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The effect of bilingualism on executive functioning (EF) has long been
a topic of discussion across the psycholinguistic field. It was previously
assumed that acquiring two languages simultaneously may have an effect on
the child’s cognitive development. This claim was later rejected and opposed
by researchers who found that being fluent in two languages provides more
cognitive benefits, than being fluent just in one language. Furthermore,
neural processing in a bilingual brain influences several cognitive domains
that were introduced by Miyake and Friedman’s framework, which explains
the high inter-connectivity between specific executive functioning domains,
such as inhibiting, monitoring, and updating. Aims and Methods: The cur-
rent paper focused on establishing whether being bilingual aids executive
functioning in a young adult population. Both monolingual (N = 16) and
bilingual (N = 14) participants were tested on a number of cognitive tests.
An eye-tracker was used to test inhibitory control, using pro- and anti-sac-
cade conditions. Further, a multitasking and visuospatial working memory
capacity task were completed using the press-pad. It was hypothesized that
bilinguals will make less errors and initiate a faster response in comparison
with monolinguals. However, no significant bilingual cognitive advantage
was found in the three EFs components. However, bilinguals did initiate a
saccade response faster in the inhibitory control task, while maintaining the
same level of accuracy as the monolingual group. Future tesearch should
focus on improving the current paper design flaws as well as to include
questionnaires for SES and 1Q.
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Background

Historically, bilingual cognitive advantage has been a main topic of
debate across the psycholinguistic field. In the early 40s and up to the
mid 60s, many studies advocated that nurturing a child in a bilingual envi-
ronment causes irreversible harm to their cognitive development (Darcy,
1946). However, a study conducted by Peal and Lambert (1962) testing
French-English bilinguals has changed previously held negative opinions
on bilingualism. Their conclusions showed that bilingual children outper-
formed monolingual peers on a battery of cognitive ability tests. Bilingual-
ism can be sub-divided into three main groups: simultaneous, sequential,
and late. Simultaneous bilingualism indicates language acquisition in parallel
before the age of three, sequential bilingualism means consecutive acquisi-
tion of the two languages, and late bilingualism is the acquisition and fluen-
cy in a second language after the age of 12 (D’Acierno, 1990). According to
D’Acierno (1990), bilingual advantage becomes indistinguishable after the
puberty and until late adulthood. Although there is still no clear explanation
of why the difference can be distinguished in one age population and not
in another. A couple of studies propose that the link might be associated
with the PFC maturation process (Costa et al., 2008; Anderson et al., 2018).

The interest in the effect of bilingualism on cognitive advantage in-
creased after several studies confirmed the bilingual advantage in non-lan-
guage-related domains (Ye, Zhou, 2009; Genesee, Nicoladis, 2007). Some
studies have specified that bilingual cognitive advantage only arises when a
person uses both languages for an equal amount of time (Cummings, 1983;
Bialystok et al., 2009; Kroll et al., 2012), resulting in the two languages being
actively available at the same time (Bialystok et al., 2004; Kroll, Bialystok,
2013). However, someone who is fluent in two languages has to constantly
choose the language appropriate for the situation and supress the inappro-
priate one by involving executive functions (EFs; Kerns et al., 2004; Abu-
talebi, Green, 2008; Fedorenko, 2014).

EFs are used as an umbrella term to cover the wide range of cognitive
processes originating in the prefrontal cortex (PFC; Pribram, 1976; Dia-
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mond, 2013). Miyake and Friedman (2000) introduced a cognitive frame-
work consisting of three highly interconnected cognitive processes: updat-
ing, inhibiting, and monitoring. These components were found to be closely
tied to bilingual cognitive advantage in non-language-related cognitive do-
mains. Bilingual brain studies suggest that there might be a neuroanatomical
explanation for why bilingualism may have a particular effect on the cogni-
tive domains in the PFC. The dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) and
anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) areas that are most engaged in executive
control (Costa & Sebastian-Galles, 2014). They specialise in the detection
and resolution of cognitive conflicts, whereas the left inferior frontal gy-
rus (LIFG) is in charge of inhibiting irrelevant semantic stimuli. Previous
studies conducted using fMRI have found involvement of those mentioned
above executive control areas that are being responsible for 8 cross-linguis-
tic conflict in bilingual individuals (Luo et al., 2010; Foursha-Stevenson &
Nicoladis 2011; Yang et al., 2014). Moreover, the same brain regions seem
to manage non-linguistic cognitive control tasks in monolinguals (Weiss-
berger et al., 2015). These findings may indicate that the bilingual brain
develops an overlap of language control and executive functioning in the
ACC, DLPFC, and LIFG (Botvinick et al., 2004).

Bilingualism and Inhibitory control

Linguistic inhibition is a term that describes the mechanism behind
the suppression of language that is irrelevant to the context. Christoffels
et al. (2000) suggested classifying linguistic inhibition into two subgroups:
local and global inhibition. Local inhibition stands for inhibiting the small
parts of the lexicon, for instance, sentences and phrases, whereas global
inhibition implies inhibiting language as a whole. According to Philipp and
Koch (2009), global inhibition also accounts for inhibitory function in non-
language-related cognitive domains. Several studies that were performed
using an eye-tracker showed that global inhibition is also responsible for
suppressing non-linguistic tasks (Blumenfeld & Marian., 2014; Mercier et
al., 2014; Blumenfeld et al., 2016).

Farrington (2016) researched this hypothesis further testing
monolingual and bilingual children. Their findings showed that the bilingual
children outperformed the monolinguals on a number of non-language-
related inhibitory tasks. In contrast, some studies indicate that the impact
of bilingualism on inhibitory control is primarily language dependent (Paap
& Greenberg, 2013; Ratiu et al., 2017; Paap et al., 2018). Bialystok et al.
(2006) conducted an eye-tracking study in which they compared bilingual
and monolingual young adults on saccade initiation in pro- and anti-saccade
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conditions. Their findings showed no significant differences in number of
errors made between the two groups.

Bilingualism and Multitasking

The shifting (multitasking) component in Miyake and Friedman’s
framework is the ability to shift mental resources between certain tasks, such
as attention or working memory. Bilingual people seem more successful in
multitasking due to their constant training in switching between languages
(Garbin et al., 2010; Gold, 2013; Pelham, Abrams, 2014; Sorman et al.,
2017). A couple of fMRI studies further found that when bilinguals
are multitasking, they rely less on switching costs, when compared to
monolingual peers (Garbin et al.,, 2010; Gold, 2013). Switching involves
constant processing, recognition, and production of both languages
simultaneously (Branzi et al., 2016). Bilinguals need to hold two different
sets of rules in mind for both languages, and their ability to multitask is
expressed through choosing and responding with the language appropriate
for the situation (Ameel et al., 2005; Martin et al., 2009).

Bialystok et al. (2009) suggested that switching between lexemes may
positively affect other non-language-related cognitive domains. Pelham and
Abrams (2014) designed attentional conflict resolution tasks performed
by early- and late-bilingual, and monolingual participants. They found that
both bilingual groups outperformed the monolingual group on response
speed capacity. Further, Sorman et al. (2017) tested older adults (age range
40-65 years) on a series of multitasking tests, and found that bilinguals
responded faster with a minimal mental switch cost.

Bilingualism and Visuospatial working memory

The effect of bilingualism on working memory (WM) is not entirely
clear. Prior research suggests that being fluent in two languages aids working
memory functioning (Kane et al.,, 2001; Chee, 2009; Blom et al., 2014;
Kerrigan etal., 2017). However, Bialystok (2009) claim that bilingualism does
not influence WM capacity. According to a review by Calvo et al. (2016), the
bilingual cognitive advantage in WM may be considered an overstatement.
They state that some effect can indeed be observed, but only in visuospatial
working memory, whichis responsible for the recollection of non-semantic
linguistic information (Baddeley, Hitch, 1974; Miyake, Friedman, 2000).

Previous studies have investigated the bilingual effect on visuospatial
WM in early childhood (Morales et al., 2013; Kerrigan et al., 2017). Morales
et al. (2013) conducted the Frogs Matrices Task, an updated Corsi Block
Task (Corsi, 1972), on bilingual and monolingual children, and found that
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bilingual children outperformed monolingual peers. In this task children
were divided into two groups, sequential and simultaneous. The participants
in the sequential group were required to recall in what order the frogs
would appear in the pond. The participants in simultaneous group were
asked to recall in which ponds they saw the frogs with no requirement
of order. According to the study conducted by Lukasik et al. (2018), the
mixed findings were observed in bilingual young adults, when compared
to monolinguals. Also, they have suggested to revisit the claim of bilingual
cognitive advantage in visuospatial WM domain.

Aim

To our knowledge, not many studies have been conducted on young
adults who are bilingual, compared to studies on bilingual children and the
elderly population. Partially it may be attributed to the fact that cognitive
performance peak is observed at the age of 25 due to the PFC maturation
(Fjell et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2018). It could suggest that monolinguals may
perform cognitive tasks equally well and potentially making the bilingual
cognitive advantage indistinguishable at this particular age group (Costa
et al., 2008; Anderson et al., 2018). Therefore, to the current study tried
to address this gap by investigating whether bilingual young adults show
a cognitive advantage in comparison to monolingual peers on 3 executive
function tests. The first hypothesis was that bilinguals will make less errors
on a inhibitory control, multitasking, and visuospatial WM task. The second
hypothesis was that bilinguals will perform these tasks faster than the
monolinguals.

Methods
Design

The experimental design of the current study used a quantitative ap-
proach.

Participants

For this study, we analysed the data collected from 30 university stu-
dents. The age range of the participants varied from 18 to 35 years old (bilin-
guals mean age = 22, SD = 1.84; monolinguals mean age = 24, SD = 4.03).
The main decisive factor for participation was the participants’ fluency in
one or two languages and how often bilingual participants use their second
language of dominance. The frequency of second language use factor was
assessed through the self-completed questionnaire, where participants were
asked which language they prefer when reading, watching TV and speaking
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with people, who understand both languages, etc. In the current study we
used the adapted version of the LEAP Questionnaire, set up in Qualtrics
(Provo, UT; Marian et al., 2007). All recruited monolinguals (n = 16) re-
ported English as their native language. All the bilingual participants (n =
14) reported proficiency in English and one other non-English language.
The non-English languages spoken by bilingual participants included Rus-
sian, Bengali, Urdu, Punjabi, Estonian, Lithuanian, Chinese, Yoruba, Pol-
ish, German, Spanish, and Italian. We assigned bilinguals to three groups:
simultaneous, sequential, and late bilinguals (see Table 1). Out of the 14
bilinguals, one was appointed to the simultaneous group (exposed to both
languages since birth), 11 participants were appointed to the sequential
group (began acquiring at a mean age of 4 years), and two bilinguals were
labelled as late bilinguals (began acquiring at a mean age of 14.5 years).

Table 1. Level of exposure, proficiency, and reading preference in the
Bilingual Group

Native Language % Second Language %

Current Level of Exposure 37.5 62.5
Level of Proficiency 58 42
Language Preference in Reading 39 61
Choice of Language
to Communicate with Interlocutor 42.5 57.5
Equally Fluent in Both

Materials and Procedure

The first experiment was performed using a TX300 Tobii Eye-Tracker
(Software version 3.2, 2012) and aimed to evaluate inhibitory control abil-
ity. The experimental setup is illustrated in Figure 1. The participants were
instructed to follow two sets of rules and avert their eye-gaze in accordance
with the presented condition. The set conditions were divided onto pro-
(green eyes) and anti-(red eyes) saccade. In the pro-saccade condition par-
ticipants were asked to avert the gaze towards the asterisk, whereas in the
anti-saccade condition the participants were required to look at the empty
box. The eye stimuli would appear on the screen for 2000ms, then followed
by a blank boxes screen for 500ms. The asterisk slide would appear for
1500ms and would require participants to act in accordance with the in-
structions explained above.
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Figure 1. Set-up of the pro-saccade (green eyes) and anti-saccade (red eyes)
conditions in the eye-tracker Response Inhibition task.

The CANTAB software package was installed on an iPad iOS 13.1 to
conduct the following two experiments. The first one was the Multitasking
task (MMT) that measured task switching ability. Both groups were asked
to complete congruent (focusing on the direction of the pointing arrow),
incongruent (focusing on the side the arrow is located, while disregarding
the direction), and mixed block (congruent/incongruent combined) condi-
tions (see Figures 2). Participants were asked to press a left/right button on
the iPad screen in accordance with arrow direction or side, depending on
the condition.

DIRECTION

Figure 2. The experimental CANTAB software set-up
for the MMT task, representing Congruent and Incongruent,
as well as a Mixed block condition.
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The second CANTAB task was the Spatial Span task that measured vi-
suospatial working memory capacity. Participants were given a practice trial
first where they had to memorise the location of three squares. They were
asked to recall the squares after a sound indication by pressing the squares
in the order they were shown (see Figure 3). Overall, the maximum number
of squares was 9. If the participant would make three errors in a row the
trial would stop.

Figure 3. The experimental CANTAB software set-up for the SSP task.

Results

Descriptive and inferential statistics were performed using IBS SPSS
software (Version 24), and statistical significance was set at alpha levels .05.

Inbibition Task

A Two-Way Mixed ANOVA was carried out to assess the difference
between bilingual and monolingual participants on error scores and reac-
tion times in the pro- and anti-saccade conditions. The results show no
significant main effect of language on error scores (F (1,23) = .95, p = .610,
12 = .01), suggesting that bilingual and monolingual groups performed
similarly overall. Also, there was no significant interaction between condi-
tions and language (F (1,23) = .60, p = .446, n2 = .03).

A significant effect was observed for number of errors between the
pro-saccade and anti-saccade conditions (F (1,23) = 10.03, p = .004,
n2 = .30, V = .304). Further, a significant main effect of language on re-
action time was detected (F (1,23) = 10.64, p = .003, n2 = .32). Table 2
and Figure 4 below illustrate that both groups made fewer errors in the
pro-saccade condition, but that bilinguals did outperform monolinguals on
reaction time in both conditions.
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Fignre 4. The Mean Reaction Times (in sec.) for Pro- and Anti-Saccade
conditions between the Language Groups with the Error Bars set at 95%.

Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of Number of Errors and Re-
action Times (in sec.) in Pro-saccade and Anti-saccade Conditions of both
Bilingual and Monolingual Groups

Bilingual Monolingual
Condition M SD M SD
Number of Errors
Pro-saccade 0.33 0.65 0.24 0.43
Anti-Saccade 1.5 1.73 2.16 3.02
Reaction Time
Pro-saccade 0.25 0.04 0.41 0.03
Anti-saccade 0.24 0.06 0.35 0.05
Multitasking Task

A Two-Way Mixed ANOVA was performed to compare the error scores
and response latencies made by the bilingual and monolingual groups in
three conditions: Congruent (Direction), Incongruent (Side), and Mixed
Block (Side/Direction). A significant main effect of condition was found
F (2, 56) = 45.46, p = .000, n2 = .62), illustrating that both bilingual and
monolingual participants performed better on the Incongruent Task con-
dition in comparison to the Congruent and Mixed Block conditions (see
Figure 6). The main effect of language groups on error scores showed no
statistical significance (F (1,28) = 3.60, p = .068, n2 = .11), (for means see
Table 3.).
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A MANOVA was carried out to test the assumption of language effect
on all three conditions. This analysis found no bilingual advantage over
the monolinguals in Mixed Block condition (Roy’s Largest Root = .141, F
(1,28) = 3.09, p= .090). A Two-Way Mixed ANOVA showed no significant
between subject main effect of language on response latencies (F (1,28) =
2.01, p = .168, n2 = .07), indicating that bilingual and monolingual partici-
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pants on average completed the tasks with a similar RT (see Figure 5).

Mean
w = w [+)] ~ [+] w

L

Monolingual

m SideErrors

Language Groups

m DirectionErrors  ® MultiBlock

Bilingual

Figure 5. The Mean Error Scores per Condition between Language
Groups with Error Bars set at 95%.

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of Number of Errors and Re-
action Times (in sec.) in Congruent, Incongruent and Mixed Block Condi-

tions in both Bilinguals and Monolinguals

Bilingual Monolingual
Condition M SD M SD
Number of Errors
Congruent 2.29 1.72 3.43 2.76
Incongruent 0.42 0.65 0.63 1.02
Mixed Blocks 4.57 2.47 6.63 3.70
Reaction Time
Congruent 0.52 0.24 0.49 0.22
Incongruent 0.38 0.19 0.35 0.17
Mixed Blocks 0.65 0.41 0.56 0.38
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Spatial Span Task

A One-Way ANOVA was carried out to compare the longest recall and
the RT between bilingual and monolingual participants in the Spatial Span
Task. There was no statistical significance found for either recall rate (F
(1,28) = 2.76, p = .108, p > 0.05) or overall response speed (F (1,28) = .18,
p = .679, p > 0.05), indicating that monolinguals performed equally well,
when compared to bilinguals on this task (see Table 4).

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Longest Sequence Recalled
and Speed of Response (in sec.) in SSP Task in both Bilingual and Mono-
lingual Groups

Bilingual Monolingual
M SD M SD
Longest Recall
6.92 112 6.06 1.57

Reaction Time

11.23 5.80 12.31 7.01

Discussion
Bilingualism and Inhibitory control

The current paper compared the performance of bilingual and mono-
lingual young adults on their response inhibition ability. The results indicate
that the two groups did not differ on the number of errors made in the
pro-saccade (to-target) and anti-saccade (away-target) conditions. This is
supported by Bialystok et al. (2006) who reported no difference between bi-
lingual and monolingual young adults on a similar task. They suggested that
this might be due to the fact that PFC maturation is completed around the
age of 25, and that therefore there is no big difference in cognitive perfor-
mance in general between monolinguals and bilinguals. The so-called ‘over-
riding’ attentional process required for controlled inhibition appears to be
indistinguishable between the two language groups. However, our findings
don’t seem to fully fit with this hypothesis, nor with other relevant research
(Blumenfeld & Mariam, 2014; Blumenfeld et al., 2016; Mercier et al., 2014).

We found that the bilingual group did, in fact, outperform their mono-
lingual peers on RTs of response inhibition in pro- and anti-saccade initi-
ation. We argue that these findings can be attributed to the cognitive mon-
itoring process, which is more common among people who are fluent in
two languages (Bialystok, 2009). As previously mentioned, bilinguals are
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constantly required to monitor and maintain the relevance and the context
of the correct language when performing language-related tasks. Blumen-
feld et al. (2016) have reported similar findings in an elderly population but
found no difference in a young adult one. They suggested that older bilin-
guals have had much practice of inhibitory control. Previous studies have
shown that the faster RT may negatively affect the accuracy during the task
(Wenzlaff et al., 2011; Bialystok et al., 2014). It can be concluded that not
only our bilingual group did outperform monolingual group on the reac-
tion speed, but their accuracy performance did not differ. Thus, we could
speculate that bilingualism may act as a sort of cognitive “buffer” on the
tasks that require inhibitory control. Therefore, the current study findings
add to the discussion of whether inhibitory control is indeed practiced or is
present throughout the lifespan.

Bilingnalism and Multitasking

In the present study we compared multitasking performance of bilin-
gual and monolingual young adults. Both groups were asked to complete
congruent, incongruent , and mixed block (congruent/incongruent com-
bined) conditions. Congruent/incongruent conditions were used to assess
the global switch costs and the mixed block was used assess the local switch
costs, the multitasking, We found no apparent difference of cognitive per-
formances between the bilingual and monolingual groups, indicating a sim-
ilar number of errors made by both groups. This result contradicts the
general consensus in the literature, which claims that bilinguals generally
perform better on task-switching, as they are constantly required to switch
between the languages (Garbin et al., 2010; Gold, 2013; Pelham, Abrams,
2014; Sorman et al., 2017).

Another reason for no observed effect can be attributed to the sample
specifics, as our participants stated to use their native language only at 30%
of the time in general. Previous literature has shown that to observe any
cognitive effect, bilinguals should maintain an equal level of each language
exposure (Cummings, 1983; Bialystok et al., 2009; Kroll et al., 2012). There-
fore, there could be a distinguishable bilingual advantage, but future studies
should recruit a broader sample size.

Bilingnalism and Visnospatial working memory

Previous research has proposed that bilingualism may have an im-
pact on visuospatial working memory (Kane et al., 2001; Chee et al., 2009;
Blom et al., 2014; Kerrigan et al., 2017). This is mainly because this WM
aspect is responsible for non-semantic language processing (Bialystok et
al., 2009; Morales et al., 2013; McVeigh et al., 2019). However, the current
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study’s findings show no significant difference between the bilingual and
monolingual groups, which contradicts Lukasik et al. (2018) who reported
a significant difference in visuospatial WM for bilingual participants when
compared to their monolingual peers. Although, they also claimed that the
observed effect size was small, and the Bayes factor established the lack of
difference between the groups in other WM tasks. Therefore, Lukasik et
al. (2018) determined that the effect found on their visuospatial WM task
should not be attributed to bilingualism.

We need to note that the current study used a less cognitively demand-
ing task to measure visuospatial WM capacity than Friesen et al. (2015). Ac-
cording to Friesen et al. (2015), bilinguals did not differ from their monolin-
gual peers on a simple visuospatial WM task, but significantly outperformed
them on a more task-demanding condition. Therefore, task difficulty may
correlate with higher cognitive performance in bilingual young adults. Fu-
ture research should focus on exploring how level of task difficulty, par-
ticularly in the visuospatial WM domain, correlates with possible cognitive
advantage of those fluent in two languages.

Limitations and Directions for future research

The current study tried to address the existing research gap on the ef-
fect of bilingualism on executive functioning in young adults. For future re-
search, it would be suggested to implement the changes to the current study
design as well as to take into account the number of methodological issues.
The limitations of the present study naturally include constrained sample
size and a small variety of bilingual groups. It would be beneficial to con-
duct an experiment with more sequential, simultaneous, and late bilinguals.

In addition, previous studies have pointed out that the bilingual cogni-
tive advantage arises from early childhood (Morales et al., 2013; Kerrigan
et al.,, 2017). Therefore, it would be interesting to compare the potential
bilingual effect not only between-groups (bilingual/monolingual) but also
on withing-group (sequential/simultaneous/late bilinguals) differences.
Also, it is important to note another methodological weakness. No measure
of 1Q or Socioeconomic status (SES) was taken, when. Cox et al. (20106)
reported that both factors can significantly influence the expression of bi-
lingual cognitive advantage in EF components. The main reason not to
include an IQ) measure was that participants were all BSc students, so no
large individual differences were expected.
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Conclusion

The current study assessed the effect of bilingualism in young adults
on three executive functioning components. The stated hypothesis was that
there would be a difference in cognitive performance between bilingual and
monolingual groups, where bilinguals would show a cognitive advantage
on a multitasking and visuospatial working memory task. We used a Tobii
eye-tracker to evaluate response inhibition by assessing the speed of re-
sponse in pro- and anti-saccade conditions. We also calculated the number
of errors made in each condition.

Findings showed no apparent bilingual advantage in the previously
mentioned tasks in terms of errors made. However, bilinguals did outper-
form monolingual peers on the speed of initiating the saccades in both
pro- and anti-saccade conditions. This might, therefore, indicate some bi-
lingual advantage, or cognitive ‘buffer’. However, more research is needed
to confirm this statement. Multitasking and visuospatial WM abilities were
assessed using CANTAB battery tests. We have found no evidence for the
bilingual cognitive advantage in RTs and errors made in both tasks. We hy-
pothesised that the lack of difference between the two language groups in
terms of errors made might also be explained by participants’ age range in
both groups. All participants were young adults, the age range in which the
PFC reaches cortical maturation, resulting in peak cognitive performance
and making the bilingual cognitive advantage less apparent.
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BAnsHme OMAMHIBH3MA HA UCIIOAHUTEABHbIC (DYHKIIHH
Y MOAOABIX AFOACH: al-TPEKepP MCCACAOBAHHE

Pshonkovskaya P., Dr Ballieux H.

The Effect of Bilingualism on Executive Functioning Found
in Young Adults: an eye-tracking study

Becmmuncmepexuii ynusepeumen, ondon, Beauxobpumanusn

CBOOOAHOE BAAACHHE ABYMA SfI3BIKAMH MOJKET AATh OIIPEACACHHBIC
KOTHUTHUBHBIC IIPECUMYILIECTBA 110 CPAaBHEHHIO CO CBODOAHBIM BAAACHHEM
TOABKO OAHHUM f3BIKOM. [IpEABIAYIIIHIE HCCACAOBAHHA ACTEH M B3POCABIX
AAFOT IIPEACTABACHHE O KOTHHTUBHBIX IIPEHMYILIECCTBAX ABYA3BIYUA B
TAKOM ODAACTH, KAK AKAAEMHUYECKAA AEATEABHOCTB, 4 TAKKE O BO3MOKHON
HEHPO3AIINTE OT Pa3BUTHA HEHPOACICHEPATUBHEIX CHMIITOMOB Ha CPOK AO
rATa Aet. Kpome Toro, HECKOABKO MCCACAOBAHUIT IIOATBEPAMAN KOTHUTHBHOC
IIPEUMYIIIECTBO OMAMHIBU3MA § MOAOABIX AFOAEH, OAHAKO 3TO VTIBEPKACHHE
AO CHX IIOP BBI3BIBAET CIIOPHI B IICHXOAMHIBHCTHYECKOM coobrmectse. Muske
1 OprUAMAH IIPEAAOKIAT MOAEAB, KOTOPas OOBACHAET CHABHYIO B3aHMOCBA3b
MEKAY KOHKPETHBIMH ~ HCIIOAHHTEABHBIMH  (DYHKIIMAMU — TAKAMH, Kak
OOHOBACHIE, TOPMOMKCHIE U IIEPEKAFOYCHIE. B COOTBETCTBHE € HX MOACABIO
HCIIOAHHTEABHOTO (DYHKIIHOHHIPOBAHUA B OOABIIOM YHCAC HCCACAOBAHUN
COOOIIAETCA O 3HAYUTEABHOM IIPEUMYIIECTBE ABYA3BIYHBIX HOCHTCACH.
AaHHOE HCCACAOBAHHE HAIIPABACHO HA M3yICHUC BANAHHA OMAMHIBA3MA Ha
KOHKPETHBIE HCIIOAHUTEABHBIE (PYHKINU. [TpeACTOAAO BBIACHITE, HACKOABKO
Ay4IIIE ABYASEIYHBIE MOAOABIC AXOAH (n = 14) crrpapsATcs ¢ cepueil KOTHHTHB-
HEIX 3aAa9 110 CPABHEHHUIO CO CBEPCTHUKAMH, BAAACFOINNME OAHHM A3BIKOM
(n = 16). Obe A3BIKOBBIE TPYIIIBI OIIEHUBAAKCEH IO TAKHM 3aAAHHAM, KAK 3a-
AAHOS HAa TOPMOXKECHHE PEAKIINN, MHOTO3aAAYHOCTh U OOBEM 3PUTEABHO-
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOI pabodell mamsaT. B 3aAaHNN Ha TOPMOKEHUE PEAKIIIH MBI
HU3MEPAAH BPEMsA U IIPABUABHOCTb HHHUIIMHUPYEMBIX CAKKAA dUepe3 af-Tpexep.
3apaHUA HA 3PHTEABHO-IPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO IIAMATb M MHOIO32AA9HOCTD
BBITOAHAAHUCH Ha IIPECC-IIAAC. DBIAO BBICKA32HO IIPEAIIOAOMKEHUE, YTO ABYA-
3BIYHBIC PECIIOHACHTBHI IIOKAKYT OOAEe BBICOKHI PE3YABTAT, UM HX OAHOS-
3BIYHBIC CBEPCTHHKH, ACAAd MEHbBIIE OIMHOOK M AaBad ODoAee OBICTpBIE KOI-
HHUTUBHBIC OTBETHl HA IIEPEYMCACHHBIC BBIIIE 3aAa4ud. Pe3yAbTaTel AAHHOTO
HCCACAOBAHUSA HE BBIABUAM SBHBIX KOTHHUTHBHBIX IIPEHMYIIECTB ABYA3BIUUA B
PEAKITHI TOPMOMKEHUSA, MHOTO3AAAIHOCTH U 3PUTEABHO-IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHON
pabouell IaMATH, YTO YKA3LIBAET HA OTHOCHTEABHO OAMHAKOBEHIA YPOBEHD
ABYAIBBIYHBIX 1 OAHOA3BIYHBEIX MOAOABIX AIOACH 11O 9THM mo3uiuaM. OAHAKO
o Bpemenn peakiuu (RT) B 3apade Ha CAKKaABI ABYA3BIIHBIC, ACHCTBUTEABHO,
IIPEB3OIIAU  OAHOA3BIMHBIX CBEPCTHHKOB. boaee TOro, IOAydYeHHbIE
PEe3yABTATH OOHAPY/KHAH IIOTCHIIMAABHYIO TCHACHIIHIO IIPECHMYIIECTBA
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ABYHZSI)I"IHOEI ITpyoIbl B 3aAaHUMHM Ha MHOIO3aAa9HOCTb, OAHAKO OHH HE
AOCTHUT A CTATUCTUYECKOMN 3HAYUMOCTH. HOSTOMY B 6yAyU_ICM IIPCACTABASCTCA
BaXKHbBIM Cq)OKYCI/IPOBaTb BHHUMAaHHC Ha HCAOpa6OTK21X CYIIECTBYFOIIICTO
AI/ISaﬁHa SKCIIEPUMCHTA, T.C. AIOO IIPOU3BECTU MOAI/ICbI/IKaLII/IIO HNMCIOIIICTOCAH
AHSafIHa, AHDO HIPCAIIPUHATL IIOIBITKHX KOHCTPYHPOBAHHUA HOBOIO. B
IICAOM, UCCACAOBAHUEC BHOCHUT 3HAYUTECABHBINA BKA2A KaK B aHAAM3 HPO6ACM
SKCHEPHUMCHTAABHOTO HU3YICHUA BAUAHISA OMAMHTBI3MA HA UCIIOAHATEABHEIE
prHKL[I/II/I FOHOIIICH 1T AEBYIICK, TaK 1 B IIPOCKTUPOBAHNE HOBBIX IIOAXOAOB K
A2HHDBIM MCCACAOBAHUAM.

Korouesvie cr06a: ncrioanuTeAbHbIE (DYHKIIUH, OHAMHIBH3M, 3PHUTEABHO-
IIPOCTpaHCTBeHHas ~ pabodas  IIAMATB, KOHTPOAb  HMIIyABCUBHOCTH,
KOTHHTHBHAs TMOKOCTh, BHUMAHUE, YIIPABASIOIIIE (DYHKIIHI

Aas yumuposanus: Ilimonkoscekas, I1., Bassé, X. Bansaue OmauHrsusma
HA HCIIOAHHTCABHEIC (DYHKIIHH § MOAOABIX AIOACH: aH-TPEKEp HCCACAOBA-
mue // Hosole mcnxoaormaeckne uccaeaosaams. 2021. Ne 4. C. 47-70. DOI:
10.5121 7/npsyresearch_2021_01_04_03
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