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Introduction:

Is L3 processing influenced by L1 and L2 or both?
" Transfer to 1.3 mainly from the dominant I.1 (Sanz et al., 2015).
" Transfer to 1.3 mainly from the 1.2 (Bardel & Falk, 2007).
" Transfer to I.3 from both 1.1 and .2 (MacWhinney, 2005).

" In the lexical domain evidence for contribution of 1.2 transfer
when processing 1.3 cognates in same script trilinguals
" In addition to L1 transfer (Lemhofer et al., 2004 with Dutch-
English-German unbalanced trilinguals)
" Facilitation only for triple cognates (Szubko-Sitarek, 2011 with
Polish-English-German trilinguals)

» What about different-script trilinguals? Can cross-language
influences (CLI) be mediated via phonology?
= Different script Arabic-Hebrew bilinguals responded to cognate
primes faster and more accurately than to control primes (Degani
et al., 2018) suggesting a role for phonological overlap.

Resulis:

» Analyses using Ime4 (Baayen, Davidson, & Bates, 2008) in R.

» glmer(TargetAcc ~ 1 + Condition + PrimeType + Condition:PrimeType + (1 +
PrimeType | Target) + (1 | Subject), data=trilexSD, family=binomial)

» Imer(log(TargetRT) ~ 1 + Condition + PrimeType + Condition:PrimeType + (1 |
Subject) + (1 + PrimeType | Target), data=trilexSD_CorrectResponsesSubset)

The effect of Prime Type on Reaction Times (RT)

The Current Study

" Dissociating the contribution of 1.1 and .2 by directly contrasting
L1-L.3 vs. L2-L3 vs. triple cognate 1.1-1.2-1.3 items

" Focusing on phonology by testing different-script
Arabic (I.1)-Hebrew (I.2)-
" None of the languages share a script
" The L1 and .2 (Semitic) are typologically different than the 1.3
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The effect of Prime Type on Accuracy

Method:

Task: Visual semantic decision task in English (participants’ 1.3)
Participants: 63 undergraduate university students

Linguistic profile

Age (SD) SES (SD) |Native language |Immersion |Formal instruction
(L1) (L2) (L3)
19.72 (0.88) |13.58 (3.03) | Arabic Hebrew English

Stimuli:

Note: SES indexed by maternal education in years

* Participants saw each target word only once.

Prime word included (semantically related pairs):
* 28 LL1-L.3 double cognates

* 28 L.2-1.3 double cognates

* 28 L1-L.2-L3 triple cognates.
* 84 control non-cognate words.

84 tiller pairs (not semantically related).

Two counterbalanced versions based on two lists:

* FEach participant presented with 168 prime-target pairs.
* Target words appeared with critical and control primes.

Target words selected to be related/not based on association
strengths (Small World of Words, De Deyne et al., 2018).

° Matchings of critical and control primes (overall and across conditions)

100%

80%

N
3
X

40%

Accuracy (%)

20%

0%
L1-L3 L2-L3 L1-L2-L3
B Control O Cognates

A main effect of prime type was observed in RT and Accuracy, but no interaction
with the Condition.

Discussion and Conclusions:
» Our results show facilitation in all three cognate conditions, with no

difference among the different cognate primes.

» 'The lack of a difference across the cognate conditions is consistent
with the proposal of the Unified Competition Model (MacWhinney,
2005, p. 55) that "whatever can transfer, will”.

» Evidence for independent transfer from either I.1 or 1.2 in 1.3
processing. In the current data, no evidence for additive facilitation
from both languages.

» Lexical CLI is not limited to either script ovetlap or to typological
similarity across languages.

» Future studies will examine how 1.1/1.2/1.3 proficiencies modulate
these effects.

Condition L1 (Arabic) L2 (Hebrew) L3 (English)
1.1-1.3 double /blu:zi/ /xultsa/ /blavz/
cognates 5 .5l X blouse

A

A

L.2-1.3 double /batri:q/ /pingwin/ /pengwin/

cognates (3 s 7°1121°9 penguin
ﬁ?.‘a

[L1-1.2-1.3 triple /dolfi:n/ /dolf1:n/ /dolfin/

cognates Cyadl g0 19T dolphin

)
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