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Individual Differences in FLL Attainment

* Every typically developmgimdividiraiss
manages to obtam: highimastersaet r |J Or
her native language. =

e [n contrast, FIC proficiency: varies b’

considerably among; diiierentimdividuals:

e This work attempted (o explore possible
underlying sources and maniiestations oi:
this variability.




Native Language Skills and FLL Learning

* Individual differences in ElL proficieneyaneiil:
be explained by differencesiimnatvela qg Lzige
skills, especially phonological skallSNErss

Ganschow et al, 1998). i

* When native language phonologicaliskallsiane
severely impaired, suchias midysiexaa, e
learning becomes a very diffscult taske (Sparks;
1992).




Native Language Skills and FL Learning

It was hypothesized that: dyslexi@
“all or none” condition (Velluntmey 20075

o According to this hypoethesis, plionelogical s
and reading skills reside onarcontmumm;
where dyslexia occurs oni the' lowerend.




Native Language Skills and FL Learning

e This hypothesis implies that: emithis con 0l

poor FIL learners without dyslexia mlga Jt-‘
located somewhere between: geodNIPN AT crlers s
persons with: dyslexia. =

e Accordingly, poor ElL learnensimight-experence .
similar difficulties as persons witlirdysiexaaim
phonological processing, albeit toralesserexdent:




Native Language Skills and FLL Learning

e Persons with dyslexia hiave:
— weak phoenological awareness
— reduced! phoenelogicaltloop
— naming difficulties

o Research hypothesis:

— Iif poor EIL learners have similarweakness m
phonological processing as persons; with
dyslexia, poor EIL learners will' perfiorm: Iess
well on phonological awareness, phonological
loop and naming tasks than good FIL learners.




Method - Participants

* 42 undergraduate studentsistidyanganysal
[lan university were enrolICUi s

— Criteria for inclusion: ¥
e Age range: 20-50
* Native speakers of Hebrew, notbilimguals
* No known history ofi learning disabilitiesioridyslexia
e Right handed

 [Learned'Englishiin schoeol; iad net spent more: than
3 months in an English-speaking country.




Method - Participants

* Participants were assigned to)eriiicipooRes:
good FIL learners group) bascdiorse

B

performance on an English projicicneyacss

e 19 participants who scored abheVe e
median were assigned (o) the good L
learners group and' 23 participantsSCOrmg
below the median were assigned 1o the pPeor:
FIL learners group.




Method - Materials

» To control forlanguage use andiageoidzis
acquisition: B

— Language History Questionnaire

e To control tor general mielligence:
— The Standard' Progressive Matricesi(Raven: 1956)

e To control for handedness:
— Edinburgh Inventory (Oldiield, 1971))




Method - Materials

e To rule out dyslexia; the followmg
were administered: “'g

— Rapid! Automatized Naming of Ieiers (RN} )
and pictures (RANEP)

— Reading a list off unpemied Hebrewswords and
pointed Hebrew nonwaords.




Method - Materials

* English proticiency was assessediyaauesl;
measuring text comprehiension anﬁ o
grammar: knowledge. -

— Scores on this/test were highly conelateaiyitine
scores on the English proficiency seciion Gistie
psychometric examination of the lsracly
National Institute for Testing and Eyaluation

(r(38)=.84, p<.001).




Methods - Materials

* Tests of native language lmguisticaskallss

— Phonological awareness (phoneme-a Férlon
phoneme segmentation,, word bl Sndimg;

— Phonological loop (nenwoerd repeiion)
— [Language ILearning Aptitude (MICAYDE
— Naming ability (Tip-ei-the-Tengue paradig)




Results

* As expected; no differences i peronnances
between poor and' good EICH earnenssWerne
the following; tests: -

— The Standard Progressive Matrices '
— Edimburgh Inventory

— Reading words and nenwaords

— RAN-Pand/'RAN-LL

e Good FIL learners had'slightly higher scores on EIL
everyday use than poor FIL learners.




Results

e To study differences minative langaa lge
skills among good and poorRIENEE gﬂ‘—*rd, ‘)
multivariate analysis o1 Varsance itz
use as a covanate (MANCONAY G =
measures oi phonoelogical loep: language
learning aptitude, phoenolegical awareness
and TOT occurnrence was| caned out.




Results

good FL

phonological loop
phonological awareness
MLAT

TOT




Results

e To further study naming diiicultics; rESPONSES
TOT experiment were divided OIS CACLOTIEsS
— TOT positive -
- GOT |
— Almost GOT
— notGOT
— postDK
— TOT negative

e For TOT positive, the relative amount of: seli:
resolved and cue resolved trrals was calculated.
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Conclusions

e These findings support the hypothesis;that nat1V
language skills cani predict EIC penl Ginance

S)
o)

necitically, mndividualldifierencesums *‘r
honological memory: and ini the abil ity [0} ri

0)

nonological codes off words, can explam

differences m FIC perfermance:

These findings alse mdicate that peoenr EICEarners
might experience difficulties mmnative language
phonological processing that resemble torseme
extent the difficulties experienced by mdivaduals
with dyslexia.




