Lexical Knowledge Interacts with Implicit Grammatical Learning in Bilingual Adults
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METHODS SUMMARY & DISCUSSION

PILOT STUDY TRIAL STRUCTURE
* English-French/French-English bilinguals (n=18) * |s there evidence of novel grammar learning and consolidation in bilingual individuals?
e 2 sessions » Unclear
 24h delay + ** General improvement in performance after a 24h delay, but no clear increase in rule learning

e 308 trials/session
* Trained on artificial determiner system

* 2 rules: animacy + distance

s Explicit training associated with immediate rule learning, which decreased after a 24h delay (ACC) or remained stable (RT)
s Implicit training associated with weaker (ACC) or absent (RT) immediate rule learning vs. explicit training + no changes after 24h delay
* Does lexical knowledge impact learning and consolidation of newly-learned grammatical rules?
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BETWEEN SUBJECT MANIPULATION: 7777 * Our results do not replicate Batterink et al.s (2014) results on implicit grammar learning. Why?

» Overall much slower RT = task may have been more challenging for bilinguals -> retrieval novel determiner + L2 noun meaning
¢ Slower lexical access/semantic processing in both L1 and L2 in bilinguals (e.g., Shook et al., 2015)
Participants were not told... Participants were told... » Cognates are associated with better retention of the rule after 24 hours

Participants were told... Living Nonliving Participants were told... Living Nonliving s* Cognates are matched with L1 words through phonemic/orthographic similarity (Paradis, 2004, see also Ghazi-Saidi & Ansaldo,
2016; Schumann et al., 2004)
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