Congruency Effects and Individual Differences in Bilingual Experience
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METHODS SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

TASK
+ Nonlinguistic Simon Task Characteristics (bilinguals) Mean SD Range
* Types of trials SUMMARY
L2 AOA (years) 5.55 4.49 0-22 . General results * Differences among bilinguals:
Time speaking non-L1 (%) 28.1  27.25 0-30 * Similar Simon effect sizes across bilinguals and monolinguals High language diversity in family contexts/%age of non-L1 exposure =
' B I E v Work Entropy 031 038 0-1.29 * Similar SCE sizes across bilinguals and monolinguals sr.nz:]IIIer >CE Fvercity " | . |
B - — - — - Friends Entropy 0.31 0.38 0-1.29 High language diversity in social contexts in general = smaller SCE
. - . * No effect of L2 AoA on SCE
Congruent trials Incongruent trials Neutral trials CIaSS Entropy 0.39 0.39 0_1.00 o
* No effect of language mixing
. _ Family Entropy 0.22 0.33 0-1.16
* Prior trial effects Mean Entropy 036 030 0-1.12 CONCLUSI.(?NS | | | | | |
o * Does bilingual language experience, including language entropy/diversity, modulate the Sequential Congruency Effect?
N 7 N7 N 7 ) Language Mixing (1-7) 3.37 1.60 1-7

 Short answer: Yes, to some degree...
* Long answer:

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES MEASURES
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, e Bilinguals with high language diversity within social contexts were better at monitoring and disengagement of attention from prior trial
e o0 e 0 O e 0  Mean entropy (across all social contexts) . . . . L . . . . . . .
o N i N e Bilinguals with low language diversity within social contexts and monolinguals were slower at disengaging attention from prior trial
Neutral  Incongruent Congruent Incongruent Incongruent amity ntrOpy/ IMe Speaking hon- * These effects were independent from L2 AoA

(PC1)

12 AoA (PC2) * Results consistent with the theoretical view that bilinguals constantly monitor and inhibit the non-target language (Bialystok et al., 2009)
. 0

* Results consistent with empirical evidence (Grundy et al., 2017, but not Goldsmith & Morton, 2018)

(9 possible combinations)

PARTICIPANTS
* N =85 (64 bilinguals, 21 monolinguals)
* Language History Questionnaire (adapted
LEAP-Q, 2007) ’

MODELS (Ime4) .
e RT ~prior trial*current trial*individual difference
ACC ~prior trial*current trial*individual difference

Characterizing the bilingual experience might open novel avenues to understand the complex relationships between bilingualism and general
cognitive capacities.
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