yield the best overalligtion accuracy for the samples under
analysis, should have the lowest risk of misclassiion (after cross-validation), and should be
easy to interpret (simpler models are generalljegored over more complex models)

Two classification models — one for each languagae subsequently discussed in the

next subsection®.

12" For more information on the various growing methowe refer to the user's mani@M SPSS Regression Trees
19, IBM Inc. 1989, 2010.

13 Here are some additional details about the spenikthod used that are important for replicationdies.
Validation method: cross-validation (number of s@mfolds: 10). Growing method: Maximum tree depth:
automatic (3 by default); Minimum number of cast30 for parent node, 50 for child node; Significahevel
for splitting nodes: 5%; Chi-square statistic: Bear Maximum number of iterations for model estioat 100;
Minimum change in expected cell frequencies 0.0@ferroni significance adjustment; Equal costs.



3.1.1. Classification tree 1: German dataset
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Figure 1: Decision tree model for the German datase

This classification tree has a risk estimate ofrapimnately 10% after cross-validation (Standard
Error = 0.009). This suggests that the model offersery good prediction of the German

speakers’ interpretations based on the variabbgsatte included in this classification tree.



The tree diagram outlined in Figure 1 indicates tha interpretation of masculine personal
nouns by German speakers was primarily associaitédive variable numbéf. The direction of
the association was also in line with what we higpsised: a plural noun is nearly always
interpreted as neutral (97% probability, the presticcategory is highlighted), whereas a singular
tends to be interpreted as non-neutral (83%).

Lexical unit type was the second best predictothWingular nouns, an occupational noun
had a larger probability of being interpreted as-neutral than a non-occupational noun, with
probabilities of 92% and 74%, respectively. Theitwoisal effect of lexical unit type on plural
nouns was minor, yet the total probabilities waressantial: a plural noun of a non-occupational
type had a probability (in this dataset) of 99%bafing interpreted as neutral, whereas the
probability of an occupational noun was 94%, whilobviously still very high. The effect of
lexical unit type was also in line with what we egfed.

One might, perhaps, counter the latter conclusiprardguing that the high probability of
occupational nouns to be interpreted as neutrateasfour hypothesis that occupational terms are
preferably interpreted as non-neutral. Note, howetlat 94% is the combined probability of
plural and occupational rather than the probabiityoccupational nouns as such. Within the
category of plural nouns, we observed that 14 oattopal nouns were interpreted as non-
neutral. This observed frequency is significantiyrenthan what would be expected if lexical unit
type and interpretation were not associated. Tipe&ed frequency for this cell is 8.5 (expected
frequencies are not indicated in the tree diagramabe easily computed [(256*17)/512 = 8.5].
Clearly, the difference between the observed ampegard frequencies was not high. As may be

expected, the strength of the association was lacueay low (Cramér’'s V = 0.11).

14 The strong effect of number is also found indtteer growing methods. We should also mentioniatstage that
a logistic regression analysis of the data wouto &le feasible, which we also conducted duringtuese of our
research. Number and lexical unit type also prasigdificant in this analysis (p < 0.000), with odddios of
0.029 (for plural) (C.I.: 0.019-0.043) and 0.306r (ion-occupational) (C.l.: 0.218-0.439) (referenakie: non-
neutral). Thus, based on this logistic regressioalysis, the odds of a plural noun being intergteds non-
neutral were approximately 2% of those of singufia., very unlikely); the odds of a non-occupatibterm
being interpreted as non-neutral were approxime&86kb of those of an occupational term (the impéfetceis,
accordingly, less strong than for number). Notwehsling the acceptable quality of this logistic resgion
model (Hosmer-Lemeshow > 0.05, Nagelkerke=R0.523, the correct classification score of 8@6oémparison
to a baseline prediction of 63%), we prefer thesification analysis, as it allows for a more dethexploration
of tendencies involved in the speaker’'s interpretat The estimated odds ratios provided by the shigi
regression analysis (one of the advantages ofiatiogegression analysis) are certainly interggtlut we find
them less informative than the interactions founthe classification model.



For non-occupational nouns in the singular, the best predictor was the variable relative
frequency. Interestingly, a singular noun (whichd® to be interpreted as non-neutral) of the
occupational type still had a 26% chance of beimmgrpreted as neutral, and this probability
increased for nouns with a relative frequency ofertban 5, which applies to more than half of
the items under analysis. For nouns with a relatireguency of less than 5, conversely, the
probability of a non-neutral interpretation was 90%his corroborates our hypothesis that
masculine nouns with a low relative frequency tdndbe associated with a non-neutral
interpretation, as a low frequency may be consuierdicative of a more pronounced distinction
between masculine and feminine (remember that a rehlative frequency means that the
morphologically feminine counterpart is frequeniked).

All of the effects of the variables included inghalassification model are in line with the
hypotheses that we tested in the previous secilibe. effects remain as expected, even in
interaction with other variables. Thus, an occupal noun in the plural is less likely to be
interpreted as neutral than a non-occupational mouhe plural. These interaction effects make
this statistical method very useful for our purmose

Two variables did not contribute significantly touro model: subject gender and
definiteness. Based on this model and the res@ilaioexperiment, we have no evidence that

these variables influence the interpretation ofeulise nouns by German speakers.

3.1.2. Classification tree 2: Dutch dataset
The misclassification risk of the classificatiordrfor our Dutch dataset was 15% (Standard
Error = 0.011) and was thus somewhat larger tham fir German, which means that this
model’s prediction accuracy is slightly worse ttiaat for Germar®

The same tendencies as those observed for Germarfauad for Dutch. Firstly, we found
that the same three variables that are includethenclassification tree for German are also
involved in Dutch, namely, number, lexical unit é¢ypand relative frequency. No evidence was
found for the variables subject gender and defigiss. Secondly, the same general tendencies of

15 A logistic regression analysis of the data wasqoeed, and it was significant for two variablésxical unit type
and number (p < 0.000). Odds ratios: 0.010 forgl(€.l.: 0.06—-0.018) and 0.149 (for non-occupaipiC.l.:
0.88-0.251) (reference value: non-neutral). Thues,ddds of a plural noun being interpreted as rertral was
approximately 1% of the odds of singular (i.e. ywenlikely), whereas the odds of a non-occupatioe@h being
interpreted as non-neutral was approximately 15%h@fodds of an occupational term (also unlikely)e model
quality was also good (Hosmer-Lemeshow > 0.05; Nagke R = 0.660; the model has a correct classification
score of 85.5% (baseline = 59%).



prediction as those found for German were obsefmeButch (cf.,Fout! Verwijzingsbron niet
gevonden).

Interpretation
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Figure 2: Decision tree model for the Dutch dataset

Regarding the main results, number was the besligioe of interpretation, with plural nouns
preferably interpreted as neutral (93%) and singalauns as non-neutral (67%). For plural
nouns, the second best predictor was lexical wme.t Plural occupational nouns and non-
occupational nouns had a probability of approxitya@) and 97%, respectively, of being
interpreted as neutral.

For the singular nouns, relative frequency wasotiig significant predictor of the outcome
variable interpretation. A comparison between thghdst and lowest relative frequencies
suggests that a high relative frequency (cf., “mi3y is associated with a high probability of
being interpreted as neutral, and a low relatiegdiency is associated with a high probability of
being interpreted as non-neutral (&f.7).X° Notice, however, that relative frequencies of more
than 11 did not have a straightforward effect oa ithterpretation; whereas 94% of the nouns
with a relative frequency within the range (44, 1@4re interpreted as non-neutral, nouns with a
relative frequency within the range of (11, 44] dmgher than 194 had only slightly more than a
50% probability of being interpreted as such. Herbere is no simple correlation between a
noun’s relative frequency and its interpretatioreiser gender-specific or gender-neutral.

6 (x, y] reads as higher than, but not similarxtand lower than or similar to y.



3.1.3. Discussion

A comparison of the German and Dutch decision treggals that neutral interpretations are
generally more frequent than non-neutral interpi@ta in both German and Dutch. As we
expected, the total number of neutral interpretatiovas higher in Dutch than in German (647
instances, or 63%, vs. 581 instances, or 57%)o@adth the difference between both datasets was
relatively small (only 66, or 6.5%, more neutrapenses in Dutch than in German). The results
of both experiments also confirmed our hypothdsi the interpretation of masculine personal
nouns is associated with various factors. In bo#rn@n and Dutch, number was the best
predictor of interpretation; singular nouns tentlede interpreted as non-neutral, whereas plural
nouns tended to be interpreted as neutral. A pdatily interesting observation is that the Dutch
masculine singular nouns were still interpretechastral in 169 instances (or 33%), which is
almost twice as much as their German equivalengsiri8tances, or 17%). This finding is
consistent with our hypothesis that in Dutch, méseypersonal nouns display a higher degree of
gender-neutrality than in German. In the plurak #ame tendencies were observed for both
German and Dutch, viz., a clear preference forrakutterpretations, which was slightly more
pronounced in German (97%) than in Dutch (93%)dth German and in Dutch, plural nouns
of the non-occupational type were more likely tariierpreted as neutral than plural nouns of the
occupational type, which is again in line with dnitial hypothesis.

The observation that German plural masculine ndwats a 97% probability of being
interpreted as neutral challenges the claim mad8ufmann & Hellinger (2003, p. 158) that
there is a male bias in examples such as (12):

(12) 45 Millionen Birger sind zur Bundestagswahl aufdenu
‘45 million citizens are called upon to vote fbetBundestag.’
Based on the results of our experiment, we belteaé a plural noun such &irger ‘citizen’
would preferably receive a neutral interpretatiorthis context and hence, would usually not be
considered to carry a male bias.

BuRmann & Hellinger's (2003, p. 164) conclusiontttte referential range of personal
masculines has become more narrow” is not confirmedur analysis, and more importantly, it
needs to be qualified in view of the variables thay have an influence on the speaker’s
interpretation: singular nouns in German are assediwith a strong male bias, whereas plural



nouns tend to be interpreted as gender-neutraleder, on the basis of Bulimann & Hellinger’s
claim, one would expect an overall predominancenaf-neutral interpretations, which is not
substantiated by our results.

The phenomenon that is discussed in this artigie, the potential of masculine personal
nouns to refer to males only or to both female muade persons, has been addressed in linguistics
within the contexts of neutralisation (Coseriu, 897992 [1988]) and markedness (Jakobson,
1971 [1932], 1971 [1936]; Greenberg, 2005 [1966hugh, 1982; Andersen, 2001, 2068)n
contemporary linguistics, both neutralisation andrkedness have become broad semantic
categories encompassing a wide variety of diffepgfr@nomena (Haspelmath, 2006, De Backer,
2009). The basic observation that appears to uedbdth notions, however, is that certain
linguistic oppositions (including phonological, mpbological, syntactic, and lexical oppositions)
may be suppressed or blocked under specific ciramoss. Thus, in German, there may be an
opposition betweeArzt andArztin as in (13). In (14), however, the opposition iaasled, and
it is the unmarked (viz., masculine) term that egges the neutral meaning:

(13) Arztinnen und Arzte bekommen Blumen von jenen rRatig die sich inzwischen viel
gesunder fuhlenBraunschweiger Zeitung, 14.02.2006)
‘Female and male doctors receive flowers from thpaents who are meanwhile
feeling much healthier’.

(14) Zum zweiten Mal innerhalb kurzer Zeit traten Ariteganz Osterreich in Streik
(Niederosterreichische Nachrichten, 02.07.2008)
‘For the second time in a short period, doctorgh@ whole of Austria came out on
strike’.

Despite their widespread use, the notions of mar&esl and neutralisation remain controversial
concepts in contemporary linguistics.

Haspelmath (2006) claims that the term markedresis ifact, a superfluous term that is
best replaced by other, less general and moregktfaiward terminological concepts.
Haspelmath questions, in particular, the explayajpower of the notion of markedness.
According to his reasoning, there are better exgilans for those phenomena that have been
explained in terms of markedness. One of theseaagfibns is frequency.

" In neutralisation theory, the peculiar type ditienship between the members of a neutralisahie (p.g.,day
vs. night or masculinevs. femining is also accounted for in terms of markedness. ¢d@n because the
neutralisation and markedness theories differ @ir thescriptions of what is marked and unmarkeseimantics,
the concepts will be kept apart terminologically.



As an example, Haspelmath (2006) cites the freqasmabserved by Leech et al. (2001)
for adjective antonyms in English (e.¢png vs. short high vs. low), which indicate that the
unmarked term (e.glong, high) is generally more frequent than its marked cayate. These
and other similar instances of “semantic markednegsch involve the type of relationship that
we are investigating in this article, are best aoted for in terms of frequency differences
according to Haspelmath.

Our multivariate analysis allowed us to expand digcussion of which variable best
accounts for the observed differences in interpicgtaBy evaluating the role of various factors
simultaneously, a more nuanced picture emergesdéaision tree reveals that different factors
are simultaneously involved in the interpretatioh neasculine personal nouns. Our model
demonstrates, moreover, that relative frequenaydsed a contributing factor but that the effect

of this factor is minor and not as straightforwvasdHaspelmath maintains.

3.2. Task 2

In this section, the results of the second taskhefquestionnaire are presented and discussed.
The purpose of this part of the experiment was valuate participants’ perceptions of the
referential possibilities of the masculine persomalins under investigation. Participants could
assess the degree of possibility on a four-poikéitiscale consisting of “certainly possible” (1),
“possible, but unusual” (2), “hardly possible” (8)d “certainly not possible” (4). Sections 3.2.1,
3.2.2, and 3.2.3 are concerned with the answetbdoadditional questions relating to initial
“male” (non-neutral) responses. Sections 3.2.4 &2d5 address the answers to initial “male

and/or female” (neutral) responses.

3.2.1. Initial “male” responses in the singular: ismale reference also possible?

Table 5 shows that in the singular, there were motal “male” responses in German (426/512,
83.2%) than in Dutch (343/512, 67%). This findisgin line with our hypothesis that German
masculine nouns are more strongly correlated wibrader-specific interpretation, particularly in
the singular. It can also be observed that in Dutobre were relatively more positive responses
(answer options 1, 2, and 3) to the question oftldreit would also be possible to use the
masculine noun in reference to a female persoDutch, 287 out of 343 initial “male” responses

(or 84%) were re-evaluated as potentially havingdie reference compared to 287 out of 426



initial “male” responses (or 67%) in German. Thes&s also a difference between German and
Dutch regarding the participants’ assessments @f#greeto which it was possible to use a
singular masculine noun to refer to a female persoswer options (1) and (2) were selected
relatively more frequently by the Dutch participarf4 and 39% in Dutch vs. 9 and 29% in
German, respectively), whereas answer optionsr(@)(4) were chosen relatively more often by
the German participants (29 and 33% in German Ysarii 16% in Dutch, respectively). In
German, the mean answer to the question of wheth&ould be possible to use a singular
masculine noun in reference to a female person 3vébardly possible”), whereas the mean
answer was 2 (“possible, but unusual”) in Dutche Thfference between German and Dutch
reflects the higher degree of gender-neutralityd(hance, wider referential potential) of Dutch

masculine personal nouns.

German 1 2 3 4 | Total | Dutch 1 2 3 4 | Total
Abonnent 6 9 5 1 21| abonnee 1 1
Apotheker 1 8 10 12 31| apotheker 8 4 4 1 17
Arzt 4 9 12 7 32| arts 4 1 1 6
Assistent 3 9 9 9 30| assistent 4 17 3 3 27
Begleiter 1 8 8 11 28 | begeleider 10 9 7 5 31
Besucher 8 10 7 25| bezoeker 8 12 6 2 28
Bewohner 3 8 6 5 22 | bewoner 6 6 4 2 18
Klnstler 1 5 8 15 29 | kunstenaar 5 14 8 5 32
Leser 3 5 4 2 14 | lezer 2 5 1 8
Mieter 3 8 11 3 25| huurder 5 4 1 2 12
Musiker 3 11 9 8 31| muzikant 5 18 5 4 32
Politiker 1 10 10 7 28 | politicus 7 14 3 4 28
Schauspieler 5 9 7 8 29| acteur 3 8 11 10 32
Schuler 2 8 4 16 30| leerling 8 7 1 3 19
Zuschauer 3 6 4 12 25| toeschouwer 7 8 6 3 24
Athlet 1 3 6 16 26 | atleet 1 5 11 11 28
Total 40 124 123 139| 426/ Total 83 133 71 56| 343

Table 5: Initial “male” responses in the singularfemale reference also possible?

A more detailed examination of Table 5 informs het tfor some Dutch nouns, the total number
of answers was particularly low, viaponneegarts, lezer, andhuurder (as well asapotheker
bewoney andleerling). This observation indicates that for these notims,initial response was
predominantly “male and/or female”. Moreover, theswers to the additional question mostly
fall within the categories (1), (2), and (3), susfyay that reference to a female person is usually

possible for this set of nouns. Interestingly, tb&al number of answers given to their German



equivalents was comparatively higher in most cagasticularly in the case ofbonnent
ApothekerandArzt These findings might be associated with the thaat in Dutch, the formation
of a feminine counterpart is not possible or ofsjismable acceptability for most of these nouns
(cf., *abonnes*artse “huurster 7apothekeres?eerlinge. In German, by contrasfbonnentin
Arztin, Mieterin, Apothekerin andSchiilerinare perfectly normal from a morphological point of
view. It might also be interesting to consider te&tive frequency (cf., Table 4); the relative
frequency of the aforementioned Dutch nouns is gdlye much higher than the relative
frequency of their German counterparts, which caragsociated with the observation that they
are more often interpreted as gender-neutral tamihe first task and are more frequently
considered to have a potential female referencgast also found that in German, answer option
(4) was selected most frequently witipotheker Begleiter Kinstler, Schuler Zuschauer and
Athlet In Dutch, the same applied doteurandatleet Note that almost all of these German and
Dutch nouns had a low relative frequency (cf., €ad). A final observation is that among the
German and Dutch nouns that have the least nunflietad answers, most of them were non-
occupational nouns, suggesting that the type ot&xinit might play a role in the interpretation

of singular masculine nouns.

3.2.2. Initial “male” responses in the plural: ixelusively female reference also possible?

From Table 6, it can be observed that there wersynmaissing values for both German and
Dutch. Furthermore, the total number of answers lwasin both languages. These observations
imply that plural masculine nouns were most fredlyeinterpreted as “male and/or female” in
the first task. The lower number of total answer$German compared to Dutch was somewhat
surprising. We would expect the opposite becausbeodssumed stronger association in German
between grammatical and natural gender. In any, tedl answer totals only constituted a small
share of all responses given to plural masculidg$5@2, or 3.3%, in German and 34/512, or
6.6%, in Dutch). The German participants considéheduse of plural masculine nouns to refer
to a group of only female persons to be possilblesoime extent, in 13 out of 17 instances (or
76.5%). According to the Dutch participants, by tcast, this type of reference was possible in
28 out of 34 cases (or 82%). The answer optionsaufd)(2) were chosen most frequently by both
language groups (23.5 and 41% in German vs. 386rkdo in Dutch, respectively). However,

for some participants, reference to only femalesges by means of a plural masculine noun was



considered “hardly possible” (12% in German vs. 182MDutch) to “impossible” (23.5% in
German vs. 18% in Dutch). In both German and Dutbh, mean answer to the question of
whether it would be possible to use a plural maseutoun to refer to a group consisting of only

female persons was 2 (“possible, but unusual”).

German 1 2 3 4 | Total | Dutch 1 2 3 4 | Total
Abonnent 1 1| abonnee 1 1
Apotheker 1 1 1 3 | apotheker 5 3 8
Arzt 1 1 2| arts 1 1
Assistent 1 1 2 | assistent 1 1
Begleiter begeleider 1 1 2
Besucher bezoeker

Bewohner 1 1| bewoner 1 1 2
Kunstler 1 1| kunstenaar 1 1 2
Leser 1 1] lezer 1 1
Mieter huurder

Musiker 1 1| muzikant 1 2 3
Politiker 1 1 | politicus

Schauspieler 1 1| acteur 2 1 2 2 7
Schiiler leerling

Zuschauer toeschouwer 1 1
Athlet 1 1 1 3| atleet 1 2 2 5
Total 4 7 2 4 17 | Total 13 9 6 6 34

Table 6: Initial “male” responses in the pluraledclusively female reference also possible?

A closer examination of Table 6 reveals that far tbllowing plural nouns, the initial response
was always “male and/or femaleBegleiter Besucher Mieter, Schiler and Zuschauerin
German andewoner huurder, politicus, andleerling in Dutch. For the following nouns, only
one participant marked the answer option “malethie first task:Abonnent Bewohney Leser
Kinstler, Musiker, Politiker, andSchauspielein German anébonneegassistentarts, lezer, and
toeschouweln Dutch. These lists of nouns suggest that inftizale and/or female” responses
are more strongly associated with non-occupationains than with occupational nouns. It can
also be observed that answer option (4) was choslnfor Apotheker AssistentKinstler, and
Athletin German anassistentbegeleideracteur, andatleetin Dutch. Interestingly, all of these
nouns had a low relative frequency (cf., TableM9st initial “male” responses were found with
Apothekerand Athlet in German andpotheker acteur, andatleetin Dutch, i.e., occupational

nouns with a low relative frequency.



3.2.3. Initial “male” responses in the plural: i€ference to a mixed group also possible?
Regarding the question of whether it would be pmssto use a plural masculine noun in
reference to a group consisting of both male anthfe persons, Table 7 indicates that this usage
was judged to be always clearly possible by both @&erman and Dutch participants. Other
general observations were the same as those dagqnibviously (Table 6). The mean answer to

this question was 1 (“certainly possible”) for ba&lerman and Dutch.

German 1 2 3 4 | Total | Dutch 1 2 3 4 | Total
Abonnent 1 1| abonnee 1 1
Apotheker 3 3 | apotheker 8 8
Arzt 2 2| arts 1 1
Assistent 2 2 | assistent 1 1
Begleiter begeleider 2 2
Besucher bezoeker

Bewohner 1 1| bewoner 2 2
Klnstler 1 1| kunstenaar 2 2
Leser 1 1| lezer 1 1
Mieter huurder

Musiker 1 1| muzikant 3 3
Politiker 1 1| politicus

Schauspieler 1 1| acteur 7 7
Schiiler leerling

Zuschauer toeschouwer 1 1
Athlet 3 3 | atleet 5 5
Total 17 17| Total 34 34

Table 7: Initial “male” responses in the pluralrégerence to a mixed group also possible?

3.2.4. Initial “male and/or female” responses ireteingular: a preferential interpretation?

Table 8 demonstrates that initial “male and/or ferhaesponses were higher in Dutch than in
German (169/512, or 33%, in Dutch vs. 86/512, @lih German). As we expected, there was
never a preference for a singular masculine nouefy to a female person. The total number of
answers indicating that there is no preferenceifibder of the natural genders was much higher in
Dutch than in German: 101 out of 169 instance$G8%, in Dutch vs. 19 out 86 instances, or
22%, in German. This finding confirmed our hypotkethat Dutch personal nouns are more
strongly associated with a neutral interpretatioenttheir German equivalents. By contrast, the

total number of answers reflecting a preferenceafonale referent was lower in Dutch than in



German: 68 out of 169 instances, or 40%, in Dutsh6# out of 86 instances, or 78%, in

German.

German np m | Total | Dutch np m | Total
Abonnent 3 8 11 | abonnee 30 1 31
Apotheker 1 1 | apotheker 4 11 15
Arzt arts 19 7 26
Assistent 2 2 | assistant 2 3 5
Begleiter 1 3 4 | begeleider 1 1
Besucher 3 4 7 | bezoeker 2 2 4
Bewohner 1 9 10 | bewoner 8 6 14
Kinstler 3 3 | kunstenaar

Leser 5 13 18 | lezer 12 12 24
Mieter 2 5 7 | huurder 12 8 20
Musiker 1 1| muzikant

Politiker 4 4 | politicus 1 3 4
Schauspieler 1 2 3 | acteur

Schuler 1 1 2 | leerling 5 8 13
Zuschauer 7 7 | toeschouwer 5 3 8
Athlet 1 5 6 | atleet 1 3 4
Total 19 67 86 | Total 101 68| 169

Table 8: Preferential interpretation with respectritial singular “neutral” responsesExamining
Table 8 in more detail, some singular nouns in B#rman and Dutch were initially never
interpreted as neutraArzt in German andkunstenaar muzikant and acteur in Dutch. The
following singular nouns were very infrequently arireted as neutraApotheker Assistent
Begleiter Klnstler, Musiker, Politiker, Schauspieler and Schilerin German andassistent
begeleiderbezoekerpoliticus andatleetin Dutch. An interesting observation is that mafsthe
nouns cited in these lists had a low relative fesquy (cf., Table 4). A comparison of the noun
pairs Abonnentabonneg Apotheketapothekey Arzt/arts, Mieterhuurder, and Schiilefleerling
reveals that the Dutch nouns were much more fratjuenerpreted as neutral in the first task
than their German equivalents. As previously memwih such differences might be explained by
the lower degree of productivity of Dutch derivai# suffixes. Table 8 also illustrates that the
following singular nouns were relatively often ingeeted as neutral in the first tadkeser
Abonnent andBewohnerin German an@bonnegapothekey arts, bewoney lezer, huurder, and
leerling in Dutch. Also here, a neutral interpretation appdato be associated with non-

occupational nouns.



3.2.5. Initial “male and/or female” responses iretplural: a preferential interpretation?

Finally, Table 9 indicates that with respect torplumasculine nouns, there were many “male
and/or female” responses (495/512, or 97%, in Geruga 478/512, or 93%, in Dutch). As in
Table 6, the observed higher frequency of initelitnal interpretations in German was somewhat
unexpected, but the answer totals of the GermarDanch participants did not differ that much.
In both German and Dutch, the predominant answirequestion of whether participants prefer
either of the natural genders was “no preferend@1[495, or 81%, in German vs. 330/478, or
69%, in Dutch).

German np m | Total | Dutch np m |Total
Abonnent 30 1 31| Abonnee 30 1 31
Apotheker 17 12 29 | apotheker 9 15 24
Arzt 24 6 30| arts 22 9 31
Assistent 20 10 30| assistent 21 10 31
Begleiter 25 7 32 | begeleider 16 14 30
Besucher 31 1 32| bezoeker 27 5 32
Bewohner 31 31| bewoner 28 2 30
Kinstler 24 7 31 | kunstenaar 15 15 30
Leser 30 1 31| lezer 22 9 31
Mieter 30 2 32 | huurder 28 4 32
Musiker 18 13 31 | muzikant 18 11 29
Politiker 19 12 31| politicus 18 14 32
Schauspieler 23 8 31| acteur 11 14 25
Schuler 31 1 32 | leerling 30 2 32
Zuschauer 31 1 32 | toeschouwer 24 7 31
Athlet 17 12 29 | atleet 11 16 27
Total 401 94| 495| Total 330 148| 478

Table 9: Preferential interpretation with respedinitial plural “neutral” responses
Table 9 also illustrates that no plural nouns weseer initially interpreted as neutral. In German,
there were no nouns for which the answer “preféatiptmale” was selected more frequently in
the second task than the answer “no preferenceDutth, a higher number of “preferentially
male” responses was only observed vapiotheker acteur, andatleet Exhibiting a very high
number of “no preference” responses were the folgmouns:Abonnent BesucherBewohney
Leser Mieter, Schiler andZuschauein German an@bonnegebezoekerbewoney huurder, and
leerling in Dutch. Note that all of these nouns belonghe tlass of non-occupational nouns.
Conversely, a more pronounced preference for plomrasculine nouns to refer to only male

persons was found witApotheker Musiker, Politiker, and Athlet in German andapotheker



begeleider kunstenaayr politicus acteur, and atleetin Dutch. Almost all of these last-named
German and Dutch nouns are of the occupational (gpaudingbegeleidey.

The general conclusion that can be drawn from #sellts of the second task is that the
German masculine personal nouns are more restistiterms of potential reference than their
Dutch counterparts. This finding confirmed our hymses that Dutch masculine personal nouns
are more frequently interpreted as gender-newraig and are characterised by a higher degree
of gender-neutrality than German personal mascslliithe data also indicate, however, that
some nuance is in orden particular, the observation that the possibilityinclude female
reference is more limited in German than in Dugmuch more pronounced in the singular than
in the plural. Thus, the difference in referenpatential between German and Dutch masculine
personal nouns is clear in the singular, with Germauns receiving higher mean answer values
(in case the initial answer was “male”) and feweo ‘preference” responses (in case the initial
answer was “male and/or female”). In the pluralbeer, the German and Dutch nouns appear
to have similar referential possibilities (notecathat those participants who assigned a neutral
interpretation in the first task selected slighthpre often the answer option “no preference” in

the second task in German than in Dutch).

4. Conclusions

The purpose of this article was twofold. On the baad, we aimed to investigate by means of a
guestionnaire study how German and Dutch nativalsgs interpret masculine personal nouns
used in referential contexts and determine whichialsdes have an influence on the
interpretation. On the other hand, we wanted toréa how the German and Dutch participants
evaluate the referential possibilities of the iriiggged masculine personal nouns. On the basis of
the first task of the questionnaire, we found en@efor our hypothesis that masculine personal
nouns are more frequently interpreted as gendarfgpéerms in German than in Dutch. We
additionally found that the interpretation of theer@®an and Dutch nouns is significantly
associated with the following variables: numberxidel unit type, and relative frequency.
Number was the best predictor variable in both Garnand Dutch, with singular nouns
preferably interpreted as non-neutral and plurainsopreferably as neutral. In German, the next
best predictor of interpretation was lexical ugje for both singular and plural nouns, whereas

in Dutch, lexical unit type only contributed sigadntly for plural nouns. Relative frequency was



also a relevant factor in both German and Dutch dnly at a lower level. The variables
definiteness and gender of the subjects did notapio play a role in the interpretation in either
German or Dutch. The results of the second taskhefquestionnaire were in line with the
findings obtained in the first task: Dutch mascelipersonal nouns were more frequently re-
evaluated as potentially having female referenackraneived better possibility ratings than their
German counterparts.

In our view, our statistical analysis of a larganmer of experimental data constitutes an
important methodological improvement of previousearch. In particular, our study offers a
more nuanced picture of the generic potential actdah interpretation of masculine personal
nouns by demonstrating that their interpretatioeittser neutral or non-neutral is associated with
(the interaction between) multiple variables. Rdgay the German part of the experiment, our
data indicate that, contrary to what is claimedhia literature (e.g., Buimann & Hellinger, 2003
or Braun et al, 2005), plural personal masculineslikely to be interpreted gender-neutrally,
even more so if they are of the non-occupationpé tgnd/or have a high relative frequency.
Moreover, contra Massner (2010), we found no ewdahat women are more sensitive to the
gender distinctions. Regarding the Dutch part ef éxperiment, our study provides empirical
evidence in support of the tendency reported byitGen (2002, pp. 102-105) and Lutjeharms
(2004, p. 204) that masculine personal nouns acuéntly interpreted as gender-neutral terms.
As a general conclusion, we can state on the lsmir survey experiments that there is a
difference between the interpretation of German Baotth personal masculines, with German
nouns carrying a stronger male bias, but that difference particularly pertains to singular

nouns, not plural nouns.
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