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Reading is resilient to distortion of letter order within a word. This is evidenced in the “transposed-letter
(TL) priming effect,” the finding that a prime generated by transposing adjacent letters in a word (e.g.,
jugde) facilitates recognition of the base word (e.g., JUDGE), more than a “substituted-letter” control
prime in which the transposed letters are replaced by unrelated letters (e.g., junpe -JUDGE). The TL
priming effect is well documented for European languages that are written using the Roman alphabet.
Unlike these languages, Arabic has a unique position-dependent allography whereby some letters change
shape according to their position within a word. We investigate the TL priming effect using a lexical
decision (Experiment 1) and a same–different match task with Arabic words (Experiment 2) and
nonwords (Experiment 3). No TL priming effects were found in Experiment 1, suggesting that the
lexical-decision task engages lexical access processes that are sensitive to the Semitic nonlinear
morphological structure. Experiments 2 and 3 revealed a robust TL priming effect overall. Nonallo-
graphic TL primes produced significantly larger facilitation than allographic TL primes, indicating that
Arabic readers use allographic variation to resolve the uncertainty in letter order during the early stages
of orthographic processing. The implication of these results for current letter position coding models is
discussed.

Public Significance Statement
Transposed-letter (TL) priming effects are popularly interpreted as reflecting noisy perception of
letter order. The Arabic writing system has a unique allographic feature whereby a letter’s shape and
letter spacing depend on its position within a word. We show that TL priming effects for Arabic
words and nonwords are modulated by allography in the same–different task. It is important to
consider which unique property of the language/writing system produces the cross-language varia-
tion, and how it does so.
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Much of the recent cognitive and neurocognitive research on
reading has come to focus on the front end of the mechanisms
underpinning visual word recognition, namely the recognition of

letters comprised by a word (e.g., Bick, Goelman, & Frost, 2011;
Dehaene, Cohen, Sigman, & Vinckier, 2005; Gómez, Ratcliff, &
Perea, 2008; Grainger, Rey, & Dufau, 2008; Norris & Kinoshita,
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2012a). Three issues are at the center of this research. The first
relates to the existence of abstract letter representations and how
these serve as targets for the visual input perceived during reading.
The second concerns the way in which information about letter
order is coded, and the final issue relates to whether different
languages bring different constraints to bear on the question of
letter abstractness and letter-order coding.

Words can be written in letters of different sizes, different fonts,
and different cases. Does this low-level perceptual variation play a
role in reading or do the representations that drive lexical access
abstract over these perceptual variations? From studies using the
masked priming paradigm (Forster & Davis, 1984) there is now a
wealth of evidence that reading is mediated by abstract letter
representations. In this paradigm, a prime is presented briefly
(typically 30–60 ms) following a forward mask consisting of
uninformative hash signs and backward masked by the target to
which an overt response is required. Responses to the target are
facilitated when the prime is related to the target. Using masked
priming with a lexical-decision task, Bowers, Vigliocco, and Haan
(1998) showed that lowercase primes that were visually dissimilar
to the targets presented in uppercase (e.g., edge-EDGE) yielded
comparable facilitation effects to those produced by lowercase
primes that were visually similar to their targets (e.g., kiss-KISS).
This result has been taken as evidence that the letter representa-
tions supporting visual word recognition are abstract. Kinoshita
and Kaplan (2008), and Kinoshita and Norris (2009) extended this
finding to single letters and nonwords showing that the involve-
ment of abstract letter representations is not specific to reading
words. They used the same–different matching task in which a
reference stimulus is presented in advance of the prime-target
sequence and the subject’s task is to decide whether the target is
the same as or different from, the reference. The size of priming
did not differ between visually similar prime-target pairs (e.g., c/C,
x/X) and visually dissimilar pairs (e.g., b/B, e/E).1

The second issue concerns how letter order is coded. Recent
research has amassed considerable empirical evidence showing
that readers can cope with violations in the canonical order of
letters in a word. This claim is supported by the phenomenon
called the transposed-letter (TL) priming effect. This refers to the
finding that a nonword prime constructed by transposing two
adjacent word-internal letters (e.g., jugde) facilitates the recogni-
tion of the base word (JUDGE) more than a substituted-letter (SL)
control prime in which the transposed letters are replaced by
unrelated letters (e.g., junpe; e.g., Perea & Lupker, 2003). As with
the data showing evidence for abstract letter identities, TL priming
effects are also found with nonword targets in the same–different
match task (Kinoshita & Norris, 2009). According to the noisy
position view (Gómez et al., 2008; Norris & Kinoshita, 2012a), TL
priming effects reflect the uncertainty in letter order arising from
noise in the early stages of visual perception. Specifically, within
the brief time that the prime is presented, the spatial order of
neighboring letters in a letter string is ambiguous (i.e., it is uncer-
tain whether g in jugde is to the left or right of d). To the extent that
there is some possibility that ‘d’ precedes ‘g,’ the TL prime jugde
will match JUDGE to a greater degree than the control prime
junpe.

The evidence from the research summarized above strongly
suggests that the visual word recognition system operates with
abstract letter representations and that it shows a degree of toler-

ance in the processing of letter order. Most of this evidence has
come from European languages that are written using the Roman
alphabet. This brings us to the third issue driving research into
visual word recognition, which relates to whether the structural
characteristics of different languages can influence theorizing
about the nature of the representation of letters subserving the
reading process. Previous cross-linguistic research strongly sug-
gests that typologically different languages not only organize their
lexical spaces differently, but they also seem to weight different
domains of linguistic knowledge differently (e.g., Frost, 2012 for
Hebrew; Lee & Taft, 2011 for Korean). More specifically, it has
been claimed that reading in languages like Hebrew and Arabic is
subject to an extreme letter-coding scheme such that transposing
the letters of a prime item does not generate the strong facilitation
of target recognition typical in Indo-European languages. This
claim is mainly based on the consistent absence of Transposed
Letter (TL) priming in lexical decision with Hebrew (e.g., Velan,
Deutsch, & Frost, 2013; Velan & Frost, 2009, 2011), and Arabic
(e.g., Perea, Abu Mallouh, & Carreiras, 2010), which contrasts
sharply with the facilitatory effects found in languages written in
the Roman alphabet. What is the origin of this cross-linguistic
difference?

As we will see in more detail below, written Arabic has two
unique features that distinguish it from European languages writ-
ten in the Roman alphabet: One is its Semitic morphological
structure, the second is its extensive position-dependent allogra-
phy. There are reasons to suspect that these two features may
operate at different levels or stages of visual word recognition, and
for this reason we will use two tasks that are differentially sensitive
to stages of orthographic and lexical processing. Specifically, in
the first experiment, we use the lexical-decision task to engage
lexical processing and to confirm the absence of the TL priming
effects in this task, as has been reported consistently with Semitic
languages. This experiment also serves to validate our stimuli. We
then use these stimuli in the same–different match task, in which
the orthographic priming effects have been shown to operate at the
level of prelexical orthographic representations consisting of ab-
stract letter identities (Kinoshita & Norris, 2009; Kinoshita,
Gayed, & Norris, 2018), and to be insensitive to morphological
structure in European languages written in the Roman alphabet
(Duñabeitia, Kinoshita, Carreiras, & Norris, 2011). Specifically,
we focus on the orthographic system of Modern Standard Arabic
(MSA), with its unique characteristics, to investigate whether the
TL priming effect, which has been used as the main marker of
letter order coding flexibility, is modulated by allographic varia-
tion. In what follows, we briefly present the key characteristics of
the MSA orthographic system, then we summarize previous ex-
perimental research that addressed orthographic processing in Ar-
abic.

The MSA Orthographic System

The MSA orthographic system (see Daniels, 2013) operates
with 28 letters that are written cursively from right to left. From the

1 In this task, masked priming effects are limited to the Same response
and not observed with the Different response. Readers are referred to our
previous works (e.g., Kinoshita & Norris, 2009, 2010; Norris & Kinoshita,
2008) for an explanation.
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visual point of view, these letters fall into nine groups as shown in
Table 1.

Groups 1 to 8 consist of letters with exactly the same base shape
save for the presence of dots. Thus in Group 1, for instance, the
three letters share the same base shape, but differ with respect to
the number and position of dots, with in particular, the letter ب /b/
exhibiting a single dot underneath it, while the ت /t/, and ث /θ/,
respectively, feature two and three dots above them. The exception
to this pattern is the 10 letters of Group 9 which have unique shapes
that they do not share with each other or with any other letter.

A number of orthographic characteristics make MSA an ideal
writing system to investigate the issues of abstract letter represen-
tations and letter order coding. One relates to the allographic
nature of the script whereby each letter can take as many as four
different shapes depending on its position within the word: an
initial, a medial, a final, and an isolated form as illustrated in
Table 2.

Two variables interact to determine which allograph is used for
a given letter. These are the position of the letter in the word,
initial, medial, or final, and the presence or absence of a ligature
with the preceding letter. Twenty-two of the 28 letters are fully
ligating letters (i.e., they connect to the preceding and the follow-
ing letter) and have four allographs, whereas the remaining six are
partially ligating letters (i.e., they ligate only to the preceding
letter) and have only two allographs each.

One consequence of the interaction of these two variables is that
besides triggering changes in the form of a letter (e.g., Βώϡ – όΔϡ�a2

‘play’), allography manifests itself in two other ways. First, it can
appear as a change in ligation pattern as in ΐϪϢκϕأ - ΐϪϢϖιأ� ‘fail,’
where the underlined letter changes from a letter ـκـ that ligates to
the left and right to a ιـ ligating only to the left. Second, allography
can show up as a redistribution of blank-spaces within the word.
For instance, the blank space (indicated by the underscore here for
ease of illustration) comes after the second letter in άϡ_ϰϥ birth, but
after the third letter in the transposed nonword .ϰϢϥ_د Importantly,
although change in ligation patterns can occur without redistribu-
tion of blank spaces within the word (e.g., Ϥهϡأ - ϤϢأه� ʔlhm-ʔhlm
‘inspiring’), the reverse is not true in the sense that the redistri-
bution of blank-spaces is always accompanied by a change in
ligation patterns (e.g., Βأذ_ه - أهή_ب ʔðhb-ʔhðb ‘going-civilize’) a
change in letter form (e.g., ϤϢύأ - Ϥώϡأ ʔʕlm- ʔlʕm ‘inform-uncle’) or
both (e.g., أάύ_م – άϦύأ ʔʕdm-ʔʕmd ‘execute-intend’). Furthermore,
a change in letter form does not necessarily trigger a blank-space
redistribution and vice versa. In the transposed letter item �يϾώφΚ_ن
the shape of the letters has changed compared with the original
form يΐώϢφΚ_ن ‘look forward to,’ but the blank space remains in the

same position, after the sixth letter, in both items. For the present
purposes, we have opted to treat the three manifestations of allog-
raphy as equivalent. We do this for two reasons, first, because a
change in the form of the letter, a change in its ligation pattern, or
the redistribution of blank spaces within the word may provide
equally important cues about the identity of the letters within the
orthographic string, and about its length, and second, because we
are interested in the change in the overall shape of the word, which
is equally apparent when the shape of the letter or its ligation
pattern changes, or indeed when the blank spaces within the word
are redistributed. In addition to this, the constraints we had to
observe when building the experimental materials made it impos-
sible to covary for instance letter-form change and ligation change
without creating an existing root, which we strove to avoid. We
will nevertheless consider the potential contribution of the differ-
ent forms of allography in our post hoc statistical analyses.

In sum, the critical feature of MSA is that allography, in all its
manifestations, is highly informative with regards to letter position
in two important ways. First, when a reader sees the allograph ,ـώـ
for instance, they know that it is neither at the beginning nor end
of the word, whereas seeing the allograph ع is an unequivocal cue
that it is at the end of the word. Second, the different allographs of
a letter can affect the location of blank spaces within the ortho-
graphic sequence especially when the letter is nonligating. Note for
instance that the blank space, indicated by an underscore, after the
third letter, in the base word ΖΓ_ΰ΢Ι tjr_bt ‘experience’ appears after
the second letter in the transposed nonword version ΖΔΡ_ΰΙ tr_jbt.
The sort of information conveyed by the various forms of the
letters in MSA and the accompanying redistribution of the location
of blank spaces in the orthographic sequence are qualitatively very
different from the allography in the Roman script (uppercase and
lowercase letters) which neither depends on letter position nor
alters the location of blank spaces within a word.3 Against this
background, the question we address here is whether readers of
MSA can take advantage of the order constraints provided by the
position-specific allographs, or instead rely entirely on a more
abstract level of letter representation that discards the allographic
detail.

Another equally important feature of MSA orthography is that it
is a predominantly consonantal system all of whose letters repre-
sent consonant phonemes except for three, known as matres lec-
tionis, which serve to indicate the three long vowels of the lan-
guage /aa, uu, ii/. The remaining three short vowels /a, u, i/ have
no corresponding letters; instead they are written as diacritical
marks above or below the letter. This characteristic of the script is

2 The asterisk is used to indicate a nonword.
3 In most languages the Roman upper-case letters can only appear as the

first letter in a sentence or the first letter in a proper noun.

Table 1
Arabic Script and Letter Groups

Groups Example Groups Example

1 ب ت ,a/bث t, �/ 5 س ش /s, ʃ/
2 ج ح ,a/jخ �, x/ 6 ص a/sʕض dʕ/
3 د ,a/dذ ð/ 7 ط a/tʕظ ðʕ/
4 ر ,a/rز z/ 8 ع ,ʕa/غ �/
9 ف ق ك ل م ن ه و ي ,a/fأ q, k, l, m, n, h, w, y, ʔ/

Note. Stimuli are given in Arabic and in Buckwalter transliteration with
the manipulated root letters in upper case.

Table 2
Fully and Partially Ligating Letters

Ligature Initial Medial Final Isolated IPA

Full ϑـ ـϒـ ـϐ/غ غ γ
Partial د άـ ـά/د د d

Note. The Final letter column shows the allographs for the letter preceded
by a nonligating and a ligating letter respectively.
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intimately linked to the Semitic morphological system which relies
on a clear distinction between two morphemes: the root, typically
made up of thee consonants, and the word pattern (WP) essentially
made up of vowels and a subset of consonants. The root provides
constraining semantic information and plays an earlier and more
durable role in the lexical access process than the word pattern
which is interleaved with the root and conveys morpho-syntactic
and phonological information, affecting the processing dynamics
only during a limited time window (Boudelaa & Marslen-Wilson,
2005). Given the salience of the consonantal root as an access and
representational unit in lexical processing in Arabic (Boudelaa &
Marslen-Wilson, 2004, 2005, 2011, 2015), the question arises of
how the transposition or substitution of root consonants modulates
TL-priming effects.

Previous Research on Orthographic Processing
of Arabic

Perea et al. (2010) and Carreiras, Perea, Gil-López, Abu Mal-
louh, & Salillas (2013) have spearheaded research into letter order
coding and abstract letter identities in Arabic. Using both lexical
(lexical decision) and nonlexical (same–different matching) tasks,
these authors have collectively made two important claims. One is
that the Semitic morphological structure, comprising the tri-
consonantal root and a word pattern, plays a key role in the early
orthographic processing in Arabic. Velan and Frost (2009, 2011)
have previously shown using a lexical task (lexical decision) that
in Hebrew, another Semitic language, TL priming effects are
absent when the transposed letters are root consonants, and argued
that this reflects a Semitic orthographic structure that is fundamen-
tally different from European languages. Perea et al. (2010) rep-
licated this finding with Arabic and extended it to the same–
different task (Perea, Abu Mallouh, Garcı A-Orza, & Carreiras,
2011, Experiment 1). The authors took the latter as evidence that
the Semitic morphological structure modulates prelexical ortho-
graphic processing, arguing that the masked priming same–
different task is sensitive to morphology. However, Kinoshita,
Norris, and Siegelman (2012) questioned this claim, noting that
Perea et al. examined TL effects without taking into account
allographic variations, using primes that appear with different
allographs when their root letters are transposed (e.g., άيώΓ - άيΔύ
bʕiid-ʕbiid ‘far-slaves’; the differing allographs are underlined in
the MSA script). In contrast to Perea et al.’s (2011) finding for
Arabic, Kinoshita et al. (2012), using Velan and Frost’s (2011)
stimuli in Hebrew, which has much more limited position-
dependent allography, found robust TL priming effects that were
not modulated by morphology in the same–different task. Thus, it
remains to be seen whether the finding reported by Perea et al.
(2011) for Arabic is replicable when allographic variation is con-
trolled.

The second main claim made by these authors is that allographic
variation plays little or no role in visual word recognition in
Arabic. This claim is based on studies (Carreiras, Perea, & Abu
Mallouh, 2012, 2013) that used single letters in the same–different
match task to compare identity priming effects with nonallo-
graphic, that is with no change in letter shape (e.g., ,aد د /d/), and
allographic (e.g., ,aع ـώـ /ʕ/) variants of the same letter. The authors
reported priming effects of the same magnitude for allographic and
nonallographic letter pairs, much like the finding regarding visu-

ally similar and dissimilar uppercase-lowercase letter pairs in the
Roman alphabet (Kinoshita & Kaplan, 2008; Norris & Kinoshita,
2008), and concluded that “priming of abstract letter representa-
tions is a universal phenomenon” (Carreiras et al., 2012, p. 685).
A limitation of this claim, however, is that allographic variation in
Arabic is informative in the context of the word (a sequence of
letters): the allograph ـــώـ tells the reader that there is a letter
preceding it and a letter following it, and that both are ligating
letters. Presented as a single letter, this allograph says nothing
about position within a word, and so it is not too surprising that the
Arabic allographic variation functions just like the uppercase and
lowercase variations in the Roman alphabet.

The recent study by Perea, Abu Mallouh, and Carreiras (2013)
aimed to assess the role of visual similarity using a masked
priming lexical-decision task with 3rd and 6th graders as well as
adult readers. The authors substituted either a letter in a prime
having the same visual form (i.e., the same allograph in terms of
the ligation pattern between a word’s letters) as the target word
(e.g., آβΚب - آΐΚب “ktzb”–“ktaab”), or a letter having a different
visual form from the target as a result of ligation (ΒΪΚآ - آΐΚب
ktaab-ktxb). The size of the priming did not differ between these
two types of primes in either developing readers or adult readers.
Given the parallel with the visual similarity manipulation carried
out with the lowercase prime-uppercase target pairs in the Roman
alphabet (e.g., edge-EDGE vs. kiss-KISS, Bowers et al., 1998),
Perea et al. concluded that allographic variation plays little role in
Arabic. Note however that the visual similarity manipulation con-
cerned a nonroot letter, and that the prime and target always shared
the three letters of the root {ktb}. From the point of view that
lexical processing in Arabic is tuned to picking up root consonants
(e.g., Boudelaa, 2014; Boudelaa & Marslen-Wilson, 2005, 2015),
there is little reason to expect the two conditions to behave differ-
ently. That is, the message from this experiment may not be that
visual form has no role to play, but that root priming in Arabic is
robust and can be observed in both adult and developing readers.

The conclusion drawn by these authors that allography does not
modulate visual word recognition processes in Arabic seems in-
consistent with recent data concerning readers of MSA who have
Letter Position Dyslexia (Friedmann & Haddad-Hanna, 2012).
These dyslexic readers have a selective deficit in letter position
encoding manifested in a disproportionate number of reading
errors involving letter migrations within words. The point of
interest is that their letter-migration errors are modulated by
position-dependent allography. They made 85% letter migration
errors with words involving no allographic variation (i.e., words
comprising the same letter allograph in the base word and TL
word, e.g., ϠهϦΙ - ϠϦهΙ tmhl-thml ‘give notice-neglect’); in contrast,
words that would involve allographic variation when their letters
are transposed (e.g., βهΐΡ - Ρهΐز jaahz-jhaaz ‘ready-device’) hardly
elicited any errors. This suggests that allographic information is
indeed encoded and is used to resolve uncertainty in letter position.
What is unclear, however, is whether the use of letter-form infor-
mation is characteristic of an immature reading system specific to
individuals with dyslexia and does not apply to normal skilled
readers, as suggested by Carreiras et al. (2012, p. 690).

The absence of allographic effects in Arabic as claimed by Perea
et al. (2013) and Carreiras et al. (2012) is equally at variance with
data from Uyghur, an agglutinative non-Semitic language from the
Turkic family that uses an Arabic-based script in which both
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consonants and vowels are fully specified (Yakup, Abliz, Sereno,
& Perea, 2014, 2015). Using a Rapid Serial Visual Presentation
(RSVP) with sentences containing jumbled words, in which the
internal letters were rearranged in a way that either did or did not
lead to allographic changes, Yakup et al. (2014) showed that
response accuracy was significantly lower for target words in
jumbled sentences involving a letter shape change, thus suggesting
that position-dependent allography affects letter position coding in
Uyghur. Similar results were found by the same authors using a
masked priming lexical decision in which it was found that trans-
posed and substituted letter primes that did not incur any allo-
graphic changes showed significantly more facilitation than those
that did (Yakup et al., 2015).

In summary, then, the Arabic dyslexic data and the Uyghur data
for which strong effects of allography have been reported are at
variance with the masked priming data reported by Perea et al.
(2011, 2013) and Carreiras et al. (2012), which did not find any
modulatory effects of priming by allography. Given the method-
ological shortcomings of the Arabic masked priming studies de-
scribed above, however, the role of position-dependent allography
in visual word recognition in intact readers of Arabic remains to be
determined.

In the present study, we addressed this issue by evaluating the
extent to which allographic variation can modulate TL priming
effects in Arabic. To ascertain the locus of these effects, we
evaluated the effects allography has on TL priming using the
masked priming lexical-decision task (Experiment 1), the same–
different matching with existing Arabic words (Experiment 2), and
grapho-tactically legal nonwords (Experiment 3).

Experiment 1: Masked Priming Lexical Decision

Lexical decision is a classic lexical task in which the participant
is presented with letter strings that are either real words or word-
like nonwords. In this task, the subject has to verify whether each
item is a word or not. This task is standardly thought to engage
lexical access processes and to be sensitive to the way lexical
space is organized in a given language. We elected to use this task
in the first experiment because it naturally complements the same
different matching task that we will use in Experiments 2 and 3.
Furthermore, the lexical-decision task, but not the same–different
task, requires lexical access. In the Bayesian Reader framework
(Norris, 2006; Norris & Kinoshita, 2012a), in the lexical-decision
task the participant has to match the input against the whole
lexicon, whereas, in the same–different task, they have to match it
against a single item: the referent (Norris & Kinoshita, 2008). This
means that the characteristics of lexical space such as neighbor-
hood density and morphological structure should modulate prim-
ing in lexical decision but not in the same–different match task.
Accordingly, if the specific characteristics of the Arabic lexicon
come into play in lexical decision, but not in the same–different
match task, then we expect to see different TL priming effects in
Experiment 1 compared with Experiments 2 and 3. A second
reason for using lexical decision is that there has been no system-
atic study of orthographic priming effects in Arabic controlling for
allographic variation with transposed letter primes in this task.
Finally, lexical decision is a ubiquitously used task in the ortho-
graphic priming literature looking at transposed letter effects and,

as such, it will allow us to maintain comparability with previous
research.

In past research using lexical decision, Velan and Frost (2009,
2011) consistently found no TL priming effects for Hebrew native
words with the typical Semitic morphological structure. Perea et
al. (2010) extended these results to Arabic, using transposed-letter
Arabic words as primes for existing word target (e.g., άώϚϥ – άϚώϥ
mqʕd-mʕqd, ‘seat-complex’) and found no TL priming effects;
they thus concluded that “the order of the root letters is allowed
only a minimum degree of perceptual noise to avoid activating the
wrong root” (pp. 375, 378). The present experiment extended these
studies in two respects. First, it used real word targets paired with
transposed and substituted letter nonword primes comprising non-
existing roots. This allowed us to establish whether the absence of
TL priming effects reported by Perea et al. (2010) was attributable
to competition among existing roots, or genuinely reflected the
processing dynamics engaged during lexical decision in this lan-
guage. Second, and more importantly, we added the manipulation
of allography such that when two consonants of the base root were
transposed or substituted, this either caused a change in the shape
of the manipulated letter and/or brought about a redistribution of
blank space locations. This variable was not controlled in the Perea
et al. (2010, 2011), and as a consequence it is possible that the
absence of TL effects when the root letters were manipulated in
Arabic could in part be due to this confounding factor.

Method

Participants. Fifty-nine participants were randomly selected
from the female campus of the United Arab Emirates University to
take part in this experiment. Their age ranged between 20 and 24
years old, and they all were native speakers of dialectal Emirati
Arabic, used Modern Standard Arabic on a daily basis, and had
normal or corrected-to-normal vision.

The sample size was guided by, and is much greater than,
previous studies of TL priming lexical decision experiments in
Arabic (Perea et al., 2010: 26 participants in Experiment 1, 28
participants in Experiment 2). More generally, the sample size in
each of the three experiments reported here provided an estimated
power greater than 0.9 to detect the effects of interest if they
existed.

Stimuli and design. We selected 60 words to be used as
targets for the ‘word’ response condition. They ranged between 4
and 8 letters in length (mean 6.12 letters), with an average fre-
quency of 15.36 per million (range: .01–234) in the Aralex data-
base (Boudelaa & Marslen-Wilson, 2010). Each of the words was
preceded by one of six types of prime (see Table 3). The first was
an Identity prime (e.g., يάώζون - يάώζون ysʕduun-ysʕduun ‘be
happy-be happy), and the sixth was the all-letter-different baseline
nonword prime, used to establish that the task is sensitive to the
masked priming manipulation (e.g., ΠΝΐϪΚΙ � ttnaa�j). The second to
fifth prime types involved the two critical manipulations, Type of
Change (letter transposition vs. substitution) and Allography,
crossed orthogonally. All primes were legal nonwords. In Condi-
tion 2, two letters of the TL�Allog primes were transposed with-
out causing any allographic changes (e.g. يάώζون - يάζώون �yʕsduun-
ysʕduun ‘be happy’). In contrast, in Condition 3, TL�Allog, two
letters of the prime were transposed so as to undergo allographic
changes (e.g., يϰύάζن - يάώζون �ysdʕuun-ysʕduun ‘be happy’). Note
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for example the change of the underlined letter ʕ in the Arabic-
script example from the allograph ــώــ when flanked by two ligat-
ing letters in the base word to the allograph ύــ when the preceding
letter does not ligate in the prime. Note further that the blank
spaces appear after letters 3 and 5 in the TL�Allog prime, but after
letters 4 and 5 in the target. More specifically, the allographic
changes in this condition consisted of (a) changes in the shape of
the letter (e.g., ع to ـώـ or ل to (aـϢـ 48.81% of the time, (b) changes
in ligation of the letters (e.g., ر to ΰـ or Ωـ to (aـΪـ 9.66% of the time,
and (c) changes in ligation and blank space location (e.g.,
يήϪ_ر_و_ن – (aيΰϩ_ή_و_ن 41.53% of the time. In Condition 4,
SL�Allog, two letters of the target were substituted to create a
prime without any allographic changes. In particular, one of the
substituted letters was from the same Letter group as the orig-
inal letters 56.78% of the cases (e.g., �aيάϒκون – يάώζون �yʃγduun-
ysʕduun ‘be happy’). In the remaining 43.22% of the items, the
substitution letters were from different Letter groups that nonethe-
less preserved the ligation pattern and blank space location of the
base word (e.g., �aيΐϚϖϞϪ_ن – يΐϚϢφϪ_ن �ynkfqaan- yntʕlqaan ‘start off’).
In Condition 5, labeled SL�Allog, two letters of the target were
substituted so as to cause allographic changes in the prime (e.g.,
يβζرون� - �يάώζون �yszruun-ysʕduun ‘be happy’). These changes
pertained to letter shape in 1.69% of the items, to letter ligation
33.39% of the item and to ligation and blank space relocation
64.92% of the items. Additionally, the substitution letters in this
condition were from the same Letter group as the substituted
letters, so that they differed only in the dots above or below
them 16.95% of the time. For instance, the base word ΐهϦφϡأ
?ltʕmhaa ‘smack,’ is converted into the prime ΐهϦωأد �ʔdðʕmhaa,
where one letter, the ,ـφـ is replaced by the same Letter group ,ωـ
while the second letter ϡـ is replaced by the different Letter group
.د Despite the overall similarity between the two items, it is
important to note the new blank space after the second letter
of the sequence ΐهϦω_أد, as well as the fact that the letter ωـ ligates
to the right in the resulting prime while the letter ـφـ ligates both to
the right and left in the base word. In the remaining 83.05% of
cases, the substituted letters were from different Letter groups.

Beyond this, the transposed and substituted letters were always
the same two root letters in the base word. In half of the stimuli the
first and second letters of the root were manipulated, and in the
other half the second and third or the second and fourth letters
were manipulated. The manipulated letters were never the first or
the last letter of the whole word. Finally, none of the roots
resulting from letter transposition or letter substitution corre-
sponded to an existing root in the language. Nine different verb
word patterns were used with an average type frequency of 4913
(range: 2.4–26265) in the Aralex database.

We also created 60 grapho-tactically legal nonwords by chang-
ing one to two consonant letters of an existing Arabic word to be
used as targets in the ‘nonword’ response condition. For example,
the existing Arabic words اϚϩهΰت ʔnqhrt ‘be conquered’ and ΐΙάώεأ
‘ʔsʕdtaa’ make happy are respectively converted into the non-
words اϞϩهβت �ʔnkhzt by changing two consonants and ΐΚϊώεأ
�ʔsʕdʕtaa by changing one consonant. These items ranged from
5–8 letters in length (mean: 6.13, SDEV: .57). Each of these
nonwords was preceded by one of six types of primes built along
the same lines as in the word response (see Table 3). The first
condition was an Identity prime (e.g., اϞϩهβت – اϞϩهβت �ʔnkhzt-
ʔnkhzt), and the sixth was an all-letter-different baseline nonword
prime (e.g., ϤϙΐΪΚي �ytxaaqm). Conditions 2 to 5 constituted the
critical manipulation of the experiment by orthogonally crossing
Type of Change (letter transposition vs. substitution) with Allog-
raphy (– Allography vs. � Allography). Specifically, Condition 2,
called ‘TL�Allog,’ paired a base nonword target (e.g.,
اϞϩهβت �ʔnkhzt) with a prime in which two letters were transposed
without causing any allographic changes (e.g., اϩهβϞت �ʔnhkzt).
Condition 3, TL�Allog, comprised primes in which the transpo-
sition of two letters of the base nonword caused allographic
changes in the resulting prime. These changes affected the letter
form 45.42% of the time, letter ligation 20% of the time, and
letter ligation and blank space location 34.58% of the time. In
Condition 4, the SL�Allog, two letters of the target nonword
were substituted without resulting in any changes either in the
form of the residual letters of the base nonword, its ligation pattern
or the distribution of blank spaces within it (e.g., �aاϞϩهβت - �aاβώφϩت
�ʔntʕʕzt- �ʔnkhzt. In this condition, the substituting letters were
from the same Letter group as the substituted letters in 3.34% of
the items. In Condition 5, SL�Allog, the two letters that were
substituted in the nonword target caused allographic changes that
pertained to letter form 16.61% of the time, to letter ligation in
12.71% of the cases, and to a combination of letter ligation and
blank space location 70.68% of the time. The substituting and the
substituted letters were from the same letter Group 4.92% of the
time. The transposed and substituted letters were always the same
two root letters in the base word, and none of the roots resulting
from letter transposition or letter substitution exists in the lan-
guage. In half of the stimuli the first and second letters of the
nonexisting root were manipulated, and in the other half, the
second and third letters were manipulated. Five different verb
word patterns were used to form this set of stimuli, with an average
type frequency of 7499 (range: 4.85–26265) in the Aralex data-
base. Full lists of the stimuli are provided in Appendices A1 and
B1.

Procedure. Participants were tested in groups of nine at carrel
desks in a quiet room. The presentation of the stimuli and record-
ing of response times were controlled by portable laptops using

Table 3
Sample Stimuli Used in Experiment 1

Stimuli Word Nonword

Prime
1. Identity يάώζون اϞϩهβت

ysʕduun �ʔnkhzt
‘be happy’

2. TL�Allog يάζώون اϩهβϞت
�ysdʕuun �ʔnhkzt

3. TL�Allog يϰύάζن ΘهβϞϩا
�ysdʕuun �ʔnkzht

4. SL-Allog يάϒκون اβώφϩت
�yʃγduun �ʔntʕʕzt

5. SL�Allog يβζرون ΘφϢϞϩا
�yszruun �ʔnkltʕt

6. Baseline ΠΝΐϪΚΙ ϤϙΐΪΚي
�ttnaa�j �ytxaaqm

Target يάώζون اϞϩهβت
ysʕduun �ʔnkhzt
‘be happy’

Note. Examples are in Arabic script with a transliteration and an English
gloss where appropriate (the asterisk indicates a nonword).
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Superlab 5. On each trial, a forward mask consisting of 22 vertical
lines (اااااااااااااااااااااا) in a 48-point Arabic font size was presented for
1,000 ms. For cursive Arabic scripts, this mask is preferred to the
more commonly used hash mark mask used with stimuli in the
Roman alphabet based on the results of several piloting tests, and
has been used in previous masked priming studies with Arabic
(Boudelaa & Marslen-Wilson, 2004, 2005, 2011, 2015). Next, a
prime in 24-point Arabic font was presented for 50 ms, and was
then replaced by a target word or nonword in 36 Arabic font size.
The target remained on the screen either until the participant’s
response or for 2,000 ms, whichever occurred first. Participants
were instructed that they would see strings of Arabic letters and
that their task was to press the button marked Ϥώϩ “YES” with their
right index finger if the target was a word, and the button marked
Ͻ “NO” with their left index finger if the target was a nonword.
Participants were instructed to make this decision as rapidly and as
accurately as possible. When debriefed at the end of the experi-
ment, none of the subjects reported conscious knowledge of the
priming items. Each participant received a different order of trials.
The experiment began with 32 practice trials with properties
similar to those of the experimental trials followed by the exper-
imental trials. The whole session lasted approximately 10 minutes.

Results

In this experiment, as well as the next two, the preliminary
treatment of the data was as follows: Incorrect responses and
response times less than 200 ms or greater than 1800 ms were
removed. For the word response data, this procedure resulted in
the removal of 1.49% of all the data (.98% errors and .50%
outliers). For the nonword response data, 5.47% of the total data
were excluded (2.65% errors and 2.82% outliers). The full raw
data set for this experiment and the next two is accessible here:
https://osf.io/pmvxk/?show�revision. Mean RTs and error rates
for word and nonword trials are shown in Table 4.

Word responses. We analyzed the four critical conditions
(i.e., TL�Allog; SL�Allog, TL�Allog, and SL�Allog) using a
linear mixed effects modeling approach. We first examined the
shape of reaction time (RT) distribution for correct trials requiring
the WORD response (a total of 2360 observations for the four
conditions under consideration). All RTs were log transformed to
best approximate a normal distribution, and to meet the assumption

of the linear mixed effects model. The data were then submitted to
a linear mixed-effects model using the lme4 package implemented
in R 3.2.3 (Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Walker, 2013). The model
included as fixed factors the RTs on the previous trial (PrevRT),
along with a full factorial combination of Type of Change (i.e.,
Transposed vs. Substituted), Allography (i.e., plus allography vs.
minus allography; both of which were deviation-contrast coded),
and random intercepts and random slopes for subjects, prime
words and target words. All models used for RT latencies and
error count measures contained the full random structure as rec-
ommended by Barr, Levy, Scheepers, and Tily (2013). If a model
containing the full random structure failed to converge, it was
systematically pruned by removing interactions between random
effects until the model converged. Thus all results reported here
are based on successfully converging models.

After removing the RTs of error trials from both the current and
previous trials, there were 2325 data points. The degrees of free-
dom and the p values in this experiment and the next two were
estimated using Satterthwaite’s approximation as implemented in
the lmerTest package (Kuznetsova, Brockhoff, & Christensen,
2013). Neither the main effect of Type of Change, F(1, 113.69) �
3.570, p � .06, nor that of Allography, F(1, 48.62) � .288,
p � .59, or their interaction was significant, F(1, 154.47) � .085,
p � .77. The only significant effect in this model was that of
PrevRT, F(1, 2245.76) � 17.61, p � .001. We also conducted
pairwise post hoc comparisons systematically contrasting TL�
Allog with TL�Allog and SL�Allog, as well as the SL�Allog
with the SL�Allog and the TL�Allog using Bonferroni-Holm
protection levels. The results of these comparisons indicated that
performance in the TL�Allog condition did not significantly
differ from performance in TL�Allog (p � 1.0), SL�Allog (p �
1.0), or indeed SL�Allog (p � .6). Similarly, the TL�Allog
condition did not differ significantly either from the SL�Allog
(p � .1) or AL�Allog (p � 1.0), and finally, the two SL condi-
tions were not significantly different from each other (p � 1.0). As
a paradigm check, we assessed priming in the Identity condition
against the unrelated baseline, the two TL conditions, and the two
SL conditions. In each of these comparisons, the identity condition
showed significant facilitation (all ps � .01), suggesting that the
absence of facilitation in our four conditions of interest was not
due to lack of statistical power, but was a genuine outcome
resulting from the processing dynamics engaged by the primed
lexical-decision task in Arabic.

In a second series of analyses, we also evaluated the potential
effects of two variables on priming. The first was Form of Allog-
raphy, which focused on the TL�Allog and the SL�Allog con-
trast and aimed at assessing the extent to which the three forms of
allography (i.e., change in letter form, change in ligation, and
change in blank space location within the word) can affect prim-
ing. The second, called Letter Group, focused on the SL�Allog
and the SL�Allog conditions and sought to determine if priming
was modulated by whether the letters substituting each other
belonged to the same letter group. Accordingly, we coded the data
into four categories on the basis of whether they comprised (a) two
substituted letters belonging to the same group and occurring in the
same position across prime and target, (b) two substituted letters
belonging to the same group, but occurring in different positions,
(c) one substituted letter belonging to the same group, and occur-
ring in the same position, and (d) one substituted letter belonging

Table 4
Mean Lexical Decision Response Latencies (RT, in ms), Percent
Error Rates (in Parentheses), and Magnitude of Facilitation
(Priming in ms) in Experiment 1 (Lexical Decision Task)

Response and prime type Word Nonword

Identity 598 (.68) 737 (2.37)
TL�Allog 657 (.51) 763 (2.03)
SL�Allog 666 (1.53) 750 (3.39)
TL priming effect: SL�Allog

minus TL�Allog 9 �13
TL�Allog 663 (1.01) 756 (2.88)
SL�Allog 678 (1.01) 750 (3.22)
Baseline 684 (1.19) 816 (2.03)
TL priming effect SL�Allog

minus TL�Allog 15 �6
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to the same group, but occurring in different positions across prime
and target.

The first model revealed no significant effects either for Type of
Change, F(1, 795.82) � 1.6166, p � .203, Form of Allography,
F(2, 41.30) � 1.7723, p � .17, or their interaction, F(2, 795.40) �
.0354, p � .97. The only significant effect in this model was that
of the control variable PrevRT, F(1, 1108.55) � 18.115, p � .001.
Similarly, the second model suggested that neither the effects of
Allography, F(1, 51.36) � .107, p � .74, nor those of Letter
Group, F(3, 82.07) � 1.4374, p � .24, or indeed the interaction
between them was significant, F(2, 95.20) � 1.132, p � .33.
PrevRT was however, highly significant, F(1, 1086.94) � 19.047,
p � .001.

The error data were analyzed using a logit mixed model (Jaeger,
2008) with the same fixed and random factors as used in the RT
models except for PrevRT. The results did not reveal any signif-
icant changes in the log odds of the response variable as a function
of the predictor Type of Change (t � .267, p � .79), Allography
(t � .383, p � .70), or their interaction (t � .185, p � .85). We also
ran two further mixed effects models focusing on the possible
modulatory effects of Form of Allography in the TL�Allog and
the SL�Allog conditions and on those of Letter Group within the
two substituted letter conditions. The first model revealed no
significant effects for Type of Change (t � .285, p � .78), Form
of Allography (t � .292, p � .77), or the interaction between them
(t � �.282, p � .77), and neither did the second model, revealing
unreliable effects for Allography (t � .440, p � .66), Letter Group
(t � �.107, p � .92) and their interaction (t � .131, p � .90).

Given the absence of a significant NHST effect of TL priming
in this experiment, we decided to investigate the effect further
using Bayes Factors. Not only does a Bayes factor analysis allow
us to quantify the relative evidence both for and against the
hypothesis that there is an effect of TL, but it also addresses the
possibility that the absence of a significant TL effect in NHST
might be a consequence of lack of power. If a Bayes Factor
analysis gives strong support for the absence of TL priming, this
cannot be a result of lack of power. We calculated the Bayes factor
using the Bayes factor package (Version 9.12–2, Rouder & Morey,
2013) available in R to compare two mixed effects models that
differed in the inclusion of the variable Type of Change, which
contrasted letter transposition with letter substitution. Model 1 was
the mixed effects model described above, and Model 2 did not
include Type of Change. We then used the “compare function”
with the default JZS prior to compute the Bayes Factor using
Model 1 as the denominator. Our Bayes factor (BF01) was 73 	
4%, thus providing very strong evidence for the null hypothesis
that there is no TL priming effect in lexical decision in Arabic.

Nonword responses. The nonword RT data, which consisted
of 2290 data points after removal of false alarms and outliers, were
submitted to the same analyses as the word data, first with Type of
Change and Allography as fixed factors, and random intercepts
and slopes for subjects, prime words and target words. No signif-
icant effects were found for Type of Change, F(1, 8.93) � .077,
p � .78, Allography, F(1, 97.37) � .415, p � .52, or indeed their
two-way interaction, F(1, 221.12) � .049, p � .82. We did not
explore the effects of Form of Allography or Letter Group with the
nonword data because the effects of letter transposition and letter
substitution were numerically in the wrong direction with the

pooled TL conditions averaging 759 ms against a pooled average
of 750 ms in the SL conditions.

Turning to the error data for the nonwords, a logit mixed model
(Jaeger, 2008) with the same fixed and random factors as used with
the word error data revealed no significant effects of Type of
Change (t � .116, p � .91), Allography (t � .508, p � .61), or
their interaction (t � 1.930, p � .05). A second model focusing
only on the two allographic conditions (i.e., TL�Allog and
SL�Allog) revealed the effects of Type of Change (t � .306, p �
.76), Type of Allography (t � .408, p � .68) and their interaction
(t � �.558, p � .58) to be nonsignificant. Another model focused
on the two substitution letter conditions (i.e., SL�Allog and
SL�Allog) and yielded no effects of Allography (t � �.960, p �
.34), Letter Group (t � �.138, p � .89), or their interaction (t �
.146, p � .88).

Finally, we sought to quantify the amount of evidence for the
presence of orthographic effects in lexical decision by comparing
two logit models that differed in the inclusion of the variable Type
of Change (i.e., letter transposition vs. letter substitution). Using
the “compare function” with the default JZS prior to compute
the Bayes factor with the model including Type of Change as the
denominator, revealed the Bayes factor (BF10) to be 299 	 7%,
suggesting that there was very little evidence for the effects of the
variable Type of Change. This corroborates the idea that TL
priming is highly unlikely to obtain in lexical decision in Arabic.

Discussion

This experiment used masked lexical decision priming to deter-
mine whether TL priming effects can be observed in Arabic and,
if they do, whether they are modulated by allographic variation.
The results clearly show that TL priming effects do not obtain in
this language. This outcome replicates the pattern observed con-
sistently with Hebrew, another Semitic language with the Semitic
morphology based on consonantal roots (Velan & Frost, 2009,
2011) and extends the results originally reported by Perea et al.
(2010) for Arabic word primes to nonword primes. Furthermore,
our post hoc analyses suggest that the different types of allography
(i.e., change in letter form, letter ligation, or blank space location)
behave in the same way, consistent with previous reports in the
literature (Perea, Abu Mallouh, Mohammed, Khalifa, & Carreiras,
2016). Similarly, the fact that priming was not modulated by
whether or not the manipulated letters came from the same Letter
Group suggests that, at least in lexical decision, individual letters
and allographs are treated as wholes and not analyzed into a letter
shape of some sort plus a number of superposed dots. We do
acknowledge though that these two outcomes are based on post
hoc analyses of a subset of the data and should, therefore, be taken
with due caution.

More generally, our results can be accommodated within the
noisy position Bayesian Reader (Norris & Kinoshita, 2012a) as
follows. According to this view, word recognition consists of
accumulating evidence from the visual input via noisy perceptual
sampling. Within this framework a yes response in the lexical-
decision task is made when there is enough evidence to decide that
the input is more likely to be a word than a nonword, whereas a no
response is made when there is enough evidence to determine that
the input is unlikely to have been generated by a word (Norris,
2006; Norris & Kinoshita, 2008). Because lexical decision is
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standardly thought to trigger lexical processes, this view implies
that the amount of evidence needed to make a decision will be
modulated by the structural and distributional characteristics of the
lexical space. In the present case, we independently know that the
lexical status of a string of letters in Arabic is primarily determined
by whether its root exists or not (Boudelaa, 2014; Boudelaa &
Marslen-Wilson, 2015). We also know that the lexical space in
which roots are organized is densely populated such that transpos-
ing two letters in any of the commonly used 4858 Arabic triliteral
and quadriliteral roots results in an existing root 54% of the time.4

As an example, consider the Arabic root (e.g., {rtb} tidying up),
which consists of three consonants arranged in a specific order. If
the order is changed, completely different roots are obtained (e.g.,
{rbt} patting, {trb} sand, {tbr} gold, {brt} ax, {btr} cutting off),
suggesting that the lexical space in Arabic is dense compared with
that of a language like English where the rearrangement of letters
within a word (e.g., right, can, moot) typically yields nonexisting
word (e.g., rihgt, nac, toom).

It is well established in the masked priming literature with
European languages written in the Roman alphabet that the “neigh-
borhood density constraint” operates: Specifically, in lexical deci-
sion, orthographic priming effects by (substituted-letter/SL) non-
word neighbor primes (e.g., bamp-CAMP; bontrast-CONTRAST)
are weak or absent when the prime and target are drawn from
high-density neighborhoods (Forster, Davis, Schoknecht, &
Carter, 1987). In Semitic languages like Arabic, the lexical space
is structured around the triconsonantal root, and it is densely
populated by TL (as well as SL) neighbor roots. In lexical decision
then, TL priming effects are difficult to observe in Semitic lan-
guages, as has been shown repeatedly by Frost and colleagues
(e.g., Velan & Frost, 2009, 2011) in Hebrew, and in Arabic by
Perea et al. (2010), and in the present experiment. In this view, the
cross-language contrast in the finding of TL priming effects in
lexical decision is due to the density of lexical space, and the
structure of the orthographic representations that comprise the
lexical space. In English and other European languages written in
the Roman alphabet the orthographic representations that consti-
tute the lexical space are a linear sequence of abstract letter
identities. This lexical space is sparsely populated by TL neigh-
bors. In contrast, the Semitic morphological structure is nonlinear,
with the word pattern interleaved with the triconsonantal root. The
lexical space is organized around the triconsonantal root, and is
densely populated with TL neighbors.

A further implication of the Bayesian Reader view of masked
priming is that if we were to use a task that does not engage the
lexical access process, such as the same–different match, the
otherwise pervasive effects of the Semitic morphological structure
should have little impact. As noted, in this task, the input is not
matched against the whole lexicon, but only against the single
referent item. Because the priming effects should now reflect the
matching process against the prelexical orthographic representa-
tion consisting of abstract letter identities we should see the
emergence of TL-priming which should then be modulated by
allographic variation. This is the goal of Experiment 2.

Experiment 2

This experiment used the same–different match task to test
whether the TL priming effect is modulated by allographic varia-

tion in Arabic words. In this task, participants are first presented
with a referent and are asked to decide whether a subsequently
presented target is the same as or different from, the referent. The
masked priming procedure is otherwise identical to that used in the
lexical-decision task with a forward mask consisting, in this case,
of 22 vertical lines, followed a briefly presented prime that is in
turn backward-masked by the target so that participants are un-
aware of the identity of the prime. According to the noisy channel
Bayesian Reader view (Norris, 2006; Norris & Kinoshita, 2012a),
TL priming effects in this task arise because in the brief time the
prime is available for processing, the spatial position of adjacent
letters, and hence their relative order, is uncertain. As noted,
allographic variation in Arabic is position-dependent, with some
letters changing shape depending on their position within a word.
Friedmann and Haddad-Hanna’s (2012) findings suggest that Ar-
abic readers suffering from Letter Position Dyslexia use allo-
graphic variation as a cue to reduce the uncertainty in letter
position, as the letter form can provide a cue regarding the letter’s
position. A prediction that follows from this is that allographic
variation would modulate the TL priming effect such that the
effect would be reduced when allographic letters are transposed
compared with when nonallographic letters are transposed. In
addition, our letter transposition manipulation always involved
root letters. Hence the experiment also served as a replication of
Perea et al. (2011, Experiment 1), testing their claim that the
same–different task is sensitive to morphology and hence TL
priming effect would be absent when the transposition involves
root letters.

Method

Participants. Sixty-seven female volunteer students from the
United Arab Emirates University participated in the experiment.
They were aged 20–24 and were native speakers of dialectal
Emirati Arabic. They all used Modern Standard Arabic on a daily
basis, and had normal or corrected-to-normal vision. The sample
size was guided by, and is much greater than, previous studies of
TL priming same–different experiments in Arabic (Perea et al.,
2011, 20 participants).

Stimuli and design. The stimuli and design for the same
response trials were identical to those used in Experiment 1 for the
yes-response except for the use of the target items as a reference
for the same response condition. Table 5 displays sample stimuli
used in this experiment.

For the different response condition, we matched another 60
words to those used in the same response condition and used them
as targets. These targets ranged in length between five and eight
letters (mean 6.35 letters), with an average frequency of 16.86
(range: .03–237.42). They were based on six different verb word
patterns with an average frequency of 4193 (range: 2.41–26265).
The construction of the transposed and substituted letter with and

4 We compared this with the case in English by transposing the letters of
592 three-letter English words from the Celex database (Baayen, Piepen-
brock, & Guilikers, 1995). Each base word gave rise to five possible
permutations with a total of 2900 unique permutations (excluding repeats
from items like mum and pip). Of these 2900 items, only 193 corresponded
to existing words (e.g, cat-act; apt-tap). This means that letter transposition
in English results in an existing word only 6.65% of the time, suggesting
a lightly populated lexical space.
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without allography conditions as well as the construction of the
unrelated and identity primes was identical to that of the trials in
the same response condition. For the TL�Allog condition, the
allographic changes consisted of letter form changes in 42.54% of
the items, of ligation changes in changes 22.24% of the time, and
of a combination of ligation changes and blank space relocation in
35.22% of the items. For SL�Allog, 10.75% of the changes were
letter form changes, and another 10.75% were ligation changes,
while the remaining 78.51% were a combination of ligation
changes and blank space relocation. Additionally, the substituting
and the substituted letters were from the same letter Group 9.40%
of the time, whereas for the SL�Allog condition the manipulated
letters came from the same letter Group 21.34% of the time. The
different response reference items consisted of a further 60 words
with an average length of 6.25 letters (range: 4–8) and an average
frequency of 22.18 (range: .03–244.73). To maximize the differ-
ence between the reference words and their associated targets, the
references were built using as many verb word patterns as possi-
ble—more specifically, using 12 of the 15 patterns existing in the
language. Their average frequency was 4592 (range: 2.14–26265).
A series of paired t tests revealed no differences between the
experimental items in the various conditions in terms of their
distributional characteristics (all ps 
 .5).

Six experimental lists were constructed so that each target
appeared once in each set, but each time in a different priming
condition. Different groups of participants were randomly as-
signed to each list. The full list of stimuli is in Appendixes A1
and A2.

Procedure. The general procedure was identical to that in
Experiment 1 with the exception that each trial began with the
presentation of a reference stimulus in 36-point Arabic font above
a forward mask consisting of 22 vertical lines (ااااااااااااااااااااا) in a
48-point Arabic font size for 1,000 ms. Next, the reference disap-
peared, and the forward mask was replaced by a prime in 24-point

Times New Roman Arabic font presented for 50 ms. Then, the
prime was replaced by the target word in 36 Times New Roman
Arabic font size. The target remained on the screen either until the
participant’s response or for 2,000 ms, whichever occurred sooner.
Participants were instructed that they would see strings of Arabic
letters and that their task was to press the button marked Ϥώϩ “YES”
with their right index finger if the reference and target were the
same, and the button marked Ͻ “NO” with their left index finger if
the reference and target were different. Participants were instructed
to make this decision as rapidly and as accurately as possible.
When debriefed at the end of the experiment, none of the subjects
reported conscious knowledge of the priming items. Each partic-
ipant received a different order of trials. The experiment began
with 32 practice trials with properties similar to those of experi-
mental trials followed by experimental trials. The whole session
lasted approximately 12 min.

Results

The analysis of RTs and errors followed the same procedure as
Experiment 1 and revealed an overall error rate of 5.17% for the
same response data (5.14% errors and .024% outliers). For the
different response data, 4.70% of the overall data were excluded
(4.67% errors and .024% outliers). Mean RTs and error rates for
the Same and Different trials are shown in Table 6.

Same responses. As in the previous experiment, we analyzed
the four critical conditions (i.e., TL�Allog; SL�Allog, TL�
Allog, and SL�Allog) using a linear mixed effects modeling
approach. We examined the shape of the RT distribution of the
correct trials requiring the SAME response (a total of 2680 obser-
vations for the four conditions under consideration), and log-
transformed them to best approximate a normal distribution, and to
meet the assumption of the linear mixed effects model. We then
fitted the full random structure linear mixed effects model with
RTs on the previous trial (PrevRT) as fixed factors and a full
factorial combination of Type of Change (i.e., Transposed vs.
Substituted), and Allography (i.e., plus allography vs. minus al-
lography; both of which were deviation-contrast coded) and ran-
dom intercepts and slopes for subjects, prime words and target

Table 5
Sample Stimuli Used in Experiment 2

Stimuli Same Different

Reference يάώζون يάϢΪون
ysʕduun yxlduun
‘be happy’ ‘be eternal’

Prime
1. Identity يάώζون يάϢΪون

ysʕduun yxlduun
‘be happy’ ‘be eternal’

2. TL�Allog يάζώون يάΪϢون
�ysdʕuun �ylxduun

3. TL�Allog يϰύάζن يϰϡάΪن
�ysdʕuun �yxdluun

4. SL�Allog يάϒκون يάΔϊون
�yʃγduun �yðʕbduun

5. SL�Allog يβζرون يήΪآϰن
�yszruun �yxðkuun

6. Baseline ΠΝΐϪΚΙ ϤهάκϢϩ
�ttnaa�j �nlʃdhm

Target يάώζون يϰώϖΚϪن
ysʕduun yntfʕuun
‘be happy’ ‘benefit’

Note. Examples are in Arabic script with a transliteration and an English
gloss where appropriate (the asterisk indicates a nonword).

Table 6
Mean Response Latencies (RT, in ms), Percent Error Rates (in
Parentheses), and Magnitude of Facilitation (Priming in ms) in
Experiment 2 (Same–Different Task With Words)

Response and prime type Same Different

1. Identity 494 (5.07) 618 (5.67)
2. TL�Allog 486 (4.78) 613 (4.93)
3. SL�Allog 545 (4.63) 620 (4.48)
TL priming effect: SL�Allog

minus TL�Allog 59 8
4. TL�Allog 517 (3.28) 614 (5.67)
5. SL�Allog 556 (3.43) 606 (4.33)
6. Baseline 570 (9.70) 627 (3.13)
TL priming effect SL�Allog

minus TL�Allog 39 �8

Note. TL�Allog � Transposed Letter prime without allography;
TL�Allog � Transposed Letter prime plus allography; SL�Allog �
Substituted Letter prime without allography; SL�Allog � Substituted
Letter prime plus allography.
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words. If the full random structure model failed to converge, we
trimmed it until it did. After removing RTs on error trials from
both the current and previous trials, there were 2573 data points,
with 67 subjects and 40 targets.

The main effect of Type of Change was significant, F(1,
76.11) � 59.008, p � .001, indicating a significant TL priming
effect overall. Similarly, the main effect of Allography was also
significant, F(1, 172.87) � 13.607, p � .001], as was that of
PrevRT, F(1, 2501.68) � 46.526, p � .001. More importantly, the
interaction between Type of Change and Allography was also
significant, F(1, 173.95) � 4.260, p � .04, as indicated by the
reduced TL priming effects in the �Allography condition shown
in Table 6. Pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni-Holm tests
yielded a statistically reliable difference between TL�Allog and
SL�Allog (p � .001) and the TL�Allog and SL�Allog (p �
.001).

We then ran two models. The first focused on the TL�Allog
and the SL�Allog conditions to assess whether Form of Allogra-
phy (i.e., letter shape change, ligation change and blank location
change) modulated response times differently. The results revealed
that Type of Change (i.e., letter transposition vs. letter substitution)
had a significant effect, F(1, 56.50) � 25.159, p � .001, whereas
Form of Allography, F(2, 53.07) � .994, p � .38, and the two-way
interaction Type of Change by Form of Allography, F(2, 68.64) �
.739, p � .48, did not. The control variable PrevRT had a signif-
icant effect, F(1, 1243.62) � 47.126, p � .001. The second model
focused on the two SL conditions with a view to determining
whether response latencies were differentially modulated by Letter
Group, that is by whether the substituted letters belonged to the
same letter group or not. The results indicated that while the effects
of Allography, F(1, 5.55) � 1.231, p � .27, and the interaction
between Allography and Letter Group, F(2, 111.04) � 1.277, p �
.28, were not significant, those of Letter Group, F(3, 69.98) �
4.493, p � .006, and PrevRT, F(1, 1231.99) � 42.969, p � .001,
were reliable.

Turning to the errors in the same response data, we used a logit
mixed model approach as in Experiment 1, with the same fixed and
random factors as used in the RT model except for PrevRT. This
analysis revealed no significant effects of Type of Change
(t � �1.475, p � .14), Allography (t � �.415, p � .69), or the
interaction between them (t � 1.238, p � .22). We also carried out
two sets of analyses with the same structure as above except that
the first focused solely on the TL�Allog and the SL�Allog
conditions, and included only Type of Change and Form of Al-
lography as fixed factors, while the second focused on the two SL
conditions and included only Allography and Letter Group as fixed
factors. For the first model, the results showed that neither Type of
Change (t � .417, p � .68), Form of Allography (t � �.123, p �
.90), nor the interaction between them (t � 0.248, p � .80) was
reliable. Analogously, the second model also revealed no signifi-
cant effects for Allography (t � �1.283, p � .20), Letter Group
(t � �1.182, p � .28), or their two-way interaction (t � 1.448,
p � .15).

Finally, we computed the Bayes factor to quantify the amount of
evidence for the two-way interaction Type of Change � Allogra-
phy by comparing two mixed-effects models that differed in the
inclusion of this interaction term. Model 1 was the mixed effects
model described above, while Model 2 did not include the two-
way interaction. We then used the “compare” function with the

default JZS prior to calculate the Bayes factor with Model 2 as the
denominator. The Bayes factor was 21 	 5.24%, suggesting very
strong evidence for the interaction—that is for the hypothesis that
the magnitude of priming was modulated differently by allogra-
phy.

Different responses. The same statistical analyses as above
were applied to the Different trials, and consistent with the liter-
ature (Norris & Kinoshita, 2008), revealed no effects either for
Type of Change, F(1, 173.77) � .056, p � .81, Alllography, F(1,
178.39) � 2.073, p � .15, or their interaction, F(1, 18.17) � .330,
p � .57. The analysis of the potential effects of Form of Allogra-
phy in the context of the TL�Allog and the SL�Allog conditions
revealed no significant effects for Type of Change, F(1, 59.76) �
0.211, p � .65, Form of Allography, F(2, 78.96) � 1.473, p � .24,
or the interaction between them, F(2, 107.75) � 2.257, p � .11.
The only significant effect was that of the control variable PrevRT,
F(1, 1218.12) � 40.809, p � .001. Similarly the analysis focusing
on the two substituted letter conditions revealed no significant
effects for Allography, F(1, 56.34) � 1.7814, p � .19, Letter
Group, F(2, 115.40) � 0.3204, p � .726, or their interaction, F(2,
120.58) � 2.5943, p � .08; only the effects of PrevRT were
significant, F(1, 1263.89) � 20.7096, p � .001.

The error responses to Different trials were also submitted to the
same logit model as those of the Same responses. The effects of
Type of Change (t � �1.475, p � .14), Allography (t � �.415,
p � .69), and their interaction (t � 1.238, p � .22) were not
significant. Further post hoc analyses of the two allography con-
ditions (i.e., TL�Allog and SL�Allog) yielded no significant
effects of Type of Change (t � �0.341, p � .74), Form of
Allography (t � �1.192, p � .23), or their interaction (t � 1.285,
p � .20). Similar analyses of the two SL conditions indicated that
the effects of Allography (t � �1.161, p � .25), Letter Group
(t � �1.544, p � .12) and their interaction (t � 1.257, p � .21)
were not significant.

Discussion

The results of this experiment are clear: In Arabic, the same–
different matching task reveals a robust TL priming effect that is
modulated by allographic variation. This finding contrasts with the
extant literature on Arabic word recognition in two respects. First,
the finding of TL priming effect in the same–different task when
the transposed letters are root letters is at odds with the absence of
such an effect reported by Perea et al. (2011). The present finding,
however, replicates the effects reported by Kinoshita et al. (2012)
for Hebrew, another Semitic language, but with a much more
limited position-dependent allography. Surprisingly our results
also suggest that the different forms of allography (i.e., form
change, ligation change, and blank space location) do not exert
differential modulatory effects on priming. There was no signifi-
cant interaction between Type of Change and Form of Allography
for either the latency or error data, and there was an absence of an
effect for Form of Allography. However, this finding needs to be
interpreted with caution because it is based on post hoc analyses
with unmatched numbers of observations. For instance, 42.5% of
the allographic changes pertained to changes in Letter Form in the
TL�Allog condition but only 1.69% were Letter Form changes in
the SL�Allog condition. With respect to the effects of Letter
Group, our post hoc analyses suggest however that this variable
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can modulate the effects of letter substitution, with letters substi-
tuted from the same letter group yielding more priming than those
substituted from a different group. Although this outcome makes
intuitive sense, it has to be interpreted cautiously for a number of
reasons. First, our experiment was not specifically designed to
evaluate the effects of Letter Group. Second, the effects of this
variable were not significant in either Experiment 1 or Experiment
2. Finally, these effects are inconsistent with a recent report by
Perea et al. (2016), who showed that priming effects in Arabic did
not vary as function of Letter group membership: A target like
ΖيϖΦν sʕ�fyyt ‘journalist’ has comparable latencies when preceded
by an SL prime from the same Letter group (e.g., ΖيϖΪν� sʕxfyt) or
a different Letter group (e.g., ΖيϖϞν� sʕkfyt), suggesting that infor-
mation about the dots is rapidly uptaken by the lexical processing
system. The foregoing discussion illustrates the elusive nature of
letter group effects and calls for further work to elucidate the true
role of this variable.

The TL priming effect in the same–different task is interpreted
as having its origin in the noisy perception of letter order, and is
not assumed to be a consequence of the structure of the language
(cf. Gómez et al., 2008; Kinoshita & Norris, 2009). In the same–
different task, which does not require lexical access, TL priming
effects are unaffected by morphological structure (Kinoshita et al.,
2012). This contrasts with tasks such as lexical decision where
morphological structure does influence processing at an early
stage, and where integration of evidence about roots and word
patterns is crucial to making the decision. This is well documented
in the work of Boudelaa and Marslen-Wilson (2005), who reported
strong root priming effects at an SOA of 32 ms in Arabic, and the
work of Friedmann and Gvion (2001), who described two Hebrew
patients with peripheral dyslexia whose migration errors were
significantly modulated by the morphological structure of the
word. Our point here is that word recognition is a dynamic process
during which evidence is accumulated to implement a task-driven
decision. In the same–different match task, the decision concerns
whether the target item matches a single reference item. Masked
priming in this task is insensitive to the morphological structure
(Duñabeitia et al., 2011), and (in the brief period of time that the
prime is available) the prime is coded as a linear sequence of
abstract letter identities. In contrast, in lexical decision, the deci-
sion is heavily based on whether the target item matches (any)
item(s) in the lexicon, which, in Semitic languages, is organized in
terms of nonconcatenative roots � word patterns. Thus during this
task, the linguistic processor has to constantly gather evidence
about roots and word patterns, and evaluate (a) whether these two
components exist in the lexicon, and (b) whether their combination
is licensed—that is, a real word and not a morphologically struc-
tured pseudoword. It is the ubiquitous morphological structure that
characterizes Arabic words and the TL and SL nonwords as used
here that determines the organization of the lexicon, triggers mor-
phemic parsing in any task requiring lexical access, and ultimately
imposes higher decision criteria during lexical decision.

The present finding of robust TL priming effects in Arabic with
the letter transposition manipulation involving the root letters
reinforces this interpretation. It argues against Perea et al.’s (2011)
interpretation that Semitic morphology modulates TL priming
effects in the same–different task. Given the many differences
between our study and Perea et al.’s, particularly their failure to
control important properties of the stimuli including the position-

dependent allography, it is hard to pinpoint why TL priming was
absent in their study. One plausible explanation for this discrep-
ancy between the two studies however is that we used more than
twice the number of participants they did, and it may well be that
their study lacked the necessary power to detect significant TL
priming.

Second, and more importantly, this is the first demonstration
that allographic variation modulates masked priming effects. On
the surface, this finding seems to contrast sharply with those
reported by Carreiras, Perea, and Abu Mallouh described earlier.
On a closer look, however, there is no real discrepancy between
our results and theirs. Recall that Carreiras et al. (2012, 2013) used
single letters and found that the visual similarity of allographs did
not modulate the size of identity priming effects. Presented as a
single letter, allographic variation in Arabic has nothing to say
about letter position and hence it is not surprising that the visual
similarity manipulation functioned just like the visual similarity of
the allographs in the Roman alphabet (e.g., a/A vs. c/C) reported by
Kinoshita and Kaplan (2008). In a different study using the lexical-
decision task, Perea et al. (2013) did use word stimuli and manip-
ulated the visual similarity of allographs substituted in the prime,
and still found that it did not modulate the size of priming. As also
noted, however, the critical allograph similarity manipulation con-
cerned nonroot letters and the task used by Perea et al. was lexical
decision, so the absence of the allograph similarity effect can be
explained in terms of the view that lexical processing in Arabic is
tuned to pick up root consonants (Boudelaa & Marslen-Wilson,
2005, 2013, 2015).

Experiment 3

Experiment 2 used stimuli that consisted of words as referents
and targets to show that TL-priming effects were modulated by
allographic changes caused by letter transposition. Experiment 3
strengthens this case by showing that priming in the same–
different matching task obtains even with nonword stimuli thus
reinforcing the claim that the position-dependent allography im-
pacts prelexical orthographic representations.

Method

Participants. Sixty-two female volunteer students from the
same population as in Experiments 1 and 2 took part in this
experiment. They were 20 to 24 years of age and were native
speakers of dialectal Emirati Arabic who used Modern Standard
Arabic on a daily basis, and had normal or corrected-to-normal
vision. The choice of this sample size was informed by common
practice in the field.

Stimuli and design. A 60 nonword set was used in the same
response. It was built by changing one to two consonant letters in
an existing word to create an ortho-tactically legal nonword rang-
ing between five and eight letters in length (mean: 6.13). They
were formed using five different word patterns with an average
frequency of 7499.86 (range: 4.85–26265). The construction of the
transposed and substituted letter with and without allography con-
ditions as well as the construction of the unrelated and identity
primes was identical to that of the trials in the same response
condition of Experiment 2. For the TL�Allog condition, the
allographic changes were letter form changes 55.32% of the time
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and ligation and blank space location changes 44.68% of the time.
For the SL�Allog condition these changes were letter form
changes 1.96% of the time and Ligation and blank space location
changes 98.39% of the time. Additionally, the substituted letters in
this condition did not belong to the same letter group. The same
holds for the SL�Allog, where none of the substituted letters came
from the same letter group.

The different response set consisted of another 60 nonwords
also built by changing one to two consonants of an existing word
to form a legal orthographic string. They ranged in length between
5 and 8 letters (mean 6.25 letters). These items were based on five
different verb word patterns with an average frequency of 6652
(range: 4.85–26265). The construction of the transposed and sub-
stituted letter with and without allography condition as well as the
construction of the unrelated and identity primes was identical to
that of the trials in the same response condition. The different
referents were made up of a further 60 nonwords with an average
length of 6.22 letters (range: 5–8), also built by changing one or
two letters of an existing word. Seven different verb word patterns
were used with these items with an average frequency of 1573
(range: 4.85–26265). Where the form of allography is concerned,
the changes in the TL�Allog condition consisted of letter form
changes 50.16% of the time and ligation and blank space reloca-
tion 49.84% of the time. In the SL�Allog, the changes were letter
form changes 1.61% of the time, ligation changes 82.58% of the
time, and ligation and blank space relocation 15.81% of the time.
Further, in this condition, the proportion of the substituted letters
belonging to the same letter group was 1.61%, whereas for the
SL�Allog, this proportion was 21.61%. Six experimental lists
were constructed so that each target appeared once in each set, but
each time in a different priming condition as illustrated in Table 7.
Different groups of participants were randomly assigned to each
list.

Procedure. This was identical to Experiment 2.

Results

Applying the same pruning procedure as in the previous two
experiments resulted in the exclusion of 7.15% of the data points

(7.07% errors and .08% outliers) from the same response data, and
5.99% for the different response data (5.91% errors and .08%
outliers). This left 2331 data observations in the four conditions of
interest. We fitted the full random structure model with Type of
Change (TL vs. SL), Allography (�Allog vs. �Allog), their
interaction, previous trial RT (PrevRT) as fixed factors, and Sub-
jects, Primes, and Targets, as random factors each with a random
intercept and random slope. When the full structure model did not
converge, we pruned it by removing interactions between random
factors until it did, and the results we report are all of models that
converged. Mean response latencies, magnitude of priming and
error rates are presented in Table 8 for the same and different
response trials.

Same responses. The latency data analysis revealed the main
effect of Type of Change to be significant, F(1, 228.63) � 23.582,
p � .001. Likewise, the main effect of Allography was significant,
F(1, 71.91) � 20.177, p � .001, and most importantly, the two-
way interaction Type of Change by Allography was also signifi-
cant, F(1, 199.58) � 10.407, p � .001. Pairwise comparisons
contrasting TL�Allog with SL�Allog and TL�Allog with
SL�Allog using Bonferroni-Holm protection levels, revealed that
while TL�Allog was significantly different from SL�Allog [p �
.001], the two �Allog conditions did not differ significantly from
each other (p � .65). Further post hoc analyses focusing on the two
allographic conditions (i.e., TL�Allog and SL�Allog) showed the
effects of Type of Change (i.e., TL vs. SL) to be nonsignificant,
F(1, 143.22) � 1.050, p � .31, and neither were the effects of
Form of Allography, F(2, 237.44) � 0.699, p � .50, nor those of
their interaction, F(2, 94.12) � 0.296, p � .74. In this model, the
only significant effect was PrevRT, F(1, 1108.83) � 7.4370, p �
.006. Focusing on the effects of Letter Group within the two-letter
substitution conditions revealed no reliable effects for Allography,
F(1, 43.12) � 1.232, p � .27, or Letter Group, F(1, 39.58) �
1.148, p � .29. There was however a reliable effect of PrevRT,
F(1, 1055.60) � 3.8150, p � .05.

The accuracy data were submitted to a logit mixed model with
the same fixed factors as before (excluding previous trial RT). The
effects of Type of Change were nearly significant (t � �1.911,
p � .06), while those of Allography (t � �0.698, p � .49) and the
interaction between Type of Change and Allography (t � 1.326,
p � .18) were not. Pairwise post hoc Bonferroni-Holm corrected
analyses revealed there to be no difference between any two
combinations of the four condition in terms of error rates. We also
evaluated the effects of Form of Allography in the context of the
TL�Allog and the SL�Allog conditions and found that the effects
of Type of Change (t � �0.698, p � .49), Form of Allography
(t � 1.515, p � .130), and the interaction between them
(t � �0.505, p � .61) were not significant.

Finally, we calculated the Bayes factor for the interaction by
comparing our main model, which included the interaction Type of
Change � Allography with a model that did not include this
interaction as the denominator. The results of this analysis suggest
that there was evidence for this interaction with odds equaling 7.96
	 2.37%. This is consistent with the results of Experiment 2 and
suggests that the data provide reliable evidence for the hypothesis
that Allography modulates the amount of TL priming effects in the
same–different matching task in Arabic.

Different responses. Data from the different response trials
were analyzed in the same way as the same responses. Consistent

Table 7
Experiment 3 Sample Nonword Stimuli in Arabic Script
and Transliteration

Stimuli Same Different

Reference اϞϩهβت άϒ΢Ιون
�ʔnkhzt �tjγduun

Prime
1. Identity اϞϩهβت άϒ΢Ιون

�ʔnkhzt �tjγduun
2. TL�Allog اϩهβϞت ά΢ϒΙون

�ʔnhkzt �tγjduun
3. TL�Allog ΘهβϞϩا ϰϑά΢Ιن

�ʔnkzht �tjdγuun
4. SL�Allog اβώφϩت άϖϊΙون

�ʔntʕʕzt �tðʕfduun
5. SL�Allog ΘφϢϞϩا ϰϢϪ΢Ιن

�ʔnkltʕt �tjnluun
6. Baseline ϤϙΐΪΚي ΐهϞώϡأ

�ytxaaqm �ʔlʕkhaa
Target اϞϩهβت ϨϞκϖϩا

�ʔnkhzt �ʔnfʃkn
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with the literature (Norris & Kinoshita, 2008), and with Experi-
ment 2, the results revealed no significant effects of Type of
Change, F(1, 85.59) � 0.487, p � .49, Allography, F(1, 76.81) �
1.066, p � .31, or their interaction, F(1, 240.22) � 0.768, p � .38.
The control variable PrevRT was significant, F(1, 2204.52) �
63.271, p � .001. Pairwise comparisons between the four condi-
tions (i.e., TL�Allog, TL�Allog, SL�Allog and SL�Allog) us-
ing the Bonferroni-Holm correction revealed no significant differ-
ences whatsoever (all ps � .1).

A comparison of the two allography conditions (i.e., TL�Allog
and the SL�Allog) to determine whether the different manifesta-
tions of allography modulated response time revealed no effects
either of Type of Change, F(1, 269.20) � 1.897, p � .17, Form of
Allography, F(3, 116.99) � 0.238, p � .87, or their interaction,
F(2, 115.10) � 0.253, p � .78. The only significant effect to be
found here was PrevRT, F(1, 1116.10) � 21.613, p � .001.

Error responses to Different trials were also analyzed using the
same logit approach used with the same response trials. The effects
of Type of Change (t � �1.940, p � .05), Allography
(t � �0.428, p � .67), and their interaction (t � 1.472, p � .14)
were not significant. Similar results emerged from the analysis of
the two allography conditions with Type of Change (t � �1.775,
p � .08), Form of Allography (t � �0.980, p � .33), and their
two-way interaction all failing to show any significant effects (t �
0.901, p � .37). Similarly, the analysis of the two transposition
conditions (i.e., SL�Allog and SL�Allog) revealed no significant
effects for Allography (t � �1.102, p � .27) or Letter group
(t � �0.815, p � .42).5

Discussion

Kinoshita and Norris (2009) suggested that the same–difference
matching task taps prelexical representations. If this is the case in
Arabic, then the TL priming effects observed in Experiment 2
should also be found in Experiment 3. The results clearly indicate
that TL priming effects in nonwords are similar to those observed
with words and are significantly modulated by allographic varia-
tion, in the sense that the critical two-way interaction between
Type of Change and Allography proved to be significant in both
Experiments 2 and 3. Our post hoc analyses also suggest that Form
of Allography (i.e., change in letter from, change in ligation, or
blank space location) are treated as functionally equivalent in

terms of changing the overall appearance of the word. Transposed
and substituted letter words are not perceived as more similar or
more different depending on whether the experimental manipula-
tion caused changes in letter form, letter ligation, or blank space
location. These analyses further suggest that the variable Letter
Group requires further investigation to determine the extent to
which it may or may not modulate the effects of letter substitution.

The main conclusion one can draw from this experiment is that
masked priming in the same–different task does not operate on
representations higher than letters in Arabic, as claimed by Perea
et al. (2011). One reason for the discrepancy between the present
results and Perea et al.’s may be, as we suggested above, that they
did not control for allographic variation. Another reason may be
that they sometimes manipulated a matres lectionis letter which
can be read as a vowel or consonant depending on its position in
the word. The results of a recent study by Kinoshita et al. (2012)
using the same–different matching task with Hebrew words and
nonwords are in keeping with the outcomes of this experiment.
Both that study and the present experiments indicate that provided
that the influence of position-dependent allography is controlled,
even when the letter transposition manipulation is applied to the
root letters, TL priming effects emerge in the same–different task
thus indicating that this task operates on prelexical representations.

Combined Analyses of Experiments 1 and 2

In this section, we report an analysis of the data from the four
conditions of interest (i.e., TL�Allog, SL�Allog, TL�Allog, and
SL�Allog) using the word response data of Experiment 1 and the
same response data of Experiment 2 to better understand the
change in the pattern of priming across the two tasks. To perform
this between-experiment comparison, response times for each par-
ticipant were transformed into z-scores (i.e., RTs for target words
were expressed as a number of standard deviations greater or less
than each participant’s mean) to remove differences between par-
ticipants in the speed or variability of their responses (Davis,
Marslen-Wilson, & Gaskell, 2002; Zwitserlood, 1989). We took
the same approach as before, fitting the full structure model and
pruning as necessary until the model converged. The main effects
of Type of Change, F(1, 157.4) � 32.413, p � .001, and Allog-
raphy F(1, 245.7) � 7.951, p � .005, were significant. Apart from
the two-way interaction Type of Change by Task, F(1, 157.1) �
10.851, p � .001, neither the two-way interaction Type of Change
by Allography, F(1, 146.0) � .736, p � .392, nor Allography by
Task, F(1, 346.1) � .704, p � .40, nor the three-way interaction
Type of Change � Allography � Task, F(1, 234.7) � 1.581, p �
.21, was significant. The significant interaction between Type of
Change and Task suggests that the effects of allographic variations
are modulated by task demands. Previous experimental research
corroborates this and suggests that the masked priming lexical-
decision task in Arabic engages lexical access processes which
project orthographic input onto internal representations that are
defined particularly in terms of root morphemes (Boudelaa &
Marslen-Wilson, 2005, 2015; Gwilliams & Marantz, 2015; Prunet,
Béland, & Idrissi, 2000). This morphological configuration of the
Arabic lexical space brings new processing demands to bear on the

5 Because of a rank deficiency issue in the matrix of the fixed-effect
model, the interaction term was not estimated.

Table 8
Mean Response Latencies (RT, in ms), Percent Error Rates (in
Parentheses), and Magnitude of Facilitation (Priming in ms) in
Experiment 3 (Same–Different Task With Nonwords)

Response and prime type Same Different

1. Identity 539 (4.52) 620 (5.97)
2. TL�Allog 535 (5.00) 619 (7.58)
3. SL�Allog 582 (7.58) 626 (4.68)
TL priming effect: SL�Allog

minus TL�Allog 47 8
4. TL�Allog 580 (6.45) 617 (6.45)
5. SL�Allog 591 (6.45) 608 (5.32)
6. Baseline 596 (12.42) 620 (5.48)
TL priming effect SL�Allog

minus TL�Allog 11 �9
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implementation of the lexical-decision task in the context of Ar-
abic: It has to be implemented on the basis of lexical information
that corresponds to the root. Any manipulation that affects the root
identity either by transposing or substituting its component letters
as we did here will result in a new root that will not be considered
by the language processor to be any more similar to the base root
than any other random root. For instance, the TL root {tkb} and the
substituted letter root {xjb} will not be any closer in lexical space
to the base root {ktb} than the random root {hnf}. This leaves little
room for TL-priming effects to emerge in Arabic. In contrast, the
same–different match task operates on prelexical representations
and does not engage lexical access processes hence manipulations
that alter the root letters are not detrimental to TL priming effects
since performance on the task is not contingent on morphological
structure.

General Discussion

The three experiments reported here provide new evidence that
addresses a number of important questions in visual word recog-
nition; in particular, whether TL priming effects in Arabic are
modulated by position-dependent letter shape change (allography)
and whether different processing dynamics are engaged by lexical
decision and the same–different match task. In what follows we
first discuss these issues in light of the new evidence our results
provide, then we consider the implications of these results for
current models of letter coding.

TL Priming Effects and Allography

The purpose of this research was to determine whether allo-
graphic variation plays a role in the orthographic processing of
Arabic and whether this role is modulated by task demands. Unlike
the Roman alphabet (uppercase and lowercase letters) used in
European languages, allographic variation in Arabic is position-
dependent. Using a masked priming lexical-decision task (Exper-
iment 1) our findings suggest that when the task engages lexical
access processes, the standard TL-priming effects routinely ob-
served in Indo-European languages are not found, nor are they
modulated by the change in shape of the letter as it is transposed
or substituted. In contrast, Experiments 2 and 3 using the same
different match task with words and nonword, respectively, clearly
show that robust TL priming effects are present in this task, and
that allographic variation modulates TL priming. Priming is re-
duced for letters that change shape (i.e., involve allographic vari-
ation). This result is significant, not only because it is the first such
finding in the literature, but also because it shows how the allo-
graphic variation in Arabic impacts on orthographic processing. As
discussed earlier, Friedmann and Haddad-Hanna (2012) reported
that letter migration errors in reading aloud in Arabic LPD (letter
position dyslexia) patients are reduced for words in which letter
transposition or letter substitution causes allographic changes in
their overall shape. The authors attributed this finding to the
position-dependent allography unique to Arabic. Our data indicate
that Friedmann and Haddad-Hanna’s (2012) results are not a
product of an immature reading process specific to individuals
with dyslexia relying more on “global, visual elements rather than
on abstract letter representations” akin to “visual, logographic
level of reading in the initial steps of learning to read” as suggested

by Perea et al. (2013, p. 571). Rather, their results, like ours, reflect
the adaptive use of linguistic knowledge to counter perceptual
uncertainty.

Our results are also consistent with the Uyghur data we men-
tioned above (Yakup et al., 2014, 2015). These authors acknowl-
edged the role of position-dependent allography in letter position
coding in skilled readers based on the finding that reading of
“jumbled words” (words with internal letters rearranged) was
modulated by position-dependent allography. Yakup et al. (2015)
maintained that such effects would be difficult to demonstrate in
Arabic even though it uses the same script as Uyghur because of
its Semitic morphology and the predominantly consonantal sys-
tem. Our findings in Experiment 2 and 3 on the modulation of TL
priming by position-dependent allography in skilled readers of
Arabic clearly shows that these are not the limiting factors.

In most languages using a Roman script, and with the exception
of the first letter in a sentence or the first letter in a proper noun,
allographic variation does not convey any useful information about
either word identity or letter order. Consistent with this, readers
appear to rely entirely on a level of letter representation that
abstracts over these details. In contrast, allographic variation in
Arabic conveys important information about the order of letters
within a word and hence the identity of the word and, as shown by
the modulation of TL priming by allography, readers successfully
take advantage of that information to reduce positional uncertainty.
Allographic information must necessarily be associated with letter-
identity information. Therefore, Arabic readers must have access
to a representation that encodes order, identity, and allographic
information simultaneously. Note that this result should not be
taken to imply that there is not a level of abstract letter represen-
tation in Arabic. The final level of representation driving lexical
access must abstract over irrelevant visual details of the script such
as variations in font or size. The critical message from the present
study is that readers of Arabic are able to use information about the
allographic form of letters to constrain letter order which, early on
in processing, is ambiguous because of noise in the perception of
letter order.

Finally, the current set of experiments provides interesting sug-
gestions about two issues. The first is that the different manifes-
tations of allography (i.e., change in letter form, change in letter
ligation and change in blank space location with the word) appear
to be equally effective as cues to letter order in the same–different
task in Arabic. This finding suggests that the overall shape of the
Arabic word might contribute information to constrain the visual
processing of the letter string. A second suggestion relates to the
effects of letter substitution which do not seem to be modulated by
letter group. Specifically, SL primes in which the replaced letter
kept the same basic shape as the original letter (e.g., -�aيάϒκون
يάώζون yʃγduun- ysʕduun ‘be happy’) did not prove to be more
effective at facilitating the target than substituted letter primes in
which the replaced letter was visually different (e.g., �يهΰςون -
يΰΚζون yhdʕruun-ystruun ‘cover’). This suggests that information
about diacritical marks plays a critical role in defining letter
identity and that the diacritics are processed as an integral part of
the letter. At a more general level, this finding sheds new light onto
the possible detailed specifications of the type of letter represen-
tation that needs to be mapped onto an ‘abstract letter level’ in
Arabic (cf., Perea et al., 2016 and Wiley, Wilson, & Rapp, 2016).
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Lexical Decision Versus Same–Different Match Task

In line with Norris and Kinoshita’s (2012a) noisy channel
model, we view the process of visual word recognition as a special
case of general object recognition, and that letter position coding
depends on the same processes as other forms of object position
coding. Because perception is noisy, both the letter identity infor-
mation and letter position information are initially ambiguous, but
become more certain as more perceptual information accumulates.

On the surface, the assumption that the same orthographic
representation is involved in lexical decision and the same–
different task may seem at odds with the fact that the pattern of
priming observed here in Experiment 1 and 2 were very different.
Note however that our theory of masked priming based on the
Bayesian Reader (e.g., Kinoshita & Norris, 2009; Norris & Ki-
noshita, 2008) makes it clear that priming effects are not task-
invariant. According to the Bayesian Reader, perception involves
Bayesian inference based on the accumulation of noisy evidence,
with the hypothesis for which evidence is accumulated being
determined by the goal of the task. In the context of masked
priming a second critical assumption is that the prime and target
are processed as a single perceptual object, and evidence from both
the prime and target continuously updates the posterior probability
of the hypothesis required to perform the task.

In lexical decision, the reader’s task is to decide whether the
input matches any item in the lexicon (i.e., it is “a word”). More
specifically, the task is to decide whether the input is more likely
to be a word than a nonword. The reader is assumed to continu-
ously sample from the input so as to home in on a sufficiently
small region of lexical space to determine whether the input is
more likely to be a word than a nonword. Accordingly, the evi-
dence needed to make a lexical decision is expected to depend on
the distributional characteristics of the lexical space. Specifically,
in Arabic, the lexical space is structured around the tri-consonantal
root system and the word pattern reflecting the standard Semitic
morphology. As mentioned earlier, the transposition of any two
letters of any Arabic root generates a hit (i.e., another existing root)
more than 50% of the time, and most importantly, it preserves the
typical Semitic morphological structure with a clearly identifiable
three letter pseudoroot interleaved with an existing word pattern.
This then is why, unlike English and other European languages
written in the Roman alphabet, TL priming effects are absent in
Arabic in lexical decision. The pervasive morphological structure
of Arabic means that, any point in lexical space will be dense.
Consequently, as with high-N words in English, there is little
scope for observing masked priming effects by orthographic
neighbors.

The situation with the same–different match task is different.
The decision, in this case, does not need to factor in information
about all the words in the lexicon, only about the referent. As a
consequence, the lexical status (whether the referent/target is a
word or a nonword) does not come into play, and as originally
demonstrated by Kinoshita and Norris (2009) with nonwords writ-
ten in the Roman alphabet, reliable identity and TL priming effects
are observed, as was found with the Arabic nonwords in the
present Experiment 3. Similarly, in contrast to lexical decision, the
density of the lexical space does not come into play; all the reader
needs to do is accumulate enough evidence to compare the likeli-
hood that the target has the same form as the referent with the

likelihood that it is different. This decision is based on the same
orthographic representation consisting of letter identity and letter
position information that serves as the input to lexical access, but
the same–different decision does not concern the words in the
lexicon, only whether it matches the referent string, in terms of the
letter identities contained in the referent string and their order.
Thus our results showing robust TL priming effects for Arabic
words and nonwords in the same–different task, and contrary to
the claim made by Perea et al. (2011), clearly point to the fact that
the same–different match task taps the same—prelexical—level of
representation in Arabic as it does in English or Hebrew, and that
performance in this task is not modulated by morphological struc-
ture. Finally, at this prelexical level, the TL prime containing
allographic variation (TL�Allog condition) provides greater cer-
tainty that the letter order is different from the referent/target
string, resulting in reduced TL priming effects relative to the
TL�Allog condition, that is, the modulatory effect of allographic
variation in TL priming of Arabic words and nonwords.

We also note that the two aspects of the present study illustrate
how cross-linguistic research contributes to the debate over a
“universal model of reading,” spurred on by Frost (2012).
Coltheart and Crain (2012) suggested that there is no property
shared by all of the world’s writing systems. On the other hand,
Kessler and Treiman (2015) pointed out that the fact that “writing
is designed to be taken in by the eye leads to some characteristics
that are essentially universal in modern writing” (p. 11). In this
context, it may be noted that the majority of contemporary writing
systems denote the order of letters in a linear spatial arrangement,
regardless of whether it is written from left to right (as in English
and other European languages), or right to left (as in Hebrew and
Arabic) or vertically with logograms or logographs (as in Chinese
or Japanese) the edge letter/logogram is the first letter/logogram,
the adjacent letter is the second letter/logogram, and so on. Robust
TL priming effects in the same–different task have now been
reported for Arabic, as well as for many other languages including
Hebrew, and European languages. This is consistent with our view
(Norris & Kinoshita, 2012b) that TL priming effects originate in
the uncertainty in the perception of letter order, due to the limits of
precision in the perception of the spatial location of closely ar-
ranged objects. In contrast, the modulatory effect of allographic
variation in TL priming observed in Experiments 2 and 3 sets
Arabic apart from other languages. It is important to note that
languages differ in many ways, and our results showed that it is not
the Semitic morphology but the position-dependent allography in
Arabic that is responsible for the modulation of TL priming effects
in the same–different task. Taken together these two aspects of the
results reinforce our view that in modeling orthographic process-
ing, both language-universal (perceptual) processes and the exact
nature of language-specific information used in the task need to be
considered.

Theoretical Implications

In this final section, we consider how current models of letter
coding might accommodate the kind of allographic effects we have
documented here. We first consider the spatial coding model
SOLAR (Davis, 2010). On this view, the relative position of
spatially distributed items is coded in terms of an activation
gradient decreasing across letter position with the highest values
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being assigned to the initial letter of the string and the lowest to the
last. In the Arabic word يάώζون ysʕduun be happy, the first letter يـ
has the highest value, ـζـ the second value, ـώـ the third and so on
until the final letter ن which will be assigned the lowest value. The
model determines the degree of match between يάώζون and its
TL�Allog prime يάζώون for instance by computing a Gaussian
function that reflects letter position uncertainty. These Gaussian
functions are then summed up to compute a superposition function
whose amplitude will correspond to the match value. A large
amplitude indicates a perfect match, whereas a low amplitude is a
sign of a poor match value. One further characteristic of SOLAR
is that the initial and final letters are explicitly tagged to capture
the fact that they are more accurately coded than internal letters at
least in Indo-European languages. In the context of Arabic, this
initial-final letter tagging procedures will need to be expanded to
tag all letter allographs as initial, medial, and final if the effects of
allography in Arabic are to be captured. Given this modification,
the spatial pattern to code the TL�Allog pair يάώζون-يάζώون will
match perfectly because the transposed letters ـζـ and ـώـ will be
tagged as medial allographs in both cases. The spatial pattern
coding for the TL�Allog pair ,يάώζون-يϰύάζن on the other hand,
will have a lower match value because there is a mismatch be-
tween ύـ initial in the prime and ـώـ medial in the target. A similar
argument can apply to the substituted letter condition where a
medial ـζـ is replaced by a medial ـκـ and a medial ـώـ by a medial
ـϒـ in the SL�Allog pair يάώζون-يάϒκون thus preserving the overall
shape of the word in the SL�Allog condition and leading to a
higher match score than the SL�Allog pair -يβζرون يάώζون where
the medial, but nonconnecting letter βـ and the final letter ر
respectively, substitute for the medial letter ـώـ and the medial/final
nonconnecting letter άـ. Thus tagging of letter allographs as initial,
medial, final and isolated could in principle allow SOLAR to
accommodate the presence of allographic effects in the same–
different match task. What is less clear, however, is the ability of
the model to capture the absence of TL-priming and allographic
effects in the lexical-decision task. Future developments of the
model will need to address this issue.

A second equally influential class of models is the open-bigram
model (Grainger & van Heuven, 2003; Grainger & Whitney,
2004). In the version developed by Grainger and Van Heuven
(2003), the model consists of three levels: An alphabetic array,
which is a bank of detectors that simultaneously process all char-
acters in the input and provides a retinotopic map of all characters
in a given string. This information is then fed to the second level
of the model, the relative position map, which consists of open
bigrams that code the relative position of the letters in the string
abstracting over surface form variations such as shape, size, and
location of the stimulus. The final level of the model is the
orthographic word where all words for which spelling is known
are represented. On this account the TL�Allog prime يάζώون
would have the open bigrams ,aيώـ ,aيζـ άيa, و يـ a, ,aيـaن ,aـζώـ άώـa, و ,aـώـ
ن ,aـώـ άζـa, ,aـaζـو ,aـaζـن ,aدو ,aدن ون and the TL�Allog prime يϰύάζن will
have the open bigrams: ,aيζـ άيa, aـύـ ,aي و ,aيـ aـن ,aي άζـa, ,aـaζـύـ ,aـaζـو ,aـaζـن
,aـύaάـ ,aـάو ,aـάن ϰύa, ,aύaـن .ون Accordingly, each of them shares 14 out
of its total 15 open bigrams with the target word .’يάώζون‘ Because
the two types of primes show the same amount of open bigram
overlap with the target, they should be equally effective on this
account in facilitating the target word. This, as we saw above, is
clearly not the case. The same holds true of the SL�Allog يάϒκون

and the SL�Allog .يβζرون With each of them sharing six of its 15
open bigrams with the target ,يάώζون we are again led to expect
comparable priming behaviors contrary to what we actually ob-
serve. In sum, although it is true that the model rightly predicts less
priming in the substituted than the transposed letter conditions, it
clearly falls short of predicting the modulatory effects of allogra-
phy. One way around this would be to introduce an intermediate
level of representation between the alphabetic array and the rela-
tive position map to capture allographic forms. On this scenario the
TL�Allog prime يάζώون will share 14 open allographic bigrams
with the target ,يάώζون whereas the TL�Allog prime يϰύάζن will
share only 9 such bigrams with the same target, rightly accommo-
dating less facilitation in the latter condition. The same applies to
the SL�Allog and the SL�Allog case where the introduction of
an intermediate level of allographic representation will allow the
model to capture the modulatory effect of surface from variation
because the SL�Allog will share fewer of their allographic big-
rams with the target than SL�Allog. In sum then, the introduction
of an intermediate allographic level of representation allows the
open bigram model to accommodate the present results. However,
despite this modification, and just like SOLAR, the open bigram
model remains unable to offer an account for why TL-priming
effects can be made to come and go in Arabic depending on the
task used.

The final family of models we consider is the class of models
that assume noisy perception of letter order, including the overlap
model (Gómez et al., 2008) and the noisy-slot Bayesian Reader
(Norris, Kinoshita, & van Casteren, 2010) and the noisy channel
(Norris & Kinoshita, 2012a) model. In itself, the idea that percep-
tion of order is noisy would be unable to explain the effect of
allography. Allography should have no effect on the noise in the
input. There must be some additional mechanism to take account
of the constraint that allography places on letter order. In the
noisy-channel Bayesian Reader, the model accumulates noisy sam-
ples from the input and uses them to construct a posterior distri-
bution of item identity and order; which items are present, and in
which order they appear in. An optimal Bayesian system should
use all available perceptual information to determine letter identity
and order. Allography provides a potentially important source of
information to constrain the order in which letters are likely
appear. That is, once allographic information becomes available, it
should modify the prior expectation of the order of letters in the
word. This conceptualization allows the Bayesian reader to natu-
rally capture allographic effects in Arabic.

Conclusions

The present paper provides evidence for the first time that
TL-priming effects occur in Arabic and that they are modulated by
allographic variation. The paper further demonstrates that these
effects can be made to come and go depending on task demands.
Collectively, these results pose a challenge to various letter-
position coding models that explain TL priming effects in terms of
specialized orthographic representations (e.g., SOLAR, open big-
rams), but can be satisfactorily accommodated by models that
assume the noisy perception of letter order (e.g., noisy slot Bayes-
ian Reader). Future simulation work will need to be carried out to
further refine our claims about orthographic coding schemes and
their cross-linguistic implications.
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Appendix A

Table A1
Stimuli Used for the Word Response in Experiment 1 and the Same Response in Experiment 2

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline

ήϖϪΙان
tuNaF�i�aani

ήϪϖΙان
tuNaF�i�aani

ΐϕήϪΙن
tuNa��iFaani

ήΔϒΙان
tuGaB�i�aani

ΐϑάϪΙن
tuNaD�iGaani

θΔϚΚεا
istaQBa$a

يήΦκون
ya$Ha�uuna

يήκΦون
ya$Ha�uuna

يϰΥήκن
ya$�aHuuna

يήΪφون
yaTXa�uuna

يϰϡΰκن
ya$RaLuuna

ϨيϙزάΙ
taDZuQiina

يάΦ΢ون
yaJHaDuuna

يά΢Φون
yaJHaDuuna

يϰΥά΢ن
yaJDaHuuna

يάϢϊون
yaZLaDuuna

يϰϙή΢ن
yaJ�aQuuna

ΐϖκξϩا
inSaFa$aa

يΰϦΞΚζون
yastaVMiRuuna

يΰΞϦΚζون
yastaVMiRuuna

يϰϥΰΞΚζن
yastaVRiMuuna

يΰκΪΚζون
yastaX$iRuuna

يϰϖΦΞΚζن
yastaVHiFuuna

ΐϦΚεάΔϩا
inBaDaStumaa

يΐώϢφΚن
yataTaL�aEaani

يΐώφϢΚن
yataTaL�aEaani

يϾώφΚن
yataTaE�Laani

يΐώϦϒΚن
yataGaM�aEaani

يβϚφΚان
yataTaQ�aZaani

άΎΚΞΙون
taVta 
 iDuuna

يάξΦون
yaHSuDuuna

يάΦξون
yaHSuDuuna

يϰνάΦن
yaHDuSuuna

يάϚ΢ون
yaJQuDuuna

يβΔΦون
yaHBuZuuna

ΐهΞϢΩأ
aXLaVuhaa

يώΚهάون
yataEaH�aDuuna

يΚهάώون
yataHaE�aDuuna

يάώΚهϰن
yataEaD�aHuuna

يάϢϒΚون
yataGaL�aDuuna

يϰϚΞώΚن
yataEaV�aQuuna

ϨيϖϩΰΚΙ
tatRaN�aFiina

يΐϚϢφϪن
yanTaLiQaani

يΐϚφϢϪن
yanLaTiQaani

يϾϚφϪن
yanTaQiLaani

يΐϚϖϞϪن
yanKaFiQaani

يάΪφϪان
yanTaXiDaani

اϦϒϞΚεه
istaKGaMahum

يάώζون
yaSEaDuuna

يάζώون
yaSEaDuuna

يϰύάζن
yaSDaEuuna

يάϒκون
ya$GaDuuna

يϰ΢Φζن
yaSHaJuuna

ΠΝΐϪΚΙ
tataNaaVaJu

يήΔϪون
yaNBu�uuna

يήϪΔون
yaNBu�uuna

يϰΓήϪن
yaN�uBuuna

يήϖΚون
yaTFu�uuna

يϰωάϪن
yaNDuZuuna

ϜϚιΐهϩ
nuHaa$iQuka

يβϪϞون
yaKNuZuuna

يβϞϪون
yaKNuZuuna

يϰϩβϞن
yaKZuNuuna

يβΔ΢ون
yaJBuZuuna

يϰξκϞن
yaK$uSuuna

ΰΞ΢Κεا
istaJVaRa

يάξΚϚون
yaQtaSiDuuna

يάϚΚξون
yaQtaSiDuuna

يϰνάΚϚن
yaQtaDiSuuna

يάςΚΪون
yaXtaDiDuuna

يϰιήΚϚن
yaQta�i$uuna

ΐφΚϞΚιا
i$taKataTaa

يάκϪون
yuN$iDuuna

يάϪκون
yuN$iDuuna

يϰιάϪن
yuNDi$uuna

يάζΔون
yuBSiDuuna

يϰ΢ϚϪن
yuNQiJuuna

ΐξϖΪΙن
taXFiSaani

يΰΚΪΔΚون
yataBaXTaRuuna

يΰΚΔΪΚون
yataXaBTaRuuna

يϰΪΙΰΔΚن
yataBaRTaXuuna

يΰΚϖϚΚون
yataQaFTaRuuna

يϰ΢ΙήΔΚن
yataBa�TaJuuna

ΐφ΢ϞΚεا
istaKJaTaa

يϾξΦن
yaHSuLaani

يϾΦξن
yaHSuLaani

يΐξϢΦن
yaHLuSaani

يϾϊ΢ن
yaJZuLaani

يΐϊϚΦن
yaHQuZaani

ΘΩβΚΡا
iJtaZaXat

يάϚϖΚان
yataFaQ�aDaani

يάϖϚΚان
yataFaQ�aDaani

يΐϙάϖΚن
yataFaD�aQaani

يάκώΚان
yataEa$�aDaani

يΐώκϖΚن
yataFa$�aEaani

ΐ΢ΪϖΚΙن
tataFaX�aJaani

يΰϊϪان
yaNZuRaani

يΰϪϊان
yaZaNuRaani

يΐωΰϪن
yaNRuZaani

يΰϒ΢ان
yaJGuRaani

يΐκϢϪن
yaNLu$aani

ϠآΐφΚϩ
nataTaaKaLu

يάΦϢون
yuLHiDuuna

يάϢΦون
yuLHiDuuna

يϰΥάϢن
yuLDiHuuna

يάΪϪون
yuNXiDuuna

يΰϢذون
yuLRi�uuna

θωΐΪΚϩ
nataXaaZa$u

يβ΢ΚΦان
yaHtaJiZaani

يβΦΚ΢ان
yaHtaJiZaani

يΐΡβΚΦن
yaHtaZiJaani

يβϚΚΔان
yaBtaQiZaani

يΐυΰΚΦن
yaHtaRiTaani

ϴϪΚϊΦιا
a$HaZtinii

يϾφώن
yuEaT�iLaani

يϾώφن
yuTaE�iLaani

يΐφϢώن
yuEaL�iTaani

يϾΔΞن
yuVaB�iLaani

يΐΩΰώن
yuEaR�iXaani

ϨيκζϖΙ
tuFSi$iina

يϾςϖن
yuFaDiLaani

يϾϖςن
yuDaFiLaani

يΐςϢϖن
yuFaLiDaani

يϾΔϊن
yuZaBiLaani

يϖهΐ΢ن
yuFaHiJaani

Θϥήφϩا
inTa�aMat

يζهΰون
yaSHaRuuna

يهΰζون
yaHSaRuuna

يΰζهϰن
yaSRaHuuna

يΰϞΞون
yaVKaRuuna

يϰϡήζن
yaS�aLuuna

ΘΞϖφϩا
inTaFaVat

يΰϞϪون
yuNKiRuuna

يΰϪϞون
yuKNiRuuna

يΰϪآϰن
yuNRiKuuna

يΰξκون
yu$SiRuuna

يϰϒξϪن
yuNSiGuuna

ψϢΔΚεا
istaBLaZa

يφΚهΰون
yataTaH�aRuuna

يΚهΰφون
yataHaT�aRuuna

يΰφΚهϰن
yataTaR�aHuuna

يΰΪϊΚون
yataZaX�aRuuna

يϰΔϚφΚن
yataTaQ�aBuuna

ΐΚϚΦ΢ϩا
inJaHaQataa

يϰώκذان
yu$aEWi�aani

يϰκώذان
yuEa$Wi�aani

يήύϰκان
yu$aWEi�aani

يϰϒζذان
yuSaGWi�aani

يήϢΔκان
yu$aBLi�aani

ϰφΦϚ΢Ιن
tuJaQHiTuuna

يάϚΚϪون
yaNtaQiDuuna

يάϪΚϚون
yaNtaQiDuuna

يϰϙάΚϪن
yaNtaDiQuuna

يάΞΚΪون
yaXtaViDuuna

يϰΩΰΚϪن
yaNtaRiXuuna

Θ΍βϢΚεا
istaLZa 
 at

يΰΞώΚون
yataEV�aRuuna

يΰώΞΚون
yataEV�aRuuna

يϰΝΰώΚن
yataER�aVuuna

يΰφ΢Κون
yataJT�aRuuna

يϰυβώΚن
yataEZ�aTuuna

ΐΚ΢ΪΔϩا
inBXaJataa

يβϖΦΚون
yataHaF�aZuuna

يβΦϖΚون
yataFaH�aZuuna

يϰϕβΦΚن
yataHaZ�aFuuna

يβφϢΚون
yataLaT�aZuuna

يϰράΦΚن
yataHaD�aDuuna

ΐهΰϢΚϙا
aQtaLiRuhaa

يφςهάون
yaDtaHiDuuna

يهάςφون
yaHtaDiDuuna

يάφςهϰن
yaDtaDiHuuna

يάϞφξون
yaStaKiDuuna

يϰώϚφςن
yaDtaQiEuuna

ΦϦξΚζϩه
naStaSmiHuhu

يήϚϪون
yuNQi�uuna

يήϪϚون
yuQNi�uuna

يϰϙήϪن
yuN�iQuuna

يήφΦون
yuHTi�uuna

يϰΪϞϪن
yuNKQiXuuna

ΝβΙيΐه
tuZViYaahu
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Table A1 (continued)

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline

ΐϪϦهϡأ
aLHaManaa

ΐϪهϦϡأ
aLMaHanaa

ΐϪϦϢأه
aHLaManaa

ΐϪκςϡا
aLaDa$naa

ΐϪϦΡاد
aDJaManaa

ϴϚϩάϪΙ
tanDaNiQii

ΘϚξϡأ
aLSaQat

ΘξϚϡأ
aLQaSat

ΘϚϢνأ
aSLaQat

Θϒϊϡأ
aLDaGat

ΘϚΝأر
aRVaQat

ΜΚΔϪي
yanBaTiVu

ΐϪϢκϕأ
aF$aLnaa

ΐϪκϢϕأ
aFLa$anaa

ΐϪϢϖιأ
a$FaLanaa

ΐϪϊζϕأ
aFSaZanaa

ΐϪϢρأر
aRDaLanaa

يϰΦ΢Ξن
yaVHaJuuna

ΐهΚϢώιأ
a$EaLathaa

ΐهΚώϢιأ
a$LaEathaa

ΐهΚϢκύأ
aE$aLathaa

ΐهΚΞϚιأ
a$QaVathaa

ΐهΚϡάϕأ
aFDaLathaa

يϰΦ΢ΚϞن
yaKtaJiHuuna

ϴϪΔςϑأ
aGDaBanii

ϴϪςΔϑأ
aGBaDanii

ϴϪΔϒρأ
aDGaBanii

ϴϪκϦϑأ
aGMa$anii

ϴϪΔϡأذ
a�LaBanii

ΨΓΐΚΚϩ
nataTaaBaXu

ΘςώΚϥا
iMtaEaDat

ΘώςΚϥا
iMtaDaEat

ΘςϦΚύا
iEtaMaDat

ΘϊκΚϥا
iMta$aZat

ΘράΚΓا
iBtaDaDat

يϰϞϖϚن
yaQFaKuuna

ΐهϦφϡأ
aLTuMuhaa

ΐهφϦϡأ
aLMuTuhaa

ΐهϦϢυأ
aTLuMuhaa

ΐهΞΦϡأ
aLHuVuhaa

ΐهϦωأد
aDZuMuhaa

Ϥه΢ϑάي
yaDGaJuhum

ΐهϊϖϡأ
aLFuZuhaa

ΐهϖϊϡأ
aLZuFuhaa

ΐهϊϢϕأ
aFLuZuhaa

ΐهςϪϡأ
aLNuDuhaa

ΐهωβϩأ
aNZuZuhaa

ϴϪهφ΢Ι
taJTaHunii

أΚϦώϕه
aFEaMtuhu

أΚώϦϕه
aFMaEtuhu

أΚϦϖύه
aEFaMtuhu

أΚϊ΢ϕه
aFJaZtuhu

أΚϥβυه
aTZaMtuhu

ΐهϦξΦϩ
naHSuMuhaa

أϰϚϖΩا
aXFaQuu

أϰϖϚΩا
aXQaFuu

أϰϚΪϕا
aFXaQuu

أϰΚϦΩا
aXMaTuu

أϰϙήιا
a$�aQuu

ϨيάΞϪΙ
taNVuDiina

أϰϪώωا
iZEaNuu

أϰώϪωا
iZNaEuu

أϰϪϊύا
iEZaNuu

أϰ΢ϒωا
iZGaJuu

أزϰϪΩا
iZXaNuu

ΐ΢ΞΔϪΙ
tanBaViJaa

أϪώυه
aTEaNuhu

أϪώυه
aTNaEuhu

أϪφύه
aETaNuhu

أϢϚυه
aTQaLuhu

أآϩήه
Ak�aNuhu

ϜϞκϊΙ
taZ$uKuka

اϰϦξΚύا
iEtaSaMuu

اϰξϦΚύا
iEtaMaSuu

اϰϦώΚνا
iStaEaMuu

اϰϊκΚύا
iEta$aZuu

اϰϥάΚιا
i$taDaMuu

ϴϞΔζφΚζϩ
nastaTSiBukii

Θκώϩأ
aNEa$at

Θώκϩأ
aN$aEat

ΘκϪύأ
aENa$at

ΘΞϒϩأ
aNGaVat

Θκأزآ
aZKa$at

ΐΔيΦΙ
taHaY�aBaa

ΘϢΦΙار
iRtaHaLat

ΘΦϢΙار
iRtaLaHat

ΘϡΰΚΥا
iHtaRaLat

ΘΔΞΙار
iRtaVaBat

ΘϢϊΚΓا
iBtaZaLat

ΐϪςϖ΢ي
yaJFuDunaa

أϚΚύه
aETaQahu

أΚϚύه
aEQaTahu

أϚώΙه
aTEaQahu

أΪϪύه
aENaXahu

أدϚϑه
aDGaQahu

ϴΪκΦΙ
taHa$�aXii

ΐهϚκύأ
aE$aQuhaa

ΐهκϚύأ
aEQa$uhaa

ΐهϚώιأ
a$EaQuhaa

ΐهΪΔύأ
aEBaXuhaa

ΐهϚΝأد
aDVaQuhaa

ϰϢΙهϰا
taLaW�aHuu

ΘϖϞΚύا
iEtaKaFat

ΘϞϖΚύا
iEtaFaKat

ΘϖώΚاآ
iKtaEaFat

Θϊ΢Κύا
iEtaJaZat

ΘϕήΙأز
iZta�aFat

ΐهϞيφϩ
nuTaY�iKuhaa

Θϖώρأ
aDEaFat

Θώϖρأ
aDFaEat

Θϖςύأ
aEDaFat

ΘΔϢρأ
aDLaBat

ΘϕΰΓأ
aBRaFat

ΘεάϊΙ
taZaD�aSat

ΘφΔΚϑا
iGtaBaTat

ΘΔφΚϑا
iGtaTaBat

ΘφϒΚΓا
iBtaGaTat

ΘϪΞΚϑا
iGtaVaNat

ΘυήΚϥا
iMta�aTat

ΐهύβΔϩ
naBZuEuHaa

اϰΔξΚϑا
iGtaSaBuu

اϰξΔΚϑا
iGtaBaSuu

اϰΔϒΚνا
iStaGaBuu

اϰϚφΚϑا
iGtaTaQuu

اϰΓάΚΡا
iJtaDaBuu

يϩϰκϢϪه
yaNLu$uunah

ΐϪϚϢϑأ
aGLaQnaa

ΐϪϢϚϑأ
aGQaLnaa

ΐϪϚϒϡأ
aLGaQnaa

ΐϪςκϑأ
aG$aSnaa

ΐϪϚυأز
aZTaQnaa

ϤههάΪϩ
naXDaHuhum

ΘςϦϑأ
aGMaZat

ΘϦςϑأ
aGZaMat

Θςϒϥأ
aMGaZat

ΘΦϢϑأ
aGLaHat

Θρأدز
aDZaZat

ΰιήϩك
na�$uRuka

ΰΞώΓأ
uBaEViru

ΰώΞΓأ
uBaVEiru

ΰΞΔύأ
uEaBViru

ΰϪϚΓأ
uBaQNiru

ΰϑϰΓأ
uBaWGiru

يΩβϪه
yaNZaXuhu

ΘϢ΢Ιار
iRtaJaLat

Θ΢ϢΙار
iRtaJaLat

ΘϡΰΚΡا
iJtaRaLat

ΘξϪΙار
iRtaNaSat

ΘϢΪΚاآ
IKtaJaLat

β΍اάΚΙ
tatDaa 
 aZu

ΘϦφΙار
iRtaTaMat

ΘφϦΙار
iRtaTaMat

ΘϥΰΚυا
iTtaRaMat

ΘϞώΙار
iRtaEaKat

ΘϦξΚاه
iHtaSaMat

ΐ΢ϩوآه
nuJaaWiKuhu

ΐϪيςΙار
iRtaDaYnaa

ΐϪςيΙار
iRtaYaDnaa

ΐϪيΰΚρا
iDtaRaYnaa

ΐϪϊΪΙار
iRtaXaTnaa

ΐϪي΢ΚΩا
iXtaJaYnaa

ϤهΚκ΢ϩ
naJ$uTuhum

ΐيϖϑأ
aGFaYaa

ΐϖيϑأ
aGYaFaa

ΐيϒϕأ
aFGaYaa

ΐ΢Ϧϑأ
aGMaJaa

ΐأرآي
aRKaYaa

ΰϚ΢Ιه
taJQuRuhu

وا τϒρا
iDGaTuu

اϰϒφρا
iDTaGuu

ϰφςϑا
iGDaTuu

اϰϚϢρا
iDLaQuu

ادزϰυا
iDZaTuu

ϴϩβΎϪΙ
taN
aZunii

ΰϞζύأ
uEaSKiRu

ΰζϞύأ
uEaKSiRu

ΰϞώεأ
uSaEKiRu

ΰςϢύأ
uEaLDiRu

ΰآβΓأ
uBaZKiRu

άΪΞΚϩ
natVaX�aDu

Note. Stimuli are given in Arabic and in modified Buckwalter transliteration with the manipulated root letters in upper case.

(Appendices continue)

749ALLOGRAPHY IN LEXICAL DECISION AND THE SAME–DIFFERENT TASK



Table A2
Stimuli Used for the Nonword Response in Experiment 1

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline

يήϖώون
yaEFuDuuna

يήώϖون
yaFEu�uuna

يϰϕήώن
yaE�uFuuna

يήΔϊون
yaZBu�uuna

يΰώزون
yaERuZuuna

ϤهάκϢϩ
naL$aDuhum

يϊهϾن
yuZaH�iLAni

يهϾϊن
yuHaZ�iLAni

يϢϊهΐن
yuZaL�iHAni

يϾς΢ن
yuJaD�iLaani

يάϊزان
yuZaD�iZaani

ϴΚϞςΥا
aHDaKaTii

يϢهΰون
yuLHiRuuna

يهΰϢون
yuHLiRuuna

يΰϢهϰن
yuLRiHuuna

يΰκξون
yuS$iRuuna

يϰϚ΢Ϣن
yuLJiQuuna

ϘϩήΚζΙ
tasta�NiQu

يΞϚΚهΰون
yataQaHVaRuuna

يϚΚهΰΞون
yataQaHVaRuuna

يΰΞϚΚهϰن
yataQaVRaHuuna

يΰΔϚ΢Κون
yataJaQBaRuuna

يϰΦΔΞϚΚن
yataQaVBaHuuna

ϰϖϑΆΚζΙن
tasta 
 GiFuuna

يΰώ΢ζون
yuSaJEiRuuna

يΰ΢ώζون
yuSaEJiRuuna

يϰύΰ΢ζن
yuSaJRiEuuna

يΰΞϢζون
yuSaLViRuuna

يϰϞφ΢ζن
yuSaJTiKuuna

άΡΐϚΚΙن
nataQaJDaNu

يΰϢϒون
yaGLaRuuna

يΰϒϢون
yaLGaRuuna

يϰϡΰϒن
yaGRaLuuna

يΰϊκون
ya$ZaRuuna

يϰϞΔϒن
yaGBuKuuna

ϪκύΐφΙه
iKEaa$un

يΰϚφώوϩه
yuEaTQiRuunahu

يΰφϚώوϩه
yuEaQTiRuunahu

يϩϰϙΰφώه
yuEaTRiQuunahu

يΰκϞώوϩه
yuEaK$iRuunahu

يϩϰϊϪφώه
yuEaTNiZuunahu

βΔϢΪΙاϩه
tuXaLBiZaanihi

ΐهΰϞΪي
yaXKuRuhaa

ΐهΰΪϞي
yaKXuRuhaa

ΐآهΰΪي
yaXRuKuhaa

ΐهΰϚςي
yaDQuRuhaa

ΐهΚκΪي
yaX$uTuhaa

ΘΪςΦϩا
inHaDaXat

ΘΡάϚΔΙ
taBaQDaJat

ΘΡάΔϚΙ
taQaBDaJat

Θ΢ϙάΔΙ
taBaJaDat

ΘΡάϖΪΙ
taXaFDaJat

ΘϖΦϚΔΙ
taBaQHaFat

ΐهϖξϢΪي
yuXaLSiFuhaa

يβϞ΢Κون
yuTaJKiZuuna

يβ΢ϞΚون
yutaJKiZuuna

يβ΢Κآϰن
yuTaJZiKuuna

يβϚΔΚون
yuTaBQiZuuna

يϰϊϢ΢Κن
yuTaJLiZuuna

ϤهϙدΰΓأ
uBaRDiQuhum

يή΢ΔΚΚون
yataTaBJa�uuna

يήΔ΢ΚΚون
yataTaJBa�uuna

يϰΡήΔΚΚن
yataTaB�aJuuna

يήϚΦΚΚون
yataTaHQa�uuna

يϰϞΞΔΚΚن
yataTaBVaKuuna

أφϪϖΥه
uHaFNiJuhu

يάζώ΢ون
yuJaESiDuuna

يάώζ΢ون
yuJaSEiDuuna

يϰεάώ΢ن
yuJaEDiSuuna

يάϞφ΢ون
yuJaTKiDuuna

يϰΔϢώ΢ن
yuJaELiBuuna

ΐιάςΔΙن
tuBADDi$aani

يήϪΦΚج
yataHaN�aJu

يήΦϪΚج
yataNaH�aJu

ΠϩήΦΚي
yataHa�NaJu

يήΔζΚج
yataSaB�aJu

ΠφϪΦΚي
yataHaNTaJu

ΐξϢϞϪΙن
tuNaKLiSaani

يϰϡήϚΦن
yuHa�QiLuuna

يϰϡήΦϚن
yuQaH�iLuuna

يϰϢϙήΦن
yuHa�QiLuuna

يهϰϡάξن
yuHaSDiLuuna

يϰφξϚΦن
yuHaQSiTuuna

ϤهΔκϖυأ
uTaF$iBuHum

ΐϊϢΚ΢Ιن
taJtaLiZaani

ΐϊ΢ΚϢΙن
taLtaJiZaani

ϾϊΚ΢Ιن
taJtaZiLaani

ΐϖϞΚ΢Ιن
taJtaKiFaani

ΰϢΚ΢Ιان
taJtaLiRaani

ΘϒκϚΚεا
istaQ$aGat

ΘεβΔϒΙ
taGaBZaSat

ΘεβϒΔΙ
taBaGZaSat

βζΔϒΙت
taGaBSaZat

ΘεβهφΙ
taTaHZaSat

ΘζϢϖϒΙ
taGaFLaSat

ϨφκϞΚي
yataKa$TaNu

يϾςΚϦن
yaMtaDiLaani

يϾϦΚςن
yaMtaDiLaani

يΐςϢΚϦن
yaMtaLiDaani

يϾΎΚΔن
yaBtaAiLaani

يΐϖκΚϦن
ya$taDiRaani

Θ΢ϪϊΚεا
istaZNaJat

يΰϢΪون
yaXLuRuuna

يΰΪϢون
yaLXuRuuna

يϰϡΰΪن
yaXRuLuuna

يهΰςون
yaHDuRuuna

يϰϞςΪن
yaXDuKuuna

ΐههϢιا
a$LaHahaa

يϾ΢Ϫςن
yaDaNJiLaani

يϾ΢ςϪن
yaNDaJiLaani

يΐ΢ϢϪςن
yaDaNLiJaani

يϾϖϚςن
yaDQaFiLaani

يάϪςذان
yuDaNaDi�aani

ϰϑάζΔΙن
tuBaSEiDuuna

يϰϕβφώΚن
yataEaTZaFuuna

يϰϕβώφΚن
yataTaEZaFuuna

يϰϖυβώΚن
yataEaZTaFuuna

يϰϕβΦκΚن
yata$aHZaFuuna

يϰϖϢϚώΚن
yataEaQLaFuuna

ΐهϖϪξأآ
uKaSNiFuhaa

يΐΙάϞώΚن
yataEaKDataani

يΐΙάώϞΚن
yataKaEDataani

يάώΚآΐΚن
yataEaDKataani

يΐΙάςϪΚن
yataNaDDataani

يΐΚ΢ϢώΚن
yataEaLJataani

ϤهΔϢ΢Ϛϩ
nuQaJLiBuhum

ΐϊϢκΙن
tu$LiZaani

ΐϊκϢΙن
tu$LiZaani

ϾϊκΙن
tu$ZiLaani

ΐΦϞ΢Ιن
tuJKiHaani

άκΙزان
tuSDiZaani

ϴΔΪΙار
iRtaXibii

يϰεάϢϖن
yuFaLDiSuuna

يϰεάϖϢن
yuFaLDiSuuna

يϰζϡάϖن
yuFaDLiSuuna

يϰεάκϚن
yuQa$DiSuuna

يϰζφξϖن
yuFaSTiSuuna

ΐΚϙάΚΡا
iJtaDaQataa

يΰφϢϚون
yaQLaTiR�uuna

يΰϢφϚون
yaQLaRiT�uuna

يϰυΰϢϚن
yaQLaRiT�uuna

يΰ΢ξϚون
yaQSaJiR�uuna

يϰςΔϢϚن
yaQLaBiD�uuna

اϰφΪΚΓا
iBtaXaTuu

يϾφ΢Ϛن
yuQaJTiLaani

يϾ΢φϚن
yuQaTJiLaani

يΐφϢ΢Ϛن
yuQaJLiTaani

يϾϪώϚن
yuQaENiLaani

يΐϩά΢Ϛن
yuQaJDiNaani

اάΡβΥوا
iHJaZiDuu

ΰϊΔϚΙون
tuQaBZiRuuna

ΰΔϊϚΙون
tuQaZBiRuuna

ϰωΰΔϚΙن
tuQaBZiRuuna

ΰ΢ϢϚΙون
tuQaLJiRuuna

ΔϚΙهϰϢن
tuQaBHiLuuna

ϰζφΞΓا
iBVaTiSuu

يΐϒϢϪκΚن
yata$aNLaGaani

يΐϒϪϢκΚن
yata$aLNaGaani

يϾϒϪκΚن
yata$aNLaGaani

يΐϒζΦκΚن
yata$aHSaGaani

يάϪκΚران
yata$aNDaRaani

ΐϦهΩΰϖأآ
uKaFXiRuhumaa

يΰΦΞϞون
yaKVaHiR�uuna

يΰΦϞΞون
yaVKaHiR�uuna

يϰΥΰΞϞن
yaKVaHiR�uuna

يΰ΢φϞون
yaKTaJiR�uuna

يϰφϖΞϞن
yaKVaFiT�uuna

άΔϢ΢ΚΙون
tatJaLBaDuuna

يهϾΪϖن
yuHaFXiLaani

يهϾϖΪن
yuHaXFiLaani

يهΐΪϢϖن
yuHaFLiXaani

يهϾκΔن
yuHaB$iLaani

يهΰϖزان
yuHaFRiZaani

أΐΚϥήιه
a$�aMaTaahu

يϡβϊΔه
yuBaZZiLuhu

يϡβΔϊه
yuZaBZiLuhu

يϢωβΔه
yuBaZZiLuhu

يϡβΞϚه
yuQaVZiLuhu

يϢϚϊΔه
yuBaZQiLuhu

أϚϖζϑه
uGaSFiQuhu
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Table A2 (continued)

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline

ΐهϚ΢ύأ
uEaJ�iQuhaa

ΐه΢Ϛύأ
uEaQ�iJuhaa

ΐهϚώΡأ
uJaE�iXuhaa

ΐهξϊύأ
uEaZ�iSuhaa

ΐهϙأدز
uDaZ�iQuhaa

يΔϞφϪه
yanTaKiBuhu

ΐهϪϢϑأ
aGLuNuhaa

ΐهϢϪϑأ
aGNuLuhaa

ΐهϪϒϡأ
aLGuNuhaa

ΐهΞξύأ
aESuVuhaa

ΐهϩأرذ
aR�uNuhaa

ΐϖωάΙن
tuDaZ�iFaani

ΘκϢυأ
aTLa$at

ΘϢκυأ
aT$aLat

Θκφϡأ
aLTa$at

ΘϚϊυأ
aTZaQat

Θιأدذ
aD�a$at

δκϚϪΙ
tanQa$iSu

ΐهκϢΥأ
aHLu$uhaa

ΐهϢκΥأ
aH$uLuhaa

ΐهκΦϡأ
aLHu$uhaa

ΐهφ΢Υأ
aHJaTuhaa

ΐهκϙأز
aZQu$uhaa

يϰξϪΦن
yaHNiSuuna

ΐهϪφϡأ
uLaT�iNuha

ΐهφϪϡأ
uLaN�iTuha

ΐهϪϢυأ
uTa�LiNuha

ΐهΔϊϡأ
uLaZ�iBuha

ΐهϩήΥأ
uHa��iNuha

Ϥه΢εΆي
ya 
 SuJuhum

Ϥهϊξύأ
uEaS�iZuhum

Ϥهξϊύأ
uEaZ�iSuhum

Ϥهϊώνأ
uSaE�iZuhum

ϤهΎϞύأ
uEak�i 
 uhum

Ϥهωأزر
uZaR�iZuhum

ϨϢϞيΙ
tuYaKLinu

اϰϚςϡا
iLDaQuu

اϰςϚϡا
iLDaQuu

اϰϚϢρا
iDLaQuu

اϰϒφϡا
iLTaGuu

ادرϰϙا
iDRaQuu

ωβ΢ϩه
naJZuZuhu

ΐه΢κύأ
aE$uJuhaa

ΐهκ΢ύأ
aEJu$uhaa

ΐهϒώιأ
a$EuGuhaa

ΐهϚϊύأ
aEZuQuhaa

ΐهϑأذد
a�DuGuhaa

ϨφϖϢΚي
yataLaF�aTna

ϤهΞϪϡأ
uLaNiVuhum

ϤهϪΞϡأ
uLaViNuhum

ϤهΞϢϩأ
uNaLiVuhum

Ϥه΢ϊϡأ
uLaZiJuhum

ϤهΞύأد
aDEaVuhum

φϒΚ΢ϩه
naJtaGiTuhu

ΐهϊϪϑأ
uGaN�iZuhaa

ΐهϪϊϑأ
uGaZ�iNuhaa

ΐهϊϒϩأ
uNaG�iZuhaa

ΐهώϖϑأ
uGaF�iEuhaa

ΐهωأرد
uRaD�iZuhaa

ϰΝΆκΙن
ta$
aVuuna

أϪφϑه
uGaT�iNuhu

أφϪϑه
uGaN�iTuhu

أϪϒυه
uTaG�iNuhu

أΔ΢ϑه
uGaJ�iBuhu

أϩάΝه
uVaD�iNuhu

άϩذره
naD�uZuhu

ΐهΚξϢιأ
a$LaStuhaa

ΐهΚϢξιأ
a$SaLtuhaa

ΐهΚξκϡأ
AL$aStuhaa

ΐهΚώϞιأ
a$KaEtuhaa

ΐهΚξϙأد
aDQaStuhaa

ϤهήϖϚϩ
naQFu�Uhum

ΐهκϢωأ
aZLu$uhaa

ΐهϢκωأ
aZ$uLuhaa

ΐهκϊϡأ
aLZu$uhaa

ΐهςΔωأ
aZBuDuhaa

ΐهκϙأد
aDQu$uhaa

άΙذϰΡن
taD�uJuuna

Θκϒωأ
aZGa$at

Θϒκωأ
aZ$aGat

Θκϊϑأ
aGZa$at

ΘϖΔωأ
aZBaFat

ΘιβΥأ
aHZa$at

ΘϙذΐهΙ
taHaa�Qat

Θϊφύأ
aETaZat

Θφϊύأ
aEZaTat

Θϊώυأ
aTEaZat

ΘϪϞύأ
aEKaNat

Θϊϥأز
aZMaZat

يϰΪΞϪن
yaNVuXuuna

أϰ΢φϑا
aGTiJuu

أϰφ΢ϑا
aGJiTuu

أϰ΢ϒυا
aTGiJuu

أϰξϢϑا
aGLiSuu

أذϰ΢ϑا
a�GiJuu

ΘξωϾΙ
taLaaZaSat

ϤهϢΞϑأ
aGVuLuhum

ϤهΞϢϑأ
aGLuVuhum

ϤهϢϒΝأ
aVGuLuhum

Ϥهξκϑأ
aG$uSuhum

Ϥهϡأزر
aZRuLuhum

يάΦΔون
yuBHiDuuna

ϴϪςκύأ
aE$aDanii

ϴϪκςύأ
aEDa$anii

ϴϪςώιأ
a$EaDanii

ϴϪϞξύأ
aESaKanii

ϴϪρأدر
aDRaDanii

ΐهφΪϞي
yakXuTuhaa

Θςϒυأ
aTGaZat

Θϒςυأ
aTZaGat

Θςφϑأ
aGTaZat

Θ΢Ξυا
aTVaJat

Θρβϙا
aQZaDat

κΎζϩه
nuS 
 i$uhu

ΐهφϢأآ
aKLaTuhaa

ΐهϢφأآ
aKTaLuhaa

ΐهφϞϡأ
aLKaTuhaa

ΐهκώأآ
aKEa$uhaa

ΐهυβΓأ
aBZuTuhaa

يάκΔون
yaB$uDuuna

ΐϪςώιأ
a$EaDna

ΐϪώςιأ
a$DaEna

ΐϪςκύأ
aE$aDna

ΐϪ΢Ϊιا
a$XaJna

ΐϪςΩاد
aDXaDna

Ϩيφ΢ϞΙ
taKJuTiina

ΐهϊϢأه
aHLuDuhaa

ΐهϢϊأه
aHDuLuhaa

ΐهϊهϡأ
aLHuDuhaa

ΐهϚ΢أه
aHJuQuhaa

ΐهωأزد
aZDuZuhaa

يϰϪ΢Κق
yat�aJiNuuQa

ΐهϦΔΞύأ
uEaVBiMuhaa

ΐهϦΞΔύأ
uEaBViMuhaa

ΐهϦΔώΝأ
uVaEBiMuhaa

ΐهϦΔ΢ύأ
uEaJBiMuhaa

ΐهϦΓήϙأ
uQa�BiMuhaa

ΐهϦΓήϙأ
yaSaBRiJaani

ΐهϦΞύأ
aEVaMuhaa

ΐهΞϦύأ
aEMaVuhaa

ΐهϦώΝأ
aVEaMuhaa

ΐه΢φύا
aETaJuhaa

ΐهϥاذر
a�RaMahaa

Κϕΐ΢ϩه
nuJaaFiTuhu

أيϰΪϢا
aYLaXuu

أيϰϢΪا
aYXaLuu

أϡيϰΪا
aLYaXuu

ايϰϞφا
aYTaKuu

اϰΩήΥا
AH�aXuu

ϨزيάΦΙ
taHDuZiina

ΐهξ΢ύأ
aEJuSuhaa

ΐه΢ξύأ
aESuJuhaa

ΐهξώΡأ
aJEuSuhaa

ΐهϒϦύأ
aEMuGuhaa

ΐهνأزر
aZRuSuhaa

ϤهΞϡΐϚϩ
nuQaaLiVuhum

ΘϪςΙار
iRtaDaNat

ΘςϪΙار
iRtaNaDat

ΘϩΰΚρا
iDtaRaNat

Θ΢ϚΙار
iRtaQaJat

ΘϪκΚϙا
iQta$aNat

يϾدΓه
yaLaaDiBuhu

ΐهϚώρأ
aDEaQuhaa

ΐهώϚρأ
aDQaEuhaa

ΐهϚςύأ
aEDaQuhaa

ΐه΢Ϟρا
aDKaJuhaa

ΐهϙβυا
aTZuQuhaa

Δϙΐϊϩه
nuZaaQiBuhu

ϤهΞϢύأ
uEaLiVuhum

ϤهϢΞύأ
uEaViLuhum

ϤهΞώϡأ
uLaEiVuhum

Ϥهςϖύا
uEaFiDuhum

ϤهΞϙاز
uZaQiVuhum

ΘΞζΦΙ
taHaS�aVat

ΘφϪϑأ
aGNaTat

ΘϪφϑأ
aGTaNat

Θφϒϩأ
aNGaTat

Θهζϑأ
aGSaHat

Θυأوز
aWZaTat

ϰΔϊϦΙا
tuMZiBuu

Note. In the appendices, the asterisk (�) represents the Arabic letter ذ and the tilde (�) represents gemination.
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Appendix B

Table B1
Stimuli Used for the Different Response in Experiment 2

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline Reference

يάϢΪون
yaXLuDuuna

يάΪϢون
yaLXuDuuna

يϰϡάΪن
yaXDuLuuna

يάΔϊون
yaZBuDuuna

يήΪآϰن
yaX�uKuuna

ϤهάκϢϩ
naLDa$uhum

يϰώϖΚϪن
yaNtaFiEuuna

يζهϾن
yaSaH�iLAni

يهϾζن
yaHaS�iLaani

يϢζهΐن
yuSaL�iHaani

يϾς΢ن
yuJaD�iLaani

يάζذان
yuSaD�i�aani

ϴΚϞςΥا
aHDaKaTii

ϤهΔϢϑأ
aGLuBuhum

يϊهΰون
yuZHiRuuna

يهΰϊون
yuZHiRuuna

يΰϊهϰن
yuZRiHuuna

يΰκξون
yuS$iRuuna

يϰΓβϊن
yuZZiBuuna

ϘϩήΚζΙ
tasta�NiQu

أهϰΓΰا
uHRuBuu

يϦ΢Κهΰون
yataJaMhaRuuna

ي΢ϦΚهΰون
yataMaJhaRuuna

يΰ΢ΚهϰϦن
yataJaRhaMuuna

يΔϚΚهΰون
yataQaBhaRuuna uuna

يξ΢ΚهϰϞن
yataJaShaKuuna

ϰϖϑΆΚζΙن
tasta�GiFuuna

ΐΦφΔϪΙن
tanBaTiHaani

يζيΰφون
yuSaYtiRuuna

ييΰφζون
yuYaStiRuuna

يυΰζيϰن
yuSaRtiYuunaa

يΰφΞϢون
yuLaVtiRuuna

يφϞζهϰن
yuSaKtiHuuna

άΡΐϚΚΙن
nataQaJDaNu

Ϥύأز
aZEumu

يξهΰون
yaSHaRuuna

يهΰξون
yaHSaRuuna

يΰξهϰن
yaSRaHuuna

يΰϊκون
ya$ZaRuuna

يϰϞΔξن
yaSBaKuuna

ϪκύΐφΙه
iKEaa$un

ϴϪϞΦρأ
aDHaKanii

يΰξϪώوϩه
yuEaNsiRuunahu

يΰξώϪوϩه
yuNaEsiRuunahuahu

يϩϰϪνΰώه
yuEaRsiNuunahuah

يΰξφϒوϩه
yuGaTsiRuunahuahu

يϩϰϊξ΢ώه
yuEaJsiZuunahuuunahu

βΔϢΪΙاϩه
tuXaLBiZaanihi

ΈϖφΙون
tuTFi 
 uuna

ΐهΰΞϪي
yaNVuRuhaa

ΐهΰϪΞي
yaVNuRuhaa

ΐهΝΰϪي
yaNRuVuhaa

ΐهΰϚςي
yaDQuRuhaa

ΐهΚκϪي
yaN$uTuhaa

ΘΪςΦϩا
inHaDaXat

ϾϖφΚΙن
tataTaFaLaani

ΘΡΰهΔΙ
taBaHRaJat

ΘΡΰΔهΙ
taHaBRaJat

Θ΢هΰΔΙ
taBaRHaJat

ΘΡΰϖΪΙ
taXaFRaJat

Θ΢ϖΦΔΙ
taBaHFaJat

ΐهϖξϢΪي
yuXaLSiFuhaa

يϩϰϪϥΈه
yu�aM�iNuunah

يβϖϢΚون
yuTaLfiZuuna

yuLaTfiZuunaaيβϖΚϢون يϰϢϕβΚن
yuTaZfiLuuna

يβϖϚΔون
yuBaQfiZuuna

يϰ΢ϕΰΚن
yuTaRfiJuuna

ϤهϙدΰΓأ
uBaRDiQuhum

ΔΙيϰϪن
tuBayYiNuuna

يήϦϢΚΚون
yataTaLMa�uuna

يήϦΚϢΚون
yataLaTMa� unana

يϰϢϥήΚΚن
yataTa�MaLuuna

يήϦ΢ΔΚون
yataBaJMa�uuna

يϰϚϥΰΚΚن
yataTaRmaQuuna

أ΢ϪϖΥه
uHaFNiJuhu

ϜآΰΥأ
uHaR�iKuka

يάϦϢ΢ون
yuJaLmiDuuna

يάϦ΢Ϣون
yuLaJmiDuuna

يϰϢϥά΢ن
yuJaDmiLuuna

يάϦϚΦون
yuHaQmiDuuna

يϰϚϥΰ΢ن
yuJaRmiQuuna

ΐιάςΔΙن
tuBADDi$aani

ΐهζΔϢي
yaLBaSuha

يΰκΦΚج
yataHa$RaJu

يΰΦκΚج
yata$aHRaJu

ΠιΰΦΚي
yataHRa$aJu

يΰΞζΚج
yataSaVRaJu

ΠϢφΦΚي
yaTaHaTLaJu

ΐξϢϞϪΙن
tuNaKLiSaani

ΘςΔϚϩا
inQaBaDat

يϰϡάϦΦن
yuHaMDiLuuna

يϰϡάΦϦن
yuMaHDiLuuna

يϰϢϥάΦن
yuHaDMiLuuna

يهϰϡάξن
yuHaSDiLuuna

يϰϢφξΦن
yuHaSTiLuuna

ϤهΔκϖυأ
uTaF$iBuHum

اϰΩΰνا
iSRaXuu

ΐϖϢΚΪΙن
taXtaLiFaani

ΐϖΪΚϢΙن
taXtaLiFaani

ϾϖΚΪΙن
taXtaFiLaani

ΐϖϞΚ΢Ιن
taJtaKiFaani

ΐϙάΚΪΙن
taXtaDiQaani

ΘϒκϚΚεا
istaQ$aGat

ΐهϖϡΈي
yuaL�iFuhaa

ΘεΰφϒΙ
taGaTRaSat

ΘεΰϒφΙ
taTaGRaSat

ΘζυΰϒΙ
taGaTRaSat

ΘεΰϒφΙ
taTaGRaSat

ΘζϢϖϒΙ
taGaFLaSat

ϨφκϞΚي
yataKa$TaNu

اΰΝΆΚεت
istaVaRatu

يϾϒΚκن
ya$taGiLaani

يϾκΚϒن
yaGta$iLaani

يΐϒϢΚκن
ya$taLiGaani

يϾςΚΔن
yaBtaDiLaani

يάΚκران
ya$taDiRaani

Θ΢ϪϊΚεا
istaZNaJat

اϰϢΚΚϙا
iQtaTaLuu

يΰΚζون
yaSTuRuuna

يΰζΚون
yaTSuRuuna

يϰΙΰζن
yaSRuTuuna

يهΰςون
yaHDuRuuna

يϰϞςζن
yaSDuKuuna

ΐههϢιا
a$LaHahaa

يϙάξه
yuSaD�iQuhu

يϾΦϦςن
yaDMahiLaani

يϾΦςϦن
yaMDahiLaani

يΐϦΦϢςن
yaDLahiMaani i

يϾΦΔξن
yaSBahiLaani

يΐΔΥάςن
yaDDahiBaani

ϰϑάζΔΙن
tuBaSEiDuuna

ϢΚΙهΐϖن
tataLaH�aFaani

يϰϕΰ΢ώΚن
yataEaJRaFuuna

يϰϕΰώ΢Κن
yataJaERaFuuna

يϰϖΡΰώΚن
yataEaRJaFuuna

يϰϕΰΦκΚن
yata$aHRaFuuna

يϰϖϢϚώΚن
yataEaQLaFuuna

ΐهϖϪξأآ
uKaSNiFuhaa

ΐهΐϪΚΔΝأ
aVBaTnaahaa

يΐΙΰϖώΚن
yataEaFRataani

يΐΙΰώϖΚن
yataFaERataani

يΐΚϕΰώΚن
yataEaRFataani

يΐΙΰςϪΚن
yataNaDRataani

يΐΚ΢ϢώΚن
yataEaLJataani

ϤهΔϢ΢Ϛϩ
nuQaJLiBuhum

ϰϢζΚϒΙن
taGtaSiLuuna

ΐΦϢξΙن
tuSLiHaani

ΐΦξϢΙن
tuSLiHaani

ϾΦξΙن
tuSHiLaani

ΐΦϞ΢Ιن
tuJKiHaani

άξΙزان
tuSDiZaani

ϴΔΪΙار
iRtaXibii

ϴϩβ΢ύأ
aEJaZanii

يϖهϰεΰن
yuFaHRiSuuna

يهϰεΰϖن
yuHaFRiSuuna

يΰϖهϰζن
yuFaRHiSuuna

يϰεΰκϚن
yuQa$RiSuuna

يϰζφξϖن
yuFaSTiSuuna

ΐΚϙάΚΡا
iJtaDaQataa

أΐϪώϦεه
aSMaEnaahu

يΰώκϚون
yaQ$aEiR�uuna

يΰώϚκون
ya$QaEiR�uuna

يϰκύΰϚن
yaQRaEi$�uuna

يΰώζϖون
yaFSaeiR�uuna

يϰφύάϚن
yaQDaEiT�uunana

اϰφΪΚΓا
iBtaXaTuu

ΐهΪϖϩأ
aNFuXuhaa

يϾΔϪϚن
yuQaNBiLaani

يϾΔϚϪن
yuNaQBiLaani

يΐϪΔϢϚن
yuQaLBiNaani

يϾΔΚϖن
yuFaTbiLaani

يήΓάϚان
yuQaDbi�aani

اάΡβΥوا
iHJaZiDuu

اϰζϢΚΩا
iXtaLaSuu

ΰφϪϚΙون
tuQaNTiRuuna

ΰφϚϪΙون
tuNaQTiRuuna

ϰϪυΰϚΙن
tuQarTiNuuna

ΰφΔϖΙون
uFaBtiRuuna

ϚΙهϰ΢φن
tuQaHtiJuuna

اϰζφΞΓا
iBVaTiSuu

ΘهκΡأ
aJHa$at

يΐΔϢϚκΚن
yata$aQLaBaani

يΐΔϚϢκΚن
yata$aLQaBaani

يϾΔϚκΚن
yata$aQBaLaani

يΐΔζΦκΚن
yata$aHSaBaani

يάϚκΚران
yata$aQDaRaani

ΐϦهΩΰϖأآ
uKaFXiRuhumaa

ΘϚϢΥβΙ
taZaHLaqat

يϖϞهΰون
yaKFaHiR�uuna

يϞϖهΰون
yaFKaHiR�uuna

يΰϞهϰϖن
yaKRahiF�uuna

ي΢φهΰون
yaTJahiR�uuna

يάϞهϰϦن
yaKDahiM�uuna

άΔϢ΢ΚΙون
tatJaLBaDuuna

اΰξΚϩن
iNtaSaRna

يهيϾϞن
yuHaYKiLaani

ييهϾϞن
yuYaHkiLaani

يهϞϢيΐن
yuHaLkiYaani

يϾϞϪϦن
yuMaNkiLaani

يهΰآβان
yuHaRkiZaani

أΐΚϥήιه
a$�aMaTaahu

ϨώϢφςي
yDtaLiEna
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Table B1 (continued)

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline Reference

يΔهϡάه
yuBaHDiLuhu

يهϡάΔه
yuHaBDiLuhu

يάΔهϢه
yuBaDHiLuuna

يϡάΞϚه
yuQaVDiLuhu

يϢϚ΢Δه
yuBaJQiLuhu

أϚϖζϑه
uGaSFiQuhu

يΰΡΐκΚون
yata$aaJaRna

ΐهΎΔύأ
uEaB�i�uhaa

ΐهΔΎύأ
uEa��iBuhaa

ΐهΎώΓأ
uBaE�i�uhaa

ΐهξϊύأ
uEaZ�iSuhaa

ΐه΍أدز
uDaZ��ihaa 
 uhaa

يΔϞφϪه
yanTaKiBuhu

اϰςϖϩا
iNFaDuu

ΐهϪ΢ύأ
aEJuNuhaa

ΐه΢Ϫύأ
aENuJuhaa

ΐهϪώΡأ
aJEuNuhaa

ΐهΞξύأ
aESuVuhaa

ΐهϩأرذ
aR�uNuhaa

ΐϖωάΙن
tuDaZ�iFaani

ΘφΔΙار
iRtaBaTat

ΘϦϢωأ
aZLaMat

ΘϢϦωأ
aZMaLat

ΘϦϊϡأ
aLZaMat

ΘϚφωأ
aZTaQat

Θϥأدذ
aD�aMat

δκϚϪΙ
tanQa$iSu

يΦΚيβون
yataHaYyaZuuna

ΐهϞϢεأ
aSLuKuhaa

ΐهϢϞεأ
aSKuLuhaa

ΐهϞζϡأ
aLSuKuhaa

ΐهΪ΢εأ
aSJuXuhaa

ΐهϞΡأز
aZJuKuhaa

يϰξϪΦن
yaHNiSuuna

يϰΚاάύون
yataWaaEaDuuna

ΐهϪيϡأ
uLaY�iNuha

ΐيهϪϡأ
uYaL�iNuha

ΐهϪϢأي
uYaL�iNuha

ΐهΔϊϡأ
uLaZ�iBuha

ΐهϩήυأ
uTa��iNuha

Ϥه΢εΆي
Ya�SuJuhum

اآϰϖκΚا
iKta$aFuu

Ϥهκφύأ
uEaT�i$uhum

Ϥهφκύأ
uEaT�i$uhum

Ϥهκώυأ
uTaE�i$uhum

ϤهΎϞύأ
uEaK�i�uhumm

Ϥهιأزد
uZaD�i$uhum

ϨϢϞيΙ
tuYaKLinu

ΘϞϢΚϥا
iMtaLaKat

اϡهϰΞا
iLHaVuu

اΞϡهϰا
iLVaHuu

اهϰΞϢا
iHLaVuu

اϰϒφϡا
iLTaGuu

ادرϰΝا
iDRaVuu

ωβ΢ϩه
naJZuZuhu

ϰ΢ϪΙان
taNJuWaani

ΐهζϞύأ
aEKuSuhaa

ΐهϞζύأ
aESuKuhaa

ΐهζώأآ
aKEuSuhaa

ΐهϚϊύأ
aEZuQuhaa

ΐهεأذد
a�DuSuhaa

ϨφϖϢΚي
yataLaF�aTna

يϪΎϢϦه
yaMLa�nahu

ϤهώϦϡأ
uLaMiEuhum

ϤهϦώϡأ
uLaEiMuhum

ϤهώϢϥأ
uMaLiEuhum

Ϥه΢ϊϡأ
uLaZiJuhum

Ϥهώνأد
uDaSiEuhum

φϒΚ΢ϩه
naJtaGiTuhu

اϰΞΔϡا
iLBaVuu

ΐهζφϑأ
uGaT�iSuhaa

ΐهφζϑأ
uGaS�iTuhaa

ΐهζϒυأ
uTaG�iSuhaa

ΐهώϖϑأ
uGaF�iEuhaa

ΐهεأدذ
uDa��iSuhaa

ϰΝΆκΙن
ta$�aVuuna

Ϥآάύأ
aEiDuKum

أζϦϑه
uGaM�iSuhu

أϦζϑه
uGaS�iMuhu

أζϒϥه
uMaG�iSuhu

أφ΢ϑه
uGaJ�iTuhu

أεάΝه
uVaD�iSuhu

άϩذره
naD�uZuhu

يهϰφΔن
yaHbiTuuna

ΐهΚζϢΡأ
aJLaStuhaa

ΐهΚϢζΡأ
aJSaLtuhaa

ΐهΚζ΢ϡأ
aLJaStuhaa

ΐهΚώϞΡأ
aJKaEtuhaa

ΐهΚζϙأد
aDQaStuhaa

ϤهήϖϚϩ
naQFu�Uhum

ϰΔζΦΙن
taHSiBuuna

ΐهϚϢΩأ
aXLuQuhaa

ΐهϢϚΩأ
aXQuLuhaa

ΐهϚΪϡأ
aLXuQuhaa

ΐهςΔΩأ
aXBuDuhaa

ΐهϙάΓأ
aBDuQuhaa

άΙذϰΡن
taD�uJuuna

ϰφΔϪΚζΙن
tastaNBiTuuna

Θκφϑأ
aGTa$at

Θφκϑأ
aG$aTat

Θκϒυأ
aTGa$at

ΘϖΞϑأ
aGVaFat

ΘιβΥأ
aHZa$at

ΘϙذΐهΙ
taHaa�Qat

ϰξϢΪΙن
tuXLiSuuna

ΘϦΚύأ
aETaMat

ΘΚϦύأ
aEMaTat

ΘϦώΙأ
aTEaMat

ΘϪϞύأ
aEKaNat

Θϥأزذ
aZ�aMat

يϰΪΞϪن
yaNVuXuuna

ΐهϦεأر
arSuMuHaa

أϰϦ΢ύا
uEJiMuu

أϰ΢Ϧύا
uEMiJuu

أϰϦώΡا
uJEiMuu

أϰϊϢύا
uELiZuu

أذϰϦϑا
u�GiMuu

ΘξωϾΙ
taLaaZaSat

Ϩهϥάϙأ
uQaDdiMuhunna

ϤهϢςύأ
aEDuLuhum

ϤهςϢύأ
aELuDuhum

ϤهϢώρأ
aDEuLuhum

Ϥهξκύأ
aE$uSuhum

Ϥهϡأزر
aZRuLuhum

يάΦΔون
yuBHiDuuna

أάνروا
aSDaRuu

ϴϪζφύأ
aETaSanii

ϴϪφζύأ
aESaTanii

ϴϪζώυأ
aTEaSanii

ϴϪϞξύأ
aESaKanii

ϴϪεأذر
aETaSanii

ΐهφΪϞي
yakXuTuhaa

ΐيهϦϩأ
uNaM�iiha

ΘςϒΓأ
aBGaDat

ΘϒςΓا
aBDaGat

ΘςΔϑا
aGBaDat

Θ΢ΞΓا
aBVaJat

Θρβϙا
aQZaDat

κΎζϩه
nuS�i$uhu

أواϚϕه
uWaaFiQuhu

ΐهΪϢεأ
aSLaXuhaa

ΐهϢΪεأ
aSXaLuhaa

ΐهΪζϡأ
aLSaXuhaa

ΐهκΔεأ
aSLaXuhaa

ΐهΩάΓأ
aBDaXuhaa

Ϩيφ΢ϞΙ
taKJuTiina

ϰΪφϢΙن
tuLaT�iXuuna

ΐϪϦώϩأ
aNEaMna

ΐϪώϦϩأ
aNMaEna

ΐϪϦϪύأ
aENaMna

ΐϪ΢Ϊϩا
aNXaJna

ΐϪϦΩاد
aDXaMna

يάκΔون
yaB$uDuuna

أϰΓا
aBaWaa

ΐهΔϢνأ
aSLuBuhaa

ΐهϢΔνأ
aSBuLuhaa

ΐهΔξϡأ
aLSuBuhaa

ΐهϚ΢νأ
aSJuQuhaa

ΐهΓأزد
aSLuBuhaa

يϰϪ΢Κق
yataJaNWaQu

ΐΔϞζϪΙن
tanSaKiBaani

ΐهϦϚϢύأ
uEaLQiMuhaa

ΐهϦϢϚύأ
uEaQLiMuhaa

ΐهϦϚώϡأ
uLaEQiMuhaa

ΐهϦΔ΢ύأ
uEaJBiMuhaa

ΐهϦϙήΓأ
uBa�QiMuhaa

يΐΡΰΔξن
yaSaBRiJaani

ΐهΐύأر
aREaahaa

ΐهώΔυأ
aTBaEuhaa

ΐهΔώυأ
aTEaBuhaa

ΐهώφΓا
aBTaEuhaa

ΐهϦ΢υا
aTJaMuhaa

ΐهύΰΝا
aVRaEuhaa

Κϕΐ΢ϩه
nuJaaFiTuhu

ΐهϚϚΥأ
uHaQ�iQuha

أϰ΢ϢΝا
aVLaJuu

أϰϢ΢Νا
aVJaLuu

اϰ΢Ξϡا
aLVaJuu

اϰϞφΝا
aVTaKuu

اϰΡήΥا
AH�aJuu

ϨزيάΦΙ
taHDuZiina

ادϰϩا
aDNuu

ΐهϖϢύأ
aELuFuhaa

ΐهϢϖύأ
aEFuLuhaa

ΐهϖώϡأ
aLEuFuhaa

ΐهϒϦύأ
aEMuGuhaa

ΐهϕأرز
aRZuFuhaa

ϤهΞϡΐϚϩ
nuQaaLiVuhum

ΐΔΎΚϞΙن
taKta�iBaani

ΘϪهΙار
iRtaHaNat

ΘهϪΙار
iRtaNaHat

ΘϩΰΚاه
iHtaRaNat

ΘκςΙار
iRtaDa$at

ΘϪκΚϙا
iQta$aNat

يϾدΓه
yaLaaDiBuhu

ΘςهΡأ
aJHaDat

ΐهϢώϕأ
aFEaLuhaa

ΐهώϢϕا
aFLaEuhaa

ΐهϢϖύا
aEFaLuhaa

ΐه΢Ϟϕا
aFKaJuhaa

ΐهϡادز
aDZaluhaa

Δϙΐϊϩه
nuZaaQiBuhu

ϤهϖϢأآ
uKaL�iFuhum

ϤهϦϊύأ
uEaZiMuhum

ϤهϊϦύا
uEaMiZuhum

ϤهϦώωا
uZaEiMuhum

Ϥهςϖύا
uEaFiDuhum

ϤهϦϙاز
aZQuMuhum

ϰΔϊϦΙا
tuMZiBuu

أوάΡوا
aWJaDuu

ΘϊϢϑأ
aGLaZat

ΘϢϊϑأ
aGZaLat

Θϊϒϡأ
aLGaZat

Θهζϑأ
aGSaHat

ΘϊΓأو
aWBaZat

ΘΞζΦΙ
taHaS�aVat

اϩهϰϢا
iNHaLuu

Note. In the appendices, the asterisk (�) represents the Arabic letter ذ and the tilde (�) represents gemination.
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Appendix C

Table C1
Stimuli Used for the Same Response in Experiment 3

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline

ήΪϪΙان
tuNXi�aani

ήϪΪΙان
tuXaNi�aani

ΐΩήϪΙن
tuNa��iXaani

ήϚ΢Ιان
tuJaQi�aani

ΐκϊϪΙن
tuNaZi$aani

ϠΞϪΚεا
istaVNaLa

يβΦΔϪون
yanBaHiZuuna

يβΔΦϪون
yanHaBiZuuna

يϰΥβΔϪن
yanBaZiHuuna

يβϢΚϪون
yanTaLiZuuna

يϰξϞΔϪن
yanBaKiSuuna

ϰϦνΐςΙا
taDaaSaMuu

يάκϖان
yuf$iDaani

يάϖκان
yu$FiDaani

يΐιάϖن
yufDi$aani

يάϪϚان
yuQNiDaani

يΐξΎϖن
yuF�iSaani

ΐΚϕΰϞϩا
inKaRaFataa

يβϦΔون
yaBMuZuuna

يβΔϦون
yaMBuZuuna

يϰϥβΔن
yaBZuMuuna

يβΪϢون
yaLXuZuuna

يϰΡάΔن
yaBDuJuuna

ϨϞϥΐ΢Ι
taJaaMaKna

ήϢϒΙان
tuGLi�aani

ήϒϢΙان
tuLaGi�aani

ϽήϒΙن
tuG�iLaani

ήΎΔΙان
tuB�i�aani

ΐΦΚϒΙن
tuGTiHaani

يΔϞهΐن
yaKBaHaani

βϞκϪΙن
tan$aKiZna

βκϞϪΙن
tanKa$iZna

ϨآβκϪΙ
tan$aZiKna

ΎϪΙهβن
tan�aHiZna

ϨϢϊκϪΙ
tan$aZiLna

ϨϦهΐϒΙ
taGaaMaHna

يβΔϚϪان
yanQaBiZaani

يβϚΔϪان
yanBaQiZaani

يΐΓβϚϪن
yanQaZiBaani

يβφ΢ان
yanJaTiZaani

يΐϦϖϚϪن
yanQaFiMaani

ϰϞΡΐϦΙا
taMaaJaKuu

يβΔϞون
yaKBuZuuna

يβϞΔون
yaBKuZuuna

يϰΓβϞن
yaKZuBuuna

يβϊφون
yaTZuZuuna

يϰϒϪϞن
yaKNuGuuna

ϘϒϦΚεا
istaMGaQa

ΰϦϢΙان
taLMuRaani

ΰϢϦΙان
taMLuRaani

ΐϥΰϢΙن
taLRuMaani

ΙهΰϪان
taHNuRaani

ΐϖ΢ϢΙن
taLJuFaani

ϨώεΐϦΙ
taMaaEaSna

يβϊϚون
yaQZuZuuna

يβϚϊون
yaZQuZuuna

يϰωβϚن
yaZZuQuuna

يβφϖون
yaFTuZuuna

يϰκΔϚن
yaQBu$uuna

ΠϢϞΚζϩ
nastaKLiJu

يήΔξان
yaSBu�aani

يήξΔان
yaBSu�aani

يΐΓήξن
yaS�uBaani

يήϚΎان
ya�Qi�aani

يΐ΢φξن
yaSTuJaani

ΰύΐϦΙا
taMaaEaRaa

άϖκΙان
ta$FuDaani

άκϖΙان
taF$uDaani

ΐϕάκΙن
ta$DuFaani

άΞΚΙان
taTVuDaani

ΐϦϚκΙن
ta$QuMaani

θΪϪΚεا
istaNXa$a

ήΔφΙن
taTBi�na

ήφΔΙن
taBTi�na

ϨΓήφΙ
taT�iBna

ήΦ΢Ιن
tajHi�na

ϨΪϖφΙ
taTFiXna

θύΐϞي
yuKaaEi$u

يΰϊϢون
yaLZiRuuna

يΰϢϊون
yaZLiRuuna

يϰωΰϢن
yaLRiZuuna

يΰκζون
yaS$iRuuna

يϰώϚϢن
yaLQiEuuna

ϨϞϥΐϪΙ
TaNaaMaKna

يάώΞان
yaVEaDaani

يάΞώان
yaEVaDaani

يΐύάΞن
yaVDaEaani

يάςξان
yaSDaDaani

يΐϞ΢Ξن
yaVJaKaani

ΐϊϒΚϩا
iNtaGaZaa

يβϢϚون
yaQLIZuuna

يβϚϢون
yaLQIZuuna

يϰϡβϚن
yaQZILuuna

يβϖώون
yaEFIZuuna

يϰΞΚϚن
yaQTIVuuna

θϦϊΚεا
istaZMa$a

ϰϒϊΙان
taZGuWaani

ϰϊϒΙان
taGZuWaani

ϰϊϒΙان
taZWuGaani

ϰΞΎΙان
ta�VuWaani

ϾϞϊΙن
taZKuLaani

ϨϦΩΐϞΙ
taKaaXaMna

يήϢζون
yaSLu�uuna

يήζϢون
yaLSu�uuna

يϰϡήζن
yaS�uLuuna

يهيήون
yaHYu�uuna

يϰκΔζن
yaSBu$uuna

ΐώϦφωا
iZtaMaEa

ΙهΰϞون
taHKiRuuna

ϞΙهΰون
taKHiRuuna

Ιهΰآϰن
taHRiKuuna

ΰΦΎΙون
ta�HiRuuna

ΙهϰϚΔن
taHBiQuuna

ΘϦωΐΞΙ
taVaaZaMat

اϞϩهβت
inKaHaZat

اϩهβϞت
inHaKaZat

ΘهβϞϩا
inKaZaHat

اβώφϩت
inTaEaZat

ΘςϢϞϩا
inKaLaDat

ϤϙΐΪΚي
yataXaaQaMu

اήϦώϩا
inEaMa�aa

اήώϦϩا
inMaEa�aa

ΐϥήώϩا
inEa�aMaa

اήφϒϩا
inGaTa�aa

ΐκξώϩا
inEaSa$aa

ΘϢιاϰΙ
taWaa$aLat

يΰφϢان
yaLTiRaani

يΰϢφان
yaTLiRaani

يΐυΰϢن
yaLRiTaani

يΰςξان
yaSDiRaani

يΐκϊϢن
yaLZi$aani

Θ΢ϦΚεا
iStaMaJat

اβϢφϩا
inTaLaZaa

اβφϢϩا
inLaTaZaa

Ͻβφϩا
inTaZaLaa

اβϒϖϩا
infaGaZaa

ΐϖϚφϩا
inTaQaFaa

هϰώιΐا
Haa$aEuu

اΰϚΞϩن
inVaQaRna

اΰΞϚϩن
inQaVaRna

ϨϙΰΞϩا
inVaRaQna

اΰ΢Ξϩن
inXaJaRna

ϨΔϪΞϩا
inVaBaVna

ΐϖϥΐξΙ
taSaaFaMaa

يάκΚϦان
yaMta$iDaani

يάϦΚκان
ya$taMiDaani

يΐιάΚϦن
yaMtaDi$aani

يάϪφξان
yaStaNiDaani

يΐ΢ΪΚϦن
yaMtaXiJaani

ϰζϕΐϚΙا
taQaaFaSuu

يβϦΚون
yaTMuZuuna

يβΚϦون
yaMTuZuuna

يϰϥβΚن
yaTZuMuuna

يβΪφون
yaTXuZuuna

يϰκΎΚن
ya�Ta$uuna

ϨΞυΐϚΙ
taQaaTaVna

اάφϞΚεت
istaKTaDat

اάϞφΚεت
istaTKaDat

ΘυάϞΚεا
istaKDaTat

اάςΔΚεت
istaBDaDat

ΘϚϪϞΚεا
istaKNaQat

ΐΚζϚΚύا
iEtaQaSataa

ΐΙβهκϩا
in$aHaZataa

ΐΙβκهϩا
inHa$aZataa

ΐΚهβκϩا
in$aZaHataa

ΐΙβϢϞϩا
inKaLaZataa

ΐΚϖΪκϩا
in$aXaFataa

ϰΙاϰϦϑا
taWaaGaMuu
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Table C1 (continued)

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline

اάΔΪΚεن
istaXBaDna

اάΪΔΚεن
istaBXaDna

ϨΓάΪΚεا
istaXDaBna

اάΔξΚεن
istaSQaDna

ϨϞϢΪΚεا
istaXLaKna

اάφϩزوا
inTaDaZuu

يά΢ΞϪان
yanVaJiDaani

يάΞ΢Ϫان
yanJaViDaani

يΐΡάΞϪن
yanVaDiJaani

يάφϊϪان
yanZaTiDaani

يΐϪΔΞϪن
yanVaBiNaani

ΐΚϢϚϖϩا
inFaQaLataa

ΐϪϚ΢ύأ
aEJaQnaa

ΐϪ΢Ϛύأ
aEQaJnaa

ΐϪϚώΡأ
aJEaQnaa

ΐϪϊΔύأ
aEBaZnaa

ΐϪϙأدز
aDZaQnaa

يϰΦφΞن
yaVaTaHuuna

أϰξϢϑا
aGLaSuu

أϰϢξϑا
aGSaLuu

أϰξϒϡا
aLGaSuu

أϰκΎϑا
aG�a$uu

أϰνήΓا
aB�aSuu

يΐϞΩάن
yaDXuKaani

ΐΚΞϦϑأ
aGMaVataa

ΐΚϦΞϑأ
aGVaMataa

ΐΚΞϒϥأ
aMGaVataa

ΐΚϖϞϑأ
aGFaKataa

ΐΚΝأزر
aZRaVataa

τϕΐهΚي
yatHaFaTu

ϨϊΔύأ
aEBaZna

ϨΔϊύأ
aEZaBna

ϨϊώΓأ
aBEaZna

ϨκϪύأ
aENa$na

Ϩωأزر
aZRaZna

ΘΩوΐΡ
JaaWaXat

Θϖϒأآ
aKGaFat

Θϒϖأآ
aKFaGat

Θϖϒأآ
aGKaFat

Θφξأآ
aKSaTat

Θϖυأر
aRTaFat

ϘΩاβΙ
tuZaaXiQu

ΐΚϊϢύأ
aELaZataa

ΐΚϢϊύأ
aEZaLataa

ΐΚϊώϡأ
aLEaZataa

ΐΚξϪύأ
aENaSataa

ΐΚωأدذ
AD�aZataa

ϰΡϰϞΙا
taKaWaJuu

أϰφξϑا
aGSaTuu

أϰξφϑا
aGTaSuu

أϰφϒνا
aSGaTuu

أϰϊκϑا
aG$aZuu

أزدϰυا
aZDaTuu

ΠΪϦΚεا
istaMXaJa

ΐΚϊώεأ
aSEaZataa

ΐΚώϊεأ
aSZaEataa

ΐΚϊζύأ
aESaZataa

ΐΚφϒεأ
aSGaTataa

ΐΚϊϙأد
aDQaZataa

ΰϑΐ΢Ιت
taJaaGaRat

أϰϊϒϥا
aMGaZuu

أϰϒϊϥا
aMZaGuu

أϰϊϦϑا
aGMaZuu

أϰξ΢ϥا
aMJaSuu

أذزϰωا
a�ZaZuu

ϨهϥΐΪي
yuXaaMiHna

ΐκϒΙأ
aTGa$aa

ΐϒκΙأ
aT$aGaa

ΐκΚϑأ
aGTa$aa

ΐΞώΙأ
aTEaVaa

ΐιأدز
aDZa$aa

ΜϑاΰΙ
taRaaGaVat

أآϰϢώا
aKEaLuu

أآϰώϢا
aKLaEuu

أϰϢϞύا
aEKaLuu

أآϰ΢ϒا
aKGaJuu

أدذϰϡا
AD�aLuu

ϐϚϖΚεا
istaFQaGa

اϰςϚΚύا
iEtaQaDuu

اϰϚςΚύا
iEtaDaQuu

اϰςώΚϙا
iQtaEaDuu

اϰϦΞΚύا
iEtaVaMuu

ارϰράΙا
iRtaDaDuu

ΘآΰϒΚεا
istaGRaKat

أϰΞϢύا
aELaVuu

أϰϢΞύا
aEVaLuu

أϰΞώϡا
aLEaVuu

أϰςΔύا
aEBaDuu

أزدϰΝا
aZDaVuu

ϨΪϥΐφي
yaTaaMiXna

ΐΚϖϒνأ
aSGaFataa

ΐΚϒϖνأ
aSFaGataa

ΐΚϖξϑأ
aGSaFataa

ΐΚφ΢νأ
aSJaTataa

ΐΚϕأرز
aRZaFataa

ΨآΐκΚي
yata$aaKaXu

اϰϞϦΚϑا
iGtaMaKuu

اϰϦϞΚϑا
iGtaKaMuu

اϰϞϒΚϥا
iMtaGaKuu

اϰΔϪΚϑا
iGtaNaBuu

اذάΙآϰا
i�taDaKuu

ΘϢϖهΚεا
istaHLaFat

ΐΚζϒιأ
a$GaSataa

ΐΚϒζιأ
a$SaGataa

ΐΚζκϑأ
aG$aSataa

ΐΚϞϖιأ
a$FaKataa

ΐΚεأذد
a�DaSataa

θωΐώΚΙ
tataEaZa$u

أϰΞϚύا
aEQaVuu

أϰϚΞύا
aEVaQuu

أϰΞώϙا
aQEaVuu

أϰΪ΢ύا
aEJaXuu

أرزϰΝا
aRZaVuu

ΐϞΙزرن
taKaaZaRna

ΐΚϖϒϩأ
aNGaFataa

ΐΚϒϖϩأ
aNFaGataa

ΐΚϖϪϑأ
aGNaFataa

ΐΚξ΢ϩأ
aNJaSataa

ΐΚϕأدز
aDZaFataa

Θ΢ΥΐϦΙ
taMaHaJat

أϰςϖύا
aEFaDuu

أϰϖςύا
aEDaFuu

أϰςώϕا
aFEaDuu

أϰϊϚύا
aEQaZuu

أدزϰρا
aDZaDuu

ΰΞϒΚεا
istaGVaRa

Θζϒϩأ
aNGaSat

Θϒζϩأ
aNSaGat

ΘζϪϑأ
aGNaSat

ΘΦΞϩأ
aNVaHat

Θεأدذ
AD�aSat

Θ΢ϥΐρ
DaaMaJat

ΐΚξώωأ
aZEaSataa

ΐΚώξωأ
aZSaEataa

ΐΚξϊύأ
aEZaSataa

ΐΚϒφωأ
aZTaGataa

ΐΚνأدز
aDZaSataa

ϤϖϞΚεا
IstaFKaMa

أϰϦϒΓا
aBGaMuu

أϰϒϦΓا
aBMaGuu

أϰϦΔϑا
aGBaMuu

أϰ΢ΞΓا
aBVaJuu

أدذϰϥا
AD�aMuu

δϡΐϪΚي
yataNaaLuSu

ΐΚϪϒιأ
a$GaNataa

ΐΚϒϪιأ
a$NaGataa

ΐΚϪκϑأ
aG$aNataa

ΐΚϪϖ΢ιأ
a$JaFataa

ΐΚϩأزذ
AZ�aNataa

ΘϙΐϖΚي
yataFaaQatu

اϰζώΚΝا
iVtaEaSuu

اϰώζΚΝا
iVtaSaEuu

اϰζΞΚύا
iEtavaSuu

اϰϪΎΚΝا
iVta�aNuu

ازدϰζϙا
iZdaQaSuu

ΐϪΙزدوا
taNaaZaDuu

أϰκϒϥا
aMGa$uu

أϰϒκϥا
aM$aGuu

أϰκϦϑا
aGMa$uu

أϰΚώϥا
aMEaTuu

أرزϰιا
aRZa$uu

يβϡΐΪن
yuXaaLiZna

ΐϪΞϞύأ
aEKaVnaa

ΐϪϞΞύأ
aEVaKnaa

ΐϪΞώأآ
aKEaVnaa

ΐϪςΎύأ
aE�aDnaa

ΐϪΝأذد
a�DaVnaa

ϨϚϖهϩا
iNHaFaQna

أϰΚϖύا
aEFaTuu

أϰϖΚύا
aETaFuu

أϰΚώϕا
aFEaTuu

أϰφξύا
aESaTuu

أردϰΙا
aRDaTuu

ΘϢآΐϦΙ
taMaaKaLat

ϨϖϒΡأ
aJGaFnaa

ϨϒϖΡأ
aJFaGnaa

Ϩϖ΢ϑأ
aGJaFnaa

ϨξώΡأ
aJEaSnaa

Ϩϕأزد
aZDaFnaa

όεΐϖي
yuFaaSiEu

أϰϚώυا
aTEaQuu

أϰώϚυا
aTQaEuu

أϰϚφύا
aETaQuu

أϰΔϒυا
aTGaBuu

أدذϰϙا
AD�aQuu

ΠκهΚεا
istaH$aJa

ΐΚϖΚϑأ
aGTaFataa

ΐΚΚϖϑأ
aGFaTataa

ΐΚϖϒΙأ
aTGaFataa

ΐΚϢξϑأ
aGSaLataa

ΐΚϖϙأد
aDQaFataa

τϩΐهΚΙ
tataHaaNaTu

Note. In the appendices, the asterisk (�) represents the Arabic letter ذ and the tilde (�) represents gemination.
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Table C2
Stimuli Used for the Different Response in Experiment 3

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline reference

ΐΙάϞξϩا
inSaKaDataa

ΐΙάξϞϩا
inKaSaDataa

ΐΚآάξϩا
inSaDaKataa

ΐΙάκώϩا
inEa$aDataa

ΐΚϖ΢ξϩا
inSaJaFataa

يϰφΓΐ΢ن
yaJaaBiTuuna

ΨΡΐϦΚΙ
tataMaaJaXu

ΐΙϰϞώΚεا
istaEKaWataa

ΐΙϰώϞΚεا
istaKEaWataa

ΐΚآϰώΚεا
istaEWaKataa

ΐΙϰΞΪΚεا
istaXVaWataa

ΐΚ΢ϊώΚεا
istaEZaJataa

يάاβϑان
yuDaaGiZaani

πΓΐ΢ΚΙ
tataJaaBaDu

اβΔϖϩوا
inFaBaZuu

اβϖΔϩوا
inBaFaZuu

اϰΓβϖϩا
inFaZaBuu

اϩهβϚوا
inHaQaZuu

اϰϞφϖϩا
inFaTaKuu

ϨϖεΐϒΚي
yataGaaSaFna

ϨΪϙΐφΙ
taTaaQaXna

يΰ΢ϚϪان
yanQaJiRaani

يΰϚ΢Ϫان
yanJaQiRaani

يΐΡΰϚϪن
yanQaRiJaani

يΰϞΪϪان
yanXaKiRaani

يΐΚϖϚϪن
yanQaFiTaani

ΐϒφϦΚεا
istaMTaGaa

θϚϖΚεا
istaFQa$a

άΔζΙون
tuSBiDuuna

άζΔΙون
tuBSiDuuna

ϰΓάζΙن
tuSDiBuuna

άΎϪΙون
tuN�iDuuna

ϰϖφζΙن
tuSBTiFuuna

ΐϚ΢κϩا
in$aJaQaa

βهϖΚεا
istaFHaZa

ϞΙهϰان
taKHuWaani

ΙهϰϞان
taHKuWaani

ϰϞΙهΐن
taKWuHaani

ϰΪΔΙان
taBXuWaani

ΐϦξϞΙن
taKSuMaani

ϰϢϕΐύا
EaaFaLuu

τεΐϖΚΙ
tataFaaSaTu

اάϖϒϩوا
inGaFaDuu

اάϒϖϩوا
inFaGaDuu

اϰϕάϒϩا
inGaDaFuu

اάΞξϩوا
inSaVaDuu

اϰϊφϒϩا
inGaTaZuu

ϨκΓΐΞΚي
yataVaBa$na

ΐΚΞآΐκΙ
ta$aaKaVataa

اήϞΦΚεت
istaHKa�at

اήΦϞΚεت
istaKHa�at

ΘآήΦΚεا
istaH�aKat

اή΢ϪΚεت
istaNJa�at

ΘϚξΦΚεا
istaHSaQat

ϰφϕΐϒΙا
taGaaFaTuu

ϰφϙΐ΢Ιا
taJaaQaTuu

يάφϪان
yaNTuDaani

يάϪφان
yaTNuDaani

يΐυάϪن
yaNDuTaani

يάςϚان
yaQDuDaani

يΐϒϊϪن
yaNZuGaani

ΐεϰϒϩا
inGawaSaa

ΘϞϊΚΡا
iJtaZaKat

اβϚΞϩوا
inVaQaZuu

اβΞϚϩوا
inQaVaZuu

اϰϙβΞϩا
inVaZaQuu

اβΔςϩوا
inDaBaZuu

اϰϦκΞϩا
inVa$aMuu

يϰΚاΰϑن
yataWaGaRna

اάϖΚεخ
istaFDaXa

اβκΦϩا
inHa$aZaa

اβΦκϩا
in$aHaZaa

ΐιβΦϩا
inHaZa$aa

اβϢΔϩا
inBaLaZaa

ΐφϚΦϩا
inHaQaTaa

ΐϥزϰϑا
MaZaGuu

ϔϦΪΚεا
istaXMaFa

βϦϪΙان
taNMuZaani

βϪϦΙان
taMNuZaani

ΐϥβϪΙن
taNZuMaani

βϊΚΙان
taTZuZaani

ΐΪφϪΙن
taNTuXaani

ϨφΡاϰΙ
taWaaJaTna

ΐΚ΢ϕΐهΙ
taHaaFaJataa

βφϞΙان
taKaTuZaani

βϞφΙان
taTaKuZaani

ΐυβϞΙن
taKaZuTaani

Ιهβϊان
taHaZuZaani

΢ϞΙهΐن
taKaJuHaani

يϰϢφ΢ن
yaJTiLuuna

πΡϰΚεا
istaWJaSa

άΞϒΙون
taGViDuuna

άϒΞΙون
taVGiDuuna

ϰΝάϒΙن
taGDiVuuna

άΪζΙون
taSXiDuuna

ϰώϦϒΙن
taGMiEuuna

ϴϩά΢ρأ
aDJaDanii

ΐΦΝΐϖΙ
taFaaVaHaa

يهάΚΚون
yaHtaTiDuuna

يΚΚهάون
yaTataHiDuuna

يهϰΙάΚن
yaHataDiTuuna

يάΔΚΦون
yaHtaBiDuuna

يهϰϒϖΚن
yaHtaFiGuuna

ϾΙآΐϒن
tuLaaKiGaani

τκϖΚεا
istaF$aTa

ΐهβΔهϩ
naHBuZuha

ΐهβهΔϩ
naBHuZuha

ΐهΓβهϩ
naHZuBuha

ΐهβ΢Κϩ
naTJuZuha

ΐهφΎهϩ
nuH�iTuhaa

يάώϞون
yaKEuDuuna

ϨφϦΪζي
yasXaMiTna

άϒ΢Ιون
tuJGiDuuna

ά΢ϒΙون
tuGJiDuuna

ϰϑά΢Ιن
tuJDiGuuna

άϖϊΙون
tuZFiDuuna

ϰϢϪ΢Ιن
tuJNiLuuna

ΐهϞώϡأ
aLEuKuhaa

Ϩ΢ϙΐϖي
yuFaaJiQna

يϰΞϞون
yaKVuWuuna

يϰϞΞون
yaVKuWuuna

يϰΝϰϞن
yaKWuVuuna

يϰώΪون
yaXEuWuuna

يϰϚϖϞن
yaKFuQuuna

ήΔϒΙان
taGBU�aani

يϰώκφن
yaT$aEuuna

ϤهΰϢΦΚεأ
astaHLiRuhum

ϤهΰΦϢΚεأ
astaLHiRuhum

ϤهϡΰΦΚεأ
astaHLiRuhum

ϤهΰξκΚεأ
asta$SiRuhum

ϤهΪΔΦΚεأ
astaHBiXuhum

يΐϊώϪΚζن
yastaNEiZaani

ϨΥΐΞΚΙ
tataVaHaNu

ΐهβκϦϩ
naM$uZuha

ΐهβϦκϩ
na$MuZuha

ΐهιβϦϩ
naMZu$uha

ΐهβΦ΢ϩ
naJHuZuha

ΐهφϊϦϩ
naMZuTuha

ΐϪκώυأ
aTEu$unaa

أϰκϒΝا
aVGaSuu

βϦΞΙون
tuVMiZuuna

βΞϦΙون
tuMViZuuna

ϰϥβΞΙن
tuVZiMuuna

βφϊΙون
tuZTiZuuna

ϰςϚΞΙن
tuVQiDuuna

Ϥهώκϑأ
aG$aEuHum

ΘϞΔΪϩا
inXaBaKat

يήΚώون
yaETa�uuna

يήώΚون
yaTEa�uuna

يϰΙήώن
yaE�aTuuna

يήΎϚون
yaQ�a�uuna

يϰξκώن
yaE$aSuuna

ΐهξΎϒϩ
nuG�iSuhaa

Ιهβϡΐن
taHaaLaZna

أζΚεهήه
astaSHi�uhu

أΚεهήζه
astaHSi�uhu

أήζΚεهه
astaS�iHuhu

أήϞφΚεه
astaTKi�uhu

أϞΎζΚεه
astaS�iKuhu

يϰξϦΚώن
yaEtaMiSuuna

ΐΚϚϦΚΡا
iJtaMaQataa

ΐهβΔ΢ϩ
nuJBiZuhaa

ΐهβ΢Δϩ
nuBJiZuhaa

ΐهΓβ΢ϩ
nuJZiBuhaa

ΐهβϪϒϩ
nuGNiZuhaa

ΐهΞΎ΢ϩ
nuJ�iVuhaa

ΐهϖϊأآ
aKZuFuhaa

ΠϢهΚεا
istaHLaJa

ΐϩΰϞξΙ
taSKuRunaa

ΐϩΰξϞΙ
taKSuRunaa

ΐϪآΰξΙ
taSRuKunaa

ΐϩΰκهΙ
taH$uRunaa

ΐϪςΔξΙ
taSBuDunaa

ΐهϊϒ΢ϩ
naJGuZuha

ΐΙάΦνأ
aSHaDataa

يάξϒون
yaGSiDuuna

يάϒξون
yaSGiDuuna

يϰνάϒن
yaGDiSuuna

يάϚΞون
yaVQiDuuna

يϰϖΎϒن
yaG�iFuuna

ΐϪςξΙن
taSDuNaani

هάϡΐت
HaaLaDat

ϤهάϞΚϩ
naTKuDuhum

ϤهάΚϞϩ
naKTuDuhum

ϤآهάΚϩ
naTDuKuhum

ϤهάΎϢϩ
naL�aDuhum

ϤهΞΔΚϩ
naTBuVuhum

يϰςΎϒن
yaG�iDuuna

ϤϢΪΚζي
yastaXLiMu

άϢϖΙون
tuFLiDuuna

άϖϢΙون
tuLFiDuuna

ϰϡάϖΙن
tuFDiLuuna

άΎΪΙون
tuX�iDuuna

ϰϚϪϖΙن
tuFNiQuuna

ΐهφأهي
uHaYiTuhaa

ϜΔφΚεا
istaTBaKa

Ϥهβ΢ϚΚεأ
astaQJiZuhum

ϤهβϚ΢Κεأ
astaJQiZuhum

ϤهΡβϚΚεأ
astaQZiJuhum

ϤهβΦϦΚεأ
astaMHiZuhum

ϤهκΎϚΚεأ
astaQ�i$uhum

ΐهϩϰκيي
yuYa$uNahaa

ΐΪιΐϦΙ
taMaa$aXaa

يهάϞان
yuHKiDaaNi

يϞهάان
yuKHiDaaNi

يهάآΐن
yuHDiKaaNi

يάκ΢ان
yuJ$iDaaNi

يهΐΪϪن
yuHNiXaaNi

ΐهΚκϢΩأ
aXLa$tuhaa

τΩΐςΚي
yataZaaXaTu
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Table C2 (continued)

Target TL�Allog TL�Allog SL�Allog SL�Allog Baseline reference

أϰϖϊϑا
aGZaFuu

أϰϊϖϑا
aGFaZuu

أϰϖϊϑا
aZGaFuu

أϰΔΞϑا
aGBaVuu

أذϰϖϡا
a�LaFuu

ΐΚ΢ϡΐΙ
taaLaJaTaa

Ϥه΢ΩΐΚϩ
nuTaaXiJuhum

اϰξϢΚύا
iEtaLaSuu

اϰϢξΚύا
iEtaSaLuu

اϰξώΚϡا
iLtaEaSuu

اϰκΔΚύا
iEtaBa$uu

ازدϰξΡا
iZtaJaSuu

ϰ΢ϕΐϪΙا
taNaaFaJuu

ΘΙΰϖϩا
inFaRaTat

ΐΚ΢ώϥأ
aMEaJataa

ΐΚώ΢ϥأ
aMJaEataa

ΐΚ΢Ϧύأ
aEMaJataa

ΐΚϊϢϥأ
aMLaZataa

ΐΚ΢ϩأر
aRNaJataa

ΤϞϦΚεا
istaMKaHa

ϨϞκϖϩا
inFaKa$na

أϰ΢ϖϑا
aGFaJuu

أϰϖ΢ϑا
aGJaFuu

أϰ΢ϒϕا
aFGaJuu

أϰϪΎϑا
aGAaNuu

أدϰ΢ωا
aDZaJuu

ΘΞϥΐϚΙ
taQaaMaVat

ΘϞΞΚεا
istaVKaTa

أϰφϒϕا
aFGaTuu

أϰϒφϕا
aFTaGuu

أϰφϖϑا
aGFaTuu

أϰΦ΢ϕا
aFJaHuu

أذϰφϥا
a�MaTuu

ΜϥΐΪΚي
yataXaaMaVu

ϰζΩΐϥا
MaaXaSuu

اϰΚζύا
iESaTuu

اϰζΚύا
iETaSauu

اϰΚώεا
iSEaTuu

اϰςφύا
iETaDuu

ازϰΚΥا
iZHaTuu

ϨϞϕΐϚي
yuQaFiKna

يϰκΞϪن
yaNVi$uuna

ΐΚςώϡأ
aLEaDataa

ΐΚώςϡأ
aLDaEataa

ΐΚςϢύأ
aELaDataa

ΐΚΞϒϡأ
aLGaVataa

ΐΚρΰΓأ
aBRaDataa

ΐϒϦφϩا
inTaMaGaa

θآΐΪΚΙ
tataXaaKa$u

أϰΚΞύا
aEVaTuu

أϰΞΚύا
aETaVuu

أϰΚώΝا
aVEaTuu

أϰΪΔύا
aEBaXuu

أϰΙήιا
a$�aTuu

ΐϚϥΐ΢Ι
taJaaMaQaa

Ϩφآΐκي
yu$aaKiTna

ΐΚ΢Κύأ
aETaJataa

ΐΚΚ΢ύأ
aEJaTataa

ΐΚ΢ώΙأ
aTEaJataa

ΐΚϒϊύأ
aEZaGataa

ΐΚ΢Ωأد
aDXaJataa

ΐيϦΞΚεا
istaVMaYaa

ϨΚΓΐξΙ
taSaaBaTna

أϰ΢ώϙا
aQEaJuu

أϰώ΢ϙا
aQJaEuu

أϰ΢Ϛύا
aEQaJuu

أϰΚΔϙا
aQEaJuu

أزرϰΡا
aZRaJuu

ϨϚϥΐξΙ
taSaaMaQna

ϨهϥΐϞΙ
taKaaMaHna

ΘϚϖϑأ
aGFaQat

ΘϖϚϑأ
aGQaFat

ΘϚϒϕأ
aFGaQat

Θ΢ξϑأ
aGSaJat

Θϙأذز
a�ZaQat

Ϩφآΐρ
DaaKaTna

ϜκϦΚζي
yasTam$iKu

ΐΚκϢϑأ
aGLa$ataa

ΐΚϢκϑأ
aG$aLataa

ΐΚκϒϡأ
aLGa$ataa

ΐΚϖΔϑأ
aGBaFataa

ΐΚιάΓأ
aBDa$ataa

ΐϪϕΐهΙ
taHaaFaNaa

ϨυوΐΪي
yuXaaWiTna

أϰΞφϑا
aGTaVuu

أϰφΞϑا
aGVaTuu

أϰΞϒυا
aTGaVuu

أϰΦϢϑا
aGLaHuu

أردϰΝا
aRDaVuu

ΐϊϢΔϩا
inBaLaZaa

اϰΓΰφεا
isTaRaBuu

ΘϚϊύأ
aEZaQtu

ΘϊϚύأ
aEQaZtu

ΘϚώωأ
aZEaQtu

ΘξΔύأ
aEBaStu

ΘϙβΡأ
aJZaQtu

ϰϖζκΙا
ta$aSa�Fuu

ΘκεΐϪΙ
taNaaSa$at

أϰκϒΝا
aVGa$uu

أϰϒκΝا
aV$aGuu

أϰκΞϑا
aGVa$uu

أϰϢΔΝا
aVBaLuu

أردϰιا
aRDa$uu

τΩΐςΚي
yatDaaXaTu

يϰκϡΐϦن
yuMaaLi$uuna

ΐϪφϚύأ
aEQaTnaa

ΐϪϚφύأ
aETaQnaa

ΐϪφώϙأ
aQEaTnaa

ΐϪΚϞύأ
aEKaTnaa

ΐϪφΓأز
aZBaTnaa

ϨΚΓΐ΢ي
yuJaaBiTna

ΐϞΔϊΚεا
istaZBaKa

أϰΚϒϥا
aMGaTuu

أϰϒΚϥا
aMTaGuu

أϰΚϦϑا
aGMaTuu

أϰϞΎϥا
aM�aKuu

أرزϰΙا
aRZaTuu

يήϞκون
ya$Ku�uuna

ϘϦ΢Κεا
istaJMaQa

ΐΚζهϑأ
aGHaSataa

ΐΚهζϑأ
aGSaHataa

ΐΚζϒأه
aHGaSataa

ΐΚξ΢ϑأ
aGJaSataa

ΐΚζ΍أذ
a��aSataa

ΐهβΎκϩ
nu$�iZuhaa

اϚΞΚεه
istaVaQaHu

ΐΚϪϞΚύا
iEtaKaNataa

ΐΚϞϪΚύا
iEtaNaKataa

ΐΚϪώΚاآ
iKtaEaNataa

ΐΚφϢΚύا
iEtaLaTataa

ΐΚϩβΙاد
iDtaZaNataa

يήϪφون
yaTNu�uuna

ϨϊϦΪΚεا
istaXMaZna

ΘϞϒεا
aSaGaKat

ΘϒϞεا
aSaKaGat

ΘϞζϑا
aGaSaKat

ΘΦ΢εا
aSaJaHat

Θازرآ
aZaRaKat

ΐهΪΔϢϩ
naLBUXUhaa

ϘΚϪΚεا
istaNTaQa

اϰ΢ϒΚϡا
iLtaGaJuu

اϰϒ΢Κϡا
iLtaJaGuu

اϰ΢ϢΚϑا
iGtaLaJuu

اϰκξΚϡا
iLtaSa$uu

اذΙهϰ΢ا
i�taHaJuu

يΐϖώΚϪن
yanTaEiFaani

ϤΩΐξي
yuSaaXiMu

أϰΞφύا
aETaVuu

أϰφΞύا
aEVaTuu

أϰΞώυا
aTEaVuu

أϰϞΔύا
aEBaKuu

أϰΝάΓا
aBDaVuu

يβϖϞون
yaKFiZunna

ΐϪϖΪ΢Κεا
istaJXaFnaa

ΐΚϊξϑأ
aGSaZataa

ΐΚξϊϑأ
aGZaSataa

ΐΚϊϒνأ
aSGaZataa

ΐΚϦζϑأ
aGSaMataa

ΐΚωأرز
aRZaZataa

ΙهΐςΔن
tuHBiDaani

ΐ΢ϦΚϚي
yaQtaMiJaa

أϰΚκύا
aE$aTuu

أϰκΚύا
aETa$uu

أϰΚώιا
a$EaTuu

ϰϊϪύأ
aENaZuu

أدذϰΙا
AD�aTuu

يβ΍ΐϪΚان
yataNaa�aZaani

ΘهΚΓأ
aBTaHat

اآϰϦώΚا
iKtaEaMuu

اآϰώϦΚا
iKtaMaEuu

اϰϦϞΚύا
iEtaKaMuu

اآϰξϪΚا
iKtaNaSuu

ادϰϥβΙا
iDtaZaMuu

يϰϪκΦن
yaH$uNuuna

ϨϞρΐζΚي
yataSaaKaDna

ΐϪκϒϕأ
aFGa$naa

ΐϪϒκϕأ
aF$aGnaa

ΐϪκϖϑأ
aGFa$naa

ΐϪφΎϕأ
aF�aTnaa

ΐϪιأذز
a�Za$naa

άϚζΙان
tuSQiDaani

يάϖΚΎون
yaAtaFiDuuna

ΐهΞώϩأ
aNEuVuhaa

ΐهώΞϩأ
aNVuEuhaa

ΐهΞϪύأ
aENuVuhaa

ΐهΪΔϩأ
aNBuXuhaa

ΐهΝأدز
aDZuVuhaa

يά΢ϖΚن
yataFaJaDna

ϰκϥΐςΙا
taDaaMa$uu

أϰϢςϑا
aGDaLuu

أϰςϢϑا
aGLaDuu

أϰϢϒρا
aDGaLuu

أϰϚ΢ϑا
aGJaQuu

أدرϰϡا
aDRaLuu

يϰϦΞون
yaVMuWuuna

ΐΚϖيϚΚεا
istaQyaFaTaa

ΘζώΚωا
iZtaEaSat

ΘώζΚωا
iZtaSaEat

ΘζϊΚύا
iEtaZaSat

ΘκΔΚωا
iZtaba$at

ΘεΰΙاذ
i�taRaSat

يϰξΎΔن
yaB�iSuuna

ϰζϥΐϞΙا
taKaaMaSuu

ΐΚκϒΡأ
aJGa$ataa

ΐΚϒκΡأ
aJ$aGataa

ΐΚκ΢ϑأ
aGJa$ataa

ΐΚςΎΡأ
aJ�aDataa

ΐΚιأرذ
AR�a$ataa

ΐϪωάώΙ
tuEDiZuna

ΐΪϦϞϪي
yaNKaMiXaa

Note. In the appendices, the asterisk (�) represents the Arabic letter ذ and the tilde (�) represents gemination.
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