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. anguage-learning outcomes in adulthood vary markedly across individuals.

Behaviorally, native-language skills have been shown to form the basis of learning aptitude [1].

Individual ditferences also manifest in the N40OO and P600, the canonical neural indices of semantic and syntactic processing,
respectively [2,3].

Given that there are distinct neural signatures of semantic and syntactic processing, we asked whether the native-language N400
and P600 predict adults’ ability to learn the vocabulary and grammar of a novel language.

We found a double dissociation such that the N400 predicts vocabulary learning and the P00 predicts grammar learning.
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