These notes are not a summary of your textbook readings. I focus here on topics, concepts, or theories that are complex or may be confusing. My goal is to clarify some issues and to elaborate on others so that it is easier for you to understand them. For your quizzes and exams you are responsible for both the material covered in the assigned textbook readings, even if I do not cover that material here, and the material covered here.

For the notes of Chapter 5, you should start reading the chapter and when you reach a section of the chapter associated with a particular section of the notes, then read the notes.  That way, it will be clear for you what I am referring to in the notes. In front of each of the sections of the notes I specified which pages of the chapter they are referring to.
Chapter 5: Bilingualism 
Bilingual Language Processing (pages 155-156)
A bilingual has mental representations of the meanings, semantic representations, and orthographic forms, lexical representations, of words in both languages. There is evidence that the representations of the meaning of the two languages is shared. Regarding lexical representations, an important question is whether the lexical representations of words of the two languages are stored in two distinct and separate lexicons or one shared lexicon. Two contrasting models illustrate these two positions: the separate-store models and the common-store models.

The separate-store models state that lexical representations of the words of the two languages are stored in two   separate lexicons. The lexicons are not directly connected. That is, the lexical representation of a particular word in one language like casa (e.g., casa is the Spanish translation or translation equivalent of the English word house) is not directly connected to its translation equivalent in English, house. However lexical representations of each language are connected to a common semantic representation shared across languages. That is, there are two separate lexical representations for the words casa and house but the same underlying representation or meaning. If the lexicons are separate, then processing of information in one language should not affect the processing of information in the other language. Studies using the repetition priming paradigm have provided support for this assumption and then for the separate-store models. 
Repetition priming refers to faster or more accurate response to a word, such as dog (i.e., target) due to the presentation of a similar or the same word, dog, earlier (prime). For example, participants are presented with the prime word dog, and subsequently have to decide as fast as they can if a particular string of letters, that includes the string of letters dog, is a word or not (i.e., lexical decision task). If repetition priming occurs, participants would be faster to say that the target word, dog, is a word, than to say that a word that is unrelated to the prime, such as pen is a word. 
Kirsner and colleagues (1984) found repetition priming within languages (e.g., using dog as prime and dog as target) but not across languages. Across languages, they presented the prime in one language (e.g., dog in English) and the target in the other language (e.g., perro, the translation equivalent of the English word dog). The presentation of one word in one language did not facilitate the response to its translation equivalent in the other language. Failure to find priming across languages suggests that the lexical representations of the words in the two languages (e.g., dog and perro), are not connected and that they are stored in separate lexicons, which provides support for the separate-store models. 
The common-store models state not only that there are common semantic representations across languages but that the lexical representations of the words of the two languages are stored in a single lexicon. Since there is a single lexicon, lexical representations of the two languages are connected. If the lexicons are connected, then they would interact, and processing of information in one language will affect the processing of information in the other language.  Semantic priming across languages has provided support for the common-store models. In semantic priming there is faster or more accurate response to a word, such as nurse(i.e., target) due to the earlier presentation of another word that is similar in meaning, such as doctor (prime). Semantic priming has been demonstrated across languages. Participants are presented with the prime in one language (e.g., doctor) and with the target in the other language (e.g., enfermera, the Spanish translation of nurse). And they are faster to say that Enfermera is a word (in a lexical decision task) than to say that another word in the second language unrelated in meaning to the prime, doctor, is a word. Semantic priming across languages demonstrates not only that semantic representations are shared across languages but also that lexical representations interact. 
Evidence seems to provide support for the common-store models. 
If the two languages interact, how can a high proficiency bilingual use one language without interference from the other language? Rodriguez and colleagues (2002) conducted a study with Catalan-Spanish bilingual speakers (this study is described in page 156 first paragraph). They used ERP and fMRI to investigate the mechanisms responsible for preventing interference from the language a bilingual is not using. In the ERP study, Spanish-Catalan bilinguals were presented with words in Spanish, in Catalan and with pseudo-words. They had to press a button as fast as they could when they were presented with words in Spanish, and they had to withhold their responses when they were presented with words in Catalan or with pseudo-words. Half of the words in Spanish were high frequency words and the other half were low frequency words. In the same sense, half of the words in Catalan were high frequency words and the other half were low frequency words. The ERP showed sensitivity to word frequency only for Spanish words (the words participants were paying attention to) not for Catalan words or for pseudo-words (the words participants were ignoring). Particularly, the ERP showed increased negativity for low frequency Spanish words as compared to high frequency Spanish words. There was not increased negativity for low frequency Catalan words as compared with high frequency Catalan words. The ERP increased negativity for low frequency Spanish words relative to high frequency Spanish words suggests that Catalan-Spanish bilinguals are accessing the meanings of Spanish words. In contrast, the lack of sensitivity to word frequency in Catalan indicates that the bilinguals were not accessing the meanings of the Catalan words, the words they were ignoring. The idea that the meaning of ignored words (Catalan words) is not activated was supported by the fMRI study.
In the fMRI study, Spanish-Catalan bilinguals were presented, as in the ERP study, with words in Spanish, Catalan and pseudo-words, and they had to press a button only when they were presented with a word in Spanish (again as in the ERP study). Catalan words and pseudo-words generated greater activation of the posterior-inferior frontal area relative to Spanish words. This area has been associated with phonological and pseudo-word processing. The greater activation of this area generated by  the words that were ignored, Catalan words and pseudo-words, suggests that in order to avoid interference from these words access to the lexical representations of these words is done via phonological processing not via processing of meanings. 
Translating Between Languages
Kroll and Stewart  (1994) observed that late bilinguals who acquired the second language (L2) later in life (after childhood) and for whom the first language (L1) is the dominant language took longer to translate words from L1 to L2 (forward translation) than from L2 to L1 (backward translation). They proposed that this asymmetry in translation was due to the fact that forward translation involves access to meaning (i.e., semantic or conceptual mediation) but backward translation not. Bilinguals who learn L2 after childhood have developed stronger associations between word forms and meanings in their L1 than in their L2. (They are more likely to know the meaning of L1 words than of L2 words). When they translate words from L1 to L2, they directly access the meaning associated with the L1 word. For example, when English-Spanish bilinguals whose L1 is English translate the L1 word house, they first access the meaning of house before accessing the translation equivalent in Spanish, casa. When they translate words from L2 to L1, they do not access meaning directly because they have not established strong associations between L2 words and their meanings. However, they have created strong associations between L2 words and their translation equivalents, the L1 words. Translation from L2 to L1 is mediated by these word-word associations. That is, they access meaning indirectly by accessing first the translation equivalent of the L2 word, the L1 word.  For example, English-Spanish bilinguals whose L1 is English are less likely to know the meaning of the Spanish word casa. In order to access the meaning of that word, they have to first access the translation equivalent of the L2 word casa, the L1 word, house. Since backward translation does not involve direct access to meaning it would be faster than forward translation (accessing meaning takes time).
Kroll and Stewart also proposed that over time and with increased L2 proficiency, bilinguals could create direct associations between L2 words and meanings so that they would be able to directly access meanings in L2 and would rely less in the L2 translation equivalents. Thus, for bilinguals with high L2 proficiency both forward (from L1 to L2) and backward (From L2 to L1) translations would be conceptually mediated. 
There are studies that have shown that sometimes bilinguals may access meaning directly in L2 when translating words from L2 to L1. For example, De Groot and colleagues (1994) conducted a study in which bilinguals were engaged in forward and backward translation (last paragraph page 156). Participants translated (from L1 to L2 and from L2 to L1) high imageability words (words like table for which is easy to create a mental image) and low imageability words (words like hope for which is difficult to create a mental image). It would be easier to access the meaning of high imageability than of low imageability words because the meaning of high imageability words, such as table (but not of low imageability words, such as hope), is associated with perceptual characteristics of these words, such as size and shape.  Imageability, in this context, represents a semantic aspect of words. As such, it may affect performance in translation task if semantic or conceptual mediation is involved. In fact, Groot and colleagues found that translation was faster for high imageability words than for low imageability words (because the meaning of the former was accessed more rapidly  than the meaning of the latter). And this was true for both directions of translation forward and backward. This finding indicates that bilinguals accessed meanings not only in forward but also in backward translation. The effect, however, was stronger for forward translation.
Another study that provides evidence that bilinguals may access meaning in L2 when translating words from L2 to L1 was conducted by La Heij and colleagues (1996) (last paragraph page 156). They investigated the effects of nonverbal semantic contexts, pictures, in forward and backward translation performance. They used pictures because pictures, as words, would have access to the semantic representation level which is amodal and is shared across languages. Participants had to translate words that were accompanied by to-be ignored pictures.  The pictures were either congruent (e.g., the word spoon accompanied by a picture of a spoon) or unrelated (e.g.,the word spoon accompanied by a picture of a car). In both forward and backward translation, participants were faster when the word was accompanied by a congruent picture. The effect was larger in backward translation. This indicates that participants access the amodal semantic level (meanings) in both directions of translation. 
Lexical Selection (your textbook starts speaking about lexical selection in the first paragraph of page 157

It seems that when bilinguals see a word in one language (or a picture named by a word), lexical representations of the word in both languages are activated. For example, when a Spanish-English bilingual sees the English word table, not only the lexical representation of the English word table, and the lexical representations of English words semantically related to the word table, such as chair, desk, etc. are activated  but also the lexical representation of the Spanish word mesa (Spanish translation equivalent of table) as well as Spanish words semantically associated with the Spanish word mesa, such as silla (Spanish translation equivalent of chair) are activated. When bilinguals are producing words in one language (i.e., when a bilingual read a word or name a picture), the lexical representations of the words in both languages compete for selection,  or, only the lexical representations of the language that is in use are considered for selection? It seems that the latter is the case. This was demonstrated by Costa, et al., (1999) study.

Costa, et a., used the picture-word interference task. In this task, participants are presented with a picture (the target) and a written word (the distractor) and they are instructed to name the picture and ignore the word. In Costa and colleague’s study, Catalan-Spanish bilinguals were presented with pictures which they had to name in Catalan. For example, they were presented with the picture of a table, and they have to name it in Catalan, taula (Catalan table). Distractors were words written in Catalan (same-language distractors.) or in Spanish (different-language distractors). Spanish and Catalan distractors were either the name of the picture (identical condition) or an unrelated distractor (non-identical condition). The critical condition was when the distractor was naming the picture (identical condition) in Spanish (different-languages condition). For example when Catalan-Spanish bilinguals were presented with the picture of a table, and the distractor was the word table in Spanish, mesa. Remember that the task of the participants was to name the picture table in Catalan, taula (Catalan table) and ignore the Spanish word, mesa. 
The authors hypothesized that if lexical representations of both Catalan and English words compete for selection, the activated lexical representation of the Spanish word mesa, would interfere with the selection of the target Catalan word taula. That is, it would take longer to say the Catalan word for table, taula, when the distractor word is the Spanish word for table mesa, than when it is an unrelated Spanish distractor, such as casa (Spanish house). 
Alternatively, if only the lexical representations of the language that is in use, Catalan, are considered for selection, the activated lexical representation of the word mesa would facilitate the selection of the Catalan word taula (because the word taula would receive activation not only from the picture but it would receive additional activation from the semantic representation of the Spanish word mesa). Thus, participants would be faster to say taula, when the distractor is the Spanish word for table, mesa, than when it is an unrelated Spanish distractor, such as casa. This is precisely what the authors found indicating that only the lexical representations of the language that a bilingual is using are considered for selection. 
Models of Bilingualism: The BIA Model

The BIA (Bilingual Interactive Activation model, Van Heuven et al., 1998), a model of visual bilingual word recognition. The model contains 4 levels of representation or nodes: features, letters, words (orthographic form of whole words), and language (one language node for each language). It proposes than when a word is visually presented (e.g., the English word sand), it activates, via the feature node, the letter nodes (e.g., the word sand would activate the letter nodes ‘s’  ‘a’  ‘n’  ‘d’). This letter nodes would activate, in turn, word nodes in the two languages of a bilingual. That is, in the case of a Spanish-English bilingual, it would activate words that are orthographically similar to sand in English (e.g.,  sane, sank, hand, etc.) and that are orthographically similar to sand in Spanish (e.g., sandia –Spanish watermelon, santo-Spanish saint, etc.). The more the orthographic similarity, the greater the activation. Word nodes of both languages would transmit activation to the language node of the corresponding language. The language nodes play an important role in the activation or inhibition of words in one or the other language. The word node that is more strongly activated is the one that will be selected. In our example the node sand. At this moment the input sand will be recognized as the word sand.
The BIA+, an extension of BIA, additionally argues that the activated word nodes in the two languages would subsequently activate two other nodes, the one corresponding to the semantic representations of the word nodes; and the one corresponding to the phonological representations of the word nodes. Thus, according to the BIA+ visual word recognition would be based not only on the activation of the orthographic representation of word forms, but also on the subsequent activation of their phonological, and semantic representations.
