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ABSTRACT

Bilingual lexical processing is shaped by the complex interplay of phonological, orthographic, and semantic features of two
languages within an integrated mental lexicon. In humans, this is evident in the ease with which cognate words — words
similar in both orthographic form and meaning (e.g., blind, meaning “sightless” in both English and German) — are processed,
compared to the challenges posed by interlingual homographs, which share orthographic form but differ in meaning (e.g.,
gift, meaning “present” in English but “poison” in German). We investigate how multilingual Large Language Models (LLMs)
handle such phenomena, focusing on English-Spanish, English-French, and English-German cognates, non-cognate, and
interlingual homographs. Specifically, we evaluate their ability to disambiguate meanings and make semantic judgments, both
when these word types are presented in isolation or within sentence contexts. Our findings reveal that while certain LLMs
demonstrate strong performance in recognizing cognates and non-cognates in isolation, they exhibit significant difficulty in
disambiguating interlingual homographs, often performing below random baselines. This suggests LLMs tend to rely heavily on
orthographic similarities rather than semantic understanding when interpreting interlingual homographs. Further, we find LLMs
exhibit difficulty in retrieving word meanings, with performance in isolative disambiguation tasks having no correlation with
semantic understanding. Finally, we study how the LLM processes interlingual homographs in incongruent sentences. We find
models to opt for different strategies in understanding English and non-English homographs, highlighting a lack of a unified
approach to handling cross-lingual ambiguities.

Introduction

The advent of Large Language Models (LLMs) has enhanced the ability of artificial systems to model natural language. These
sophisticated models have nearly achieved human-like performance in grammar and sentence comprehension'. However,
studies evaluating the linguistic and cognitive capabilities of these models predominantly focused on English>*. Given
that almost half of the global population speaks at least two languages”, it is pertinent to assess these models’ bilingual
capabilities and whether their processing proficiency is consistent across languages. This would also allude to their capacity for
multilingualism and the unique challenges faced therein, which is a crucial yet relatively undetermined area of study.

Existing research on human cognition indicates that lexical access is a key component of bilingual processing®. This refers
to various processes and mental representations that are involved in identifying a word in a given language. The semantic
information about the word’s meaning in that language is activated only after it has been recognized®. However, bilingual
lexical access is influenced by whether a word belongs to the category of cognates, non-cognates, or interlingual homographs®.
Cognates are words with similar orthography and the same meaning in two languages (Figure 1). In contrast, interlingual
homographs are words that appear identical in form but have different meanings in two languages (Figure 1). Non-cognates are
words with the same meaning but different forms in two languages (Figure 1). Psycholinguistic studies involving picture naming,
translation and lexical decision tasks have explored how these word categories facilitate or hinder bilingual processing’~°.
In a lexical decision task (LDT), for example, participants are asked to determine whether the target word, which may be a
cognate or an interlingual homograph, is a valid word belonging to the language in which they are instructed to respond'’.
Depending on whether they are presented in isolation, or used in sentences, insight can be gained into the impact of word
type on bilingual word recognition and processing’. In our study, we devise three novel tasks aimed at understanding LLMs’
bilingual word-processing ability by utilizing cognates, non-cognates and interlingual homographs. We examine the processing
abilities of five open-source multilingual LLMs by testing English-Spanish, English-French, and English-German target word
pairs, both in isolation and within sentence contexts. Specifically, we evaluate whether these models can store and retrieve the
meaning of target words and disambiguate between the meanings of interlingual homographs when provided with a semantically
constrained sentence context.
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Figure 1. A working example to illustrate the three linguistic entities: cognates, non-cognates and interlingual
homographs, using words from Late Latin (LA), English (EN), Spanish (ES), Proto-Germanic (PG), Latin (LL), and Old
German (OG). A. Cognates: The English word ‘Soup’ and the Spanish word ‘Sopa’ share the same meaning (a liquid dish)
and similar orthography, derived from the Latin root ‘Suppa’. B. Non-cognates: The English word ‘Pot’ and the Latin word
’Olla’ represent the same meaning (a clay vessel) but have different orthography, tracing their origins to distinct roots
(Proto-Germanic: Puttaz and Late Latin: Olla). C. Interlingual Homographs: The English word ‘Blank’ and the Spanish word
‘Blanco’ differ in meaning (space/gap vs. goal/aim) but share the same orthographic form, derived from the Old German root
‘Blankaz.” However, homographs don’t need to share an etymological root hence they are marked by a dotted line in the figure.

Bilingual lexical access and processing

Psycholinguistic theories propose that information regarding different components of words, such as their phonology, orthog-
raphy, morphology, and meaning, is captured and stored in the mental lexicon®. For bilingual speakers, their knowledge of
two languages is stored in the lexicon without any partition. This suggests that the bilingual lexicon is integrated and that
processing doesn’t occur via separate, independent routes for the two languages® . Instead, the integrated lexicon is accessed
whenever necessary through a non-selective process that makes the knowledge of both languages available at the same time 2.
For instance, when presented with an object that activates a particular meaning or conceptual link, bilingual speakers have
access to words from both languages that represent this meaning (Figure 1). The selection of a word ultimately depends on its
level of activation, which is influenced by linguistic context and external factors such as task demands.

Different types of words exert their unique influence on bilingual processing by making lexical representations from both
languages compete with each other for greater activation in the integrated lexicon. In the case of cognates, this framework
facilitates word processing'?. Besides having similar orthographic-phonological forms and meanings across two languages,
cognates are also often derived from the same morphemic unit. This results in them sharing one common representation in
the integrated lexicon that is easier and faster to retrieve during processing!?. This is called cognate facilitation effect® 3, as
explained in the Bilingual Interactive Activation Plus (BIA+) Model'?. Contrarily, interlingual homographs are deceptive and
often impede processing. Since these words are similar only in terms of their form and hold distinct meanings across the two
languages, they have separate, yet partially overlapping representations in the integrated lexicon'?. According to the BIA+ model,
when a homograph is encountered, both representations and their corresponding meaning links are simultaneously activated
and compete for selection. This competition escalates with increasing similarity between the orthographic-phonological forms
of the two words (as seen in identical homographs), further complicating the task of assigning the correct meaning to each of
them'?. Consequently, it is more difficult and time-consuming to process interlingual homographs, especially when they are
presented in isolation, or with minimal contextual cues.

Multilingual large language models

With approximately 7,000 languages spoken worldwide, linguistic diversity presents a significant challenge in developing
intelligent systems capable of processing and responding in multiple languages'4. LLMs offer a promising solution to this
challenge with their ability to generalize across languages, enabling robust performance even in low-resource settings. Their few-
shot learning capabilities further enhance their adaptability, making them powerful tools for building cross-lingual systems!>-17.
However, how these models acquire their multilingual capabilities is not fully understood. LLMs are not trained on parallel
corpora across languages; instead, their training data consists of a mixture of different languages in varying proportions and
their performance is a byproduct of unsupervised training.
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Figure 2. (A) Word pair disambiguation accuracy. The figure shows the average performance of five multilingual LLMs in
identifying word pairs to have the same meaning or not. The experiments are conducted on five random seed values, and the
variations in performance on these runs are represented by error bars. All the models seem to perform better on cognates than
non-cognate pairs, highlighting the role of cognate facilitation in LLMs. All models except BLOOMZ seem to perform poorly
in disambiguating phonograph pairs compared to cognates; further showing their utilization of orthographical signals in the
disambiguation task. (B) Class distribution of prediction for word pair disambiguation task. For each of the five models
we plot their predicted label distribution with true label distribution. We observe a high bias in BLOOMZ prediction, it predicts
‘False’ for most of the cases, even though true label distribution has more ‘True’ cases. Other models show better balance in
their predictions.

Existing research suggests that shared vocabulary of words that are common across languages plays a pivotal role in
enhancing multilingual and cross-lingual performance in language models!®-2!. These shared lexical items serve as anchor
points, aligning different languages within a unified representational space and facilitating cross-linguistic transfer. Cognates,
due to their identical form and meaning across languages, strengthen this alignment by reinforcing structural and semantic
parallels. In contrast, interlingual homographs, with their misleading surface similarity and distinct meanings across languages
pose a crucial challenge for semantic disambiguation. This is akin to the cognate facilitation effect observed in humans,
alluding to cognates sharing a common representation space that makes word retrieval faster. Interlingual homographs introduce
complexity in word recognition by interfering with semantic processing, similar to the inhibition effect they cause in human
cognition.

In this work, we analyze these linguistic features in LLMs to better understand their bilingual word-processing capabilities.
Our approach draws inspiration from psycholinguistic experiments, particularly lexical decision tasks, which are widely
employed to study multilingual processing in humans. These tasks utilize audio-visual cues to measure response times and
accuracy in tasks such as translation, sentence comprehension, and word recognition, focusing on cognates, non-cognates, and
interlingual homographs. However, since LLMs process only textual data, these tasks cannot be directly applied. We adapt
them to evaluate the cross-lingual and multilingual capabilities of LLMs.
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Results

We experiment with five open-source multilingual LLMs: BLOOMZ??, Mistral>}, LLaMA-2?4, LLaMA-3%, and LLaMA-3.1%.
We investigate their ability to process and interpret three types of words — cognates, non-cognates, and interlingual homographs,
across three language pairs — English-Spanish, English-German, and English-French. To create our dataset, we utilize linguistic
word lists corresponding to these three-word types and extracted nouns and adjectives in the aforementioned language pairs.
Our dataset consists of 140 word pairs for each category in each language pair, totalling 1,260-word pairs. Additionally, we
utilise language-specific dictionaries to extract and verify the (dis)similarity in meaning of the word pairs. Further details about
the method used to create our dataset are in the Materials and Methods section.

Recent studies?’2° suggest that multilingual models predominantly rely on English while performing reasoning tasks
across languages. They tend to translate non-English inputs into English in the initial layers, perform reasoning in English in
the intermediate layers, and finally translate the output back to the target language in the later layers. This internal pivot to
English is attributed to the predominance of English in the training data of many models. This is similar to the concept of first
language (L1) proficiency in dealing with human cognition. Thus, in our experimental tasks, we utilize English as the dominant
language for these models. Significance testing of our results can be found in SI Appendix, Section 1.1.

Cognate, non-cognate and homograph disambiguation

Studies on bilingualism emphasize that word retrieval benefits from an integrated lexicon and a shared representation space
for the vocabularies of both languages®*3!. With respect to LLMs, multilingual representation is aligned by leveraging cross-
lingual anchors. This creates shared word representation spaces for common or similar words across multiple languages3>33
and enables cross-lingual processing and performance in LLMs during the early stages of their traning>*. Hence, our first
experimental task aims to analyze whether multilingual LLMs can implicitly separate cognates, non-cognates, and interlingual
homographs. The primary objective behind our task design is to understand how accurately semantic and language information
encoded in the representation spaces helps in the disambiguation of different types of words.

Task description. Our prompt consists of a task instruction designed to guide the models in performing the word pair
disambiguation. The instruction is followed by a demonstration of labelled examples, and finally, the word pair we want the
model to evaluate, as shown in Example A. The model is instructed to label the pair as True if the words have the same meaning,
or False if they have different meanings. To create the demonstration, we sample four examples of word pairs with the same
meaning and four samples of word pairs with different meanings. This is done to reduce any chance of bias being induced in
the model by the demonstrations (Refer to SI Appendix, Section 1.2 for analysis on varying numbers of examples). Furthermore,
we run our experiments on five different samples of demonstrations to further get a generalised view.

Example A: Disambiguation task example

Given an English-French word pair label them True if they have the same meaning, else label them as False.
Following are a few labeled examples to assist you with this task.

Land and Lande — False

Real and Réel — True

Sensitive and Sensitive — False
Medicine and Médecin — False
Now label the following

Park and Parc —

Can multilingual models disambiguate cognates and homographs? Figure 2(A) shows the class-wise accuracy of the
multilingual models in disambiguating between cognates, non-cognates, and interlingual homographs word pairs. Mistral,
LLaMA-3 and LLaMA-3.1 have an impressive ability to disambiguate cognate, with accuracies of 99.44%, 94.58%, and
94.23%, respectively, and for non-cognates, with accuracies of 65.11%, 72.48%, and 71.62%. However, they struggle to
disambiguate interlingual homograph pairs, showing below-random performance with accuracy of 37.04%, 24.86%, and
29.12%, respectively. On the other hand, BLOOMZ can classify interlingual homographs, with an accuracy of 90%, much
better than the aforementioned models but displays dismal performance for cognates and non-cognate word pairs, 21.90% and
9.82% respectively. Notably, LLaMA-2 shows above-random performance for interlingual homographs, with an accuracy of
55.13% while also performing well for cognates with an accuracy of 83%, indicating a slight improvement in handling this
challenging class (refer to the SI Appendix, Section 1.3, for an analysis of each language pair).

To further analyze the unique ability of BLOOMZ to classify interlingual homographs, we investigate the prediction of the
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Type Model BLOOMZ LLaMA-2 LLaMA-3 LLaMA-3.1 MISTRAL | BLOOM LLaMA-2 LLaMA-3 LLaMA-3.1 MISTRAL
English French

Cognates 50.73 18.20 57.19 57.39 57.19 45.11 69.92 57.44 76.99 65.11

Non-cognates 47.27 20.10 56.69 58.15 57.79 59.40 69.47 58.65 76.09 63.76

Homographs 45.86 21.55 55.14 53.83 58.05 56.69 65.41 53.23 69.62 54.29

Average ‘ 47.95 19.95 56.34 56.45 57.67 ‘ 53.77 68.26 56.44 74.2 61.05
German Spanish

Cognates 4421 41.80 56.39 57.64 59.02 43.16 61.20 58.20 73.53 65.26

Non-cognates 58.65 42.26 57.44 57.94 56.92 60.15 62.26 62.26 74.29 65.56

Homographs 60.00 4481 54.88 56.32 54.89 58.05 63.61 51.13 72.33 63.31

Average ‘ 54.28 42.95 56.23 57.3 56.94 ‘ 53.78 62.35 57.19 73.38 64.71

Table 1. Performance of different language models (BLOOM, LLaMA-2, LLaMA-3, LLaMA-3.1, and MISTRAL) across
linguistic types (cognates, non-cognates, homographs) on semantic judgment task in four languages (English, French, German,
and Spanish). Scores are accuracy-based and color-coded to indicate performance — darker green represents higher scores,
yellow represents mid-range scores, and red represents lower scores. An average row for each language block highlights the
overall performance trend per model for the language.)

models with ground truth. We note that BLOOMZ disproportionally labels word pairs as semantically dissimilar compared to
any other model. This is evident from the class distribution plots, as seen in Figure 2(B). This indicates that BLOOMZ is highly
biased in favour of predicting False, thus leading to its unique results.

Our results also point to the role of cognate facilitation in LLMs’ bilingual word processing ability (as evident in Figure 2(A)
and SI Appendix, Section 1.3). Orthographic similarities make it much easier for all models to recognize and classify cognate
words, as compared to non-cognates. Further, the orthographic similarity of interlingual homographs makes it difficult for
the model to recognize and access their distinct meanings. To further analyze this, we divide our dataset of interlingual
homographs and cognates into orthographically completely identical word pairs (e.g., the English-German homograph pair
‘gift’, which refers to a present or an offering in English, while poison in German), and orthographic partially identical pairs
(e.g., the English-Spanish homograph pair ‘blank-blanco’, where ‘blank’ refers to a space/gap while ‘blanco’ refers to a
goal, target, or aim). With this manipulation, we could factor in the influence of orthographic similarity on bilingual word
recognition in these models. From a linguistic perspective, a word with many other similar words within the same language
or even cross-linguistically is said to have a dense neighborhood. The similarity between these words could be orthographic,
phonological, or a combination of both these elements. This neighborhood density plays a crucial role in human bilingual
processing by influencing the level of activation that the target word receives to be selected and identified'?. Typically, words
with high neighborhood density are more difficult to recognize, as compared to words with a sparse neighborhood®>. In a similar
vein, our findings note that LLaMA-2, LLaMA-3, LLaMA-3.1, and Mistral perform 5% better while disambiguating identical
cognates, as compared to their not completely identical counterparts (see SI Appendix, Section 1.5). Further, the performance of
these models while disambiguating partially identical homographs is 15 better than when they process identical interlingual
homographs (see SI Appendix, Section 1.5).

Semantic judgement

Previous experimental results showcase multilingual LLMs’ inability to disambiguate interlingual homographs and further
shows the utility of orthographical signals in words pair disambiguation. However, these findings offer little insight into the
models’ ability to store, retrieve and understand the distinct semantic links associated with the word pairs. LLMs’ training
objective doesn’t explicitly prod the models to learn linguistic and semantic features associated with a word. LLMs are trained
to capture statistical distributions of the next token prediction task. Hence, understanding the meaning of the words is not an
explicit objective of their training. This has led to some studies calling them “stochastic parrots”3®37. Studies have shown their
lack of comprehension in basic tasks associated with understanding a word like counting alphabets in a word>®3°. However,
on the other hand, prompt probing studies have shown their ability to encode linguistic features like parts-of-speech tagging,
named-entity recognition, sentiment analysis, etc., internally in their hidden states*’. Based on these studies and to address the
gap in the first disambiguation task, we find it fitting to analyze these models’ semantic storage and retrieval ability. Specifically,
we study their ability to retrieve semantic information about cognates, non-cognates and interlingual homographs as they pose a
special challenge, and further analyze any dependency between their semantic judgment and performance in the disambiguation
task.
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Example B: Semantic judgment task example

Given a word and two options, select the correct meaning of the word from the two provided options.
Following are a few labelled examples to assist you with this task.
What is the meaning of “correcto” in Spanish?

1. Free of errors or defects, ...

Now label the following
What is the meaning of “embarazada” in Spanish?

1. Said of a woman, who has conceived and has the fetus or child in her womb.

2. feeling or showing a state of self-conscious confusion and distress.

Task description. To analyze the semantic retrieval capabilities of multilingual LL.Ms, we evaluate their ability to select the
correct meaning of a word. The model is prompted with two possible meanings for a given word: one correct and one incorrect.
We then assess its ability to accurately identify the correct meaning.

For each word in our dataset, we construct a correct meaning corpus by manually extracting meaning from language-specific
dictionaries (refer to the Materials and Methods section for details). To sample the incorrect meaning:

 For homographs, the meaning of the corresponding pair is used as the incorrect sample.

» For cognates and non-cognates, a semantically dissimilar meaning is sampled from our corpus using the sentence
transformer*!. Specifically, we select a word meaning with a cosine similarity below 0.6 as the incorrect sample.

The model is prompted with a task instruction followed by four labelled examples to perform the semantic judgment, as
demonstrated in Example B.

Can multilingual models understand a word? The overall performance of LLaMA-3.1, Mistral, LLaMA-3, BLOOMZ, and
LLaMA-2 is 65.33%, 60.09%, 56.55%, 52.44% and 48.37%, respectively. Among these, Mistal and LLaMA-3.1 perform
considerably better than the other models, showcasing their superior ability to handle semantic judgment tasks. However, on
further inspection, we observe that for most cases, all models struggle to achieve a performance above 65%, highlighting the
inherent difficulty in retrieving the semantic meaning of words.

Interestingly, if we analyze the models’ performance on word type cognates, non-cognates and interlingual homographs, we
do not find a large variation in performance. The overall performance of the models on cognates, non-cognates and homographs
s 69.73%, 72.75% and 69.56%, respectively. This suggests that no single category is easier for the models to retrieve the
meaning of, which is contrary to the expectation of cognate facilitation. This also contradicts our findings from the word-pair
disambiguation task, where cognate facilitation was evident, suggesting that while models utilize orthographic signals in the
disambiguation task, this facilitation does not help them in retrieving word meanings.

To further analyze if there is any correlation between the semantic judgment capacity of LLMs and their word pair
disambiguation ability, we analyze the conditional entropy between the two tasks. Conditional probability, H(Y |X), measures
the uncertainty in a random variable ¥ given that the value of the random variable X is known. If H(Y|X) is similar to H(Y),
the entropy of Y, two random variables are considered to be independent (see SI Appendix, Section 1.4, for details).

We use the LLMs’ output for the semantic judgment task of both words in a pair to determine whether the model

understands the meaning of both words, only one, or neither. These labels along with the model’s prediction for the word
pair disambiguation task, were used to determine correlation. We note H (Semantic Judgment | Word Pair Disambiguation) ~
H (Semantic Judgment) and H(Word Pair Disambiguation | Semantic Judgment) ~ H(Word Pair Disambiguation), indicating
the independence of the two variables (see SI Appendix, Table 4). These results suggest that the model relies primarily on
orthographic cues when processing word pairs in isolation, rather than leveraging semantic understanding.
Given the training dynamic of LLMs, recent studies?’>4>*3 argued that LLMs can’t establish the word-to-world connection
needed for meaningful human language understanding as they are trained to imitate patterns without any explicit grounding in
reference. Our results support this argument. The lack of utility of semantic cues in the disambiguation task and the lack of
utility of orthographic signals in semantic judgment may be caused by the lack of grounding in the LLM training regime. This
inherently can cause difficulty for LLMs to process words in isolation as reflected in our experimental tasks thus far.
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Figure 3. (A) Word language recognition. The top half of the figure represents the language of the word as identified by the
LLM, while the bottom half shows the actual language of the word. The chords between the two halves show the relationship
between the identified language and the actual language. In 73% of the cases, the model correctly identifies the language of the
word. In the remaining cases, it assigns the language of the context to the word, interpreting the word’s meaning based on
surrounding linguistic cues. Notably, for German, there are exceptions where the model classifies certain words as Dutch or
French, even though the context was in English. (B) Word meaning recognition. The top half of the figure represents the
language of the word meaning used by the LLM, while the bottom half shows the actual language of the word. The chords
between the two halves show the relationship between the LLM’s utility of meaning and the word’s actual meaning. For a
majority of Spanish, German and French words the model selected the English meaning of the interlingual homograph, this
shows model’s ability to retrieve meaning is dependent on the context of the sentence. However, for English words, we don’t
note this ability to the same degree, English words are mostly assigned an English meaning without any consideration of
context. (C) The interplay between word language recognition and word meaning. The top half of the figure represents the
language of the word meaning used by the LLM, while the bottom half shows the language of the word the LLM recognised.
The chords between the two halves show the relationship between the LLM’s utility of meaning and language recognition. For
a majority of Spanish, German and French words the model selected the English meaning of the interlingual homograph, this
shows model’s ability to retrieve meaning is dependent on the context of the sentence. However, for English words, we don’t
note this ability to the same degree — English words are mostly assigned an English meaning without any consideration of
context. (D) Model’s correction ability: The figure illustrates the model’s correction and sentence comprehension abilities.
We observe that the majority of non-English sentences undergo Correction Type 2, where the model uses context cues to correct
the homograph. In contrast, English sentences undergo no correction, as the model relies on the word’s meaning to understand
the sentence, even though the condition is congruent. Furthermore, the model labels the sentence as semantically meaningful in
most cases, regardless of whether it has been corrected (En: English, Fr: French, Ge: German, Sp: Spanish, and Ni: Neither).

Semantic constraint and bilingual word processing in LLMs
So far, we have dealt with LLMs’ word-processing ability in isolation. However, in natural conversation, words are always
processed in the context of utterances**. Previous studies showed that sentence characteristics such as the degree of semantic
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constraint and language of the sentence affect the processing of cognates by bilingual speakers’. The semantic constraint, low
or high, defines how strongly the meaning of the preceding sentence can determine the meaning of a target word. Identifying
the language of the sentence provides an additional context that facilitates the prediction of the meaning of the target word,
especially when it has a cognate status’.

We take inspiration from experiments in human cognition?, which develop a variant of the Lexical Decision Task (LDT) by
manipulating low- and high-semantic, code-mixed sentences to study the effect of sentence context and cognate facilitation in
Dutch-English bilingual speakers’ processing of cognates and non-cognates. Relying on this framework, we develop a novel
third task to explore LLMs’ understanding of the relation between word meaning and its context. We design a task focused on
interlingual homographs, specifically aiming to evaluate LLMs’ disambiguation capabilities through semantic constraints.

We generate low- and high-semantic constraint sentences in English, Spanish, French, and German, manipulating the
degree of semantic constraint to investigate its influence on the models’ efficacy in bilingual processing. The target interlingual
homographs comprise pairs across English-Spanish, English-French, and English-German language pairs in our dataset. Each
sentence presents an incongruent condition, where the language of the sentence and the context differ from the language of the
target word’s language and meaning. This introduces a cross-lingual ambiguity, where the semantic meaning of the context
and the target word differs, as presented in Example , we want to analyze the model’s ability to deal with this ambiguity. The
model ideally should use the semantic cues present in the sentence and orthographical similarities of the homograph pairs to
understand the ambiguous sentence. Further details about how low and high-semantic constraint sentences are generated and
curated are specified in the Materials and Methods section. Our task involves three paradigms.

1. Language identification. We evaluate the model’s ability to identify the language of a word within the code-mixed
sentence. This is particularly challenging given the word is orthographically similar to a homograph in the sentence’s
language.

2. Semantic understanding. We assess how the model interprets the intended meaning of a word within its context
under the congruent condition. Specifically, we focus on how the models disambiguate the ambiguity presented by the
homograph.

3. Sentence comprehension. We analyze whether the model can understand and make sense of the entire sentence,
considering both semantic and syntactic cues.

We do so by instructing the model using the instructions as depicted in Example C.

Example C: Instructions and example of sentences

Given the following code-mixed sentence in English-Spanish, answer the following questions about the word enclosed
in double quotes:

1. What is the language of the enclosed word?
2. What is the meaning of the enclosed word?

3. Does the given sentence make sense in context with the meaning of the enclosed word?

Low-semantic constraint: She bought a colorful balon for her child.

High-semantic constraint: The balon floated gently into the sky after it slipped from her grasp at the fair.

In both cases, the language of the sentence (i.e. English) differs from the language in which the target homograph is
presented (i.e. Spanish)

We considered human evaluation to assess the model’s response. This did restrict the number of models to LLaMA-3.1.
However, given the ambiguity of the sentences, we find this method appropriate. Two annotators — a 24-year-old male and a
23-year-old female, both trained linguists — were tasked with assigning a language label to the word and its meaning as provided
by the LLM. In case of a tie, a third annotator, a 24-year-old male linguist, was brought in to resolve the disagreement. These
annotators were given access to the meanings of the homograph pairs to aid in their evaluation to label the meaning the model
uses for the model. Refer to ST Appendix, Section 1.6 for further details.

Model’s ability to identify word’s language. We observe that LLaMA-3.1 can correctly identify the language of interlingual

homographs with an accuracy of 72.98% for English, 75.36% for French, 68.57% for German, and 77.14% for Spanish. These
results demonstrate the model’s comparable performance across English, French, German, and Spanish, indicating a balanced
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capability in identifying the language of homographs. When the model does not assign the word with its own language label, it
utilises the language of the context to the word as reflected in Figure 3(A). This indicates the ability of the model to base its
judgment based on the surrounding context cues. We also note a few outliers in German homographs that the model identifies
the word to be Dutch or Greek; these are labelled as neither in the figure.

Word meaning recognition. Figure 3(B) shows the relation between the language of the interlingual homograph and the word
meaning the model utilises in understanding the ambiguous sentence. For homographs in French, German, and Spanish, we
note that the model utilizes the English meaning in 69%, 60%, and 66% of the cases, respectively. Given the sentence for these
sentences are in English and semantically constrained by the English homograph, this indicates the model’s ability to align its
understanding with the semantic cues in the context to understand the contextually relevant English meaning. However, English
homographs do not show such trends — 62% of the words rely on the English meaning even though the context is contained in
the corresponding non-English language. We also find the model to use neither of the homographs meaning in ~ 8% of the
cases marked by ‘Neither’ entry

Model’s word language identification ability and their meaning utility. We also inspect the interplay between the model’s
ability to identify the language of the words and the meaning they utilise to disambiguate the sentence (c.f. Figure 3(C)).
We note that 55% of the homographs that are identified as Spanish, French or German are interpreted with English meaning.
However, words assigned an English label are predominately (75% cases) interpreted with English meaning only.

Model’s correction ability. Further, we analyze the model’s correction ability in dealing with ambiguous sentences. Given the
semantic constraint, the language of the context and the orthographical similarity of the homographs, the model should ideally
correctly interpret the ambiguity by utilising the meaning of its counterparts. Hence, we draw the following scenarios of the
model processing.

1. Correction Type-1: This correction type focuses on the model’s utility of word language identification to disambiguate.
That is when the model identifies the word’s language to be the same as that of context and further utilises the correct
semantically constrained meaning of the sentence.

2. Correction Type-2: This correction corresponds to the utility of context to correct the word. When the model identifies
the homograph language to be dissimilar to that of the context but utilises the meaning of the word within the bound of
the sentence.

3. Confusion: When the model is confused in the identification of word language or word meaning. These cases represent
when the model is unable to assign a correct meaning to the word or is unable to assign any language identification to the
word.

4. No Correction: When the model identifies the word’s language correctly and further utilises the word’s meaning without
considering the context.

We note that the model successfully resolves the ambiguity of French, German, and Spanish homographs constrained in
English sentences 70% cases (see Figure 3(D) and SI Appendix, Section 1.7), with Correction Type-2 being the most frequently
employed method, used in 47.53% of cases for these words. However, for English homographs, the model performs corrections
only 34% cases (see SI Appendix, Section 1.7), reflecting the multilingual model’s inability to effectively leverage non-English
sentences to infer the correct meaning and perform corrections. However, English homographs that do undergo correction
(34% of homographs) also utilise Correction Type-2 majorly. The utility of Correction Type-2 highlights the model’s ability to
contextualise concepts from the sentences to disambiguate non-English homographs and accurately interpret word meanings.
Further, we note that high-semantic sentences undergo correction more than low-semantic sentences. Furthermore, low-semantic
sentences undergo no correction. Refer to ST Appendix, Figure 8.

English homographs do not undergo any form of correction 51% cases, utilizing the meaning of the word without considering
contextual cues (see Figure 3(D) and SI Appendix, Section 1.8). In contrast, French, German, and Spanish words remain
uncorrected 23.6%, 28.2% and 26.8% cases, respectively. Therefore, non-corrected sentences are predominantly composed of
English words, further reflecting the model’s inability to reason within a non-English context. Furthermore, we note that most
of the sentences in which the model gets confused correlates to English words (SI Appendix, Section 1.8 for more details). The
sentences the model does not correct are marked as semantically meaningful by the LLM 76% cases, while the sentences that
undergo a correction are marked meaningful 92% cases.
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Discussion

In recent years, psycholinguistic research on lexical access and the mental representations of word-meaning associations have
transformed to account for the universal, human capacity for multilingualism. Instead of monolingual explanations of the
cognitive processes that operate within the mental lexicon, we now have adaptive, dynamic models, such as the Bilingual
Interactive Activation Plus (BIA+) Model'? that extend such explanations in the context of multilingualism and cross-lingual
processing. With respect to the representation of cognates and interlingual homographs in the integrated bilingual lexicon, the
BIA+ Model highlights the importance of orthographic, phonological, and semantic processing of the received input!® 12,

For orthographic processing alone, the model proposes that when a bilingual speaker is presented with an input letter
string, several lexical orthographic candidates are simultaneously activated. This activation crucially depends on the level of
orthographic similarity between the input string and each candidate, and the latter’s resting level of activation (as determined by
factors like frequency, recency of use, etc.)!?. This is relevant as we interpret the performance of multilingual LLMs on the
three experimental tasks. The results obtained in our first task especially show that orthographic similarities and neighborhood
density crucially influence the models’ ability to disambiguate different word types. When the models were presented with
completely identical word pairs, their cognate status worked in favor of their high neighborhood density and orthographic
similarity. This suggests that the semantic overlap between cognates aids in faster word recognition when the orthographic
similarity between them is incomplete, and even more so when they are completely identical. This is similar to the cognate
facilitation effect, as explained by the BIA+ model regarding bilingual speakers optimizing available orthographic information
to process cognates faster. Interestingly, our results also show how neighborhood density can impede word recognition in
multilingual LLMs, particularly in the case of interlingual homographs. Once again, this aligns with the BIA+ prediction that
the simultaneous activation of orthographically similar candidates can be disadvantageous for word processing when they share
distinct meanings across two languages. Indeed, as observed in our findings, LLMs are far better at processing non-identical
homograph pairs as compared to identical ones.

However, we note that orthographic information only helps word processing to a certain extent. Our findings of the semantic
judgment task show that the cognate facilitation effect does not persist and that LLMs are equally poor in storing and retrieving
the meanings of cognates and homographs. This can be correlated with the lack of referential grounding in LLMs training
regime. The word-world view of the model is not correlated, leading to no correlation between orthological and semantic
retrieval that in humans are facilitated by each other.

Further, according to the BIA+ Model, the input string’s language label exerts little influence in this initial identification
process. This underscores the non-selective nature of bilingual lexical access'?. BIA+ divides bilingual processing into a
word identification system and a decision-making system. It is assumed that the decision-making system is influenced by
nonlinguistic factors, such as task demands and extraneous variables. On the other hand, bilingual word identification is
affected by linguistic context effects that arise from lexical, syntactic, or semantic sources (e.g., sentence context)'>. When
such linguistic information from different languages is made available, it influences the degree to which language-selective
access is possible while trying to determine the meaning of interlingual homographs. Apart from this, the BIA+ model does not
deem language labels, or information about the language of the target word to play a major role in the early stages of bilingual
word processing!?. This is because there can be many orthographic candidates feeding activation to a single language node, but
the reverse activation from the node to these candidates is typically diluted. The delay in receiving such language information is
apparent in the case of processing interlingual homographs, where there is far too much interference from non-target-language
candidates competing for selection. The utility of Correction Type-2 in multilingual LLMs mimics this lack of influence of
language label in word processing in the BIA+ model. As in Correction Type-2, while the word is identified as dissimilar
from the context, the model utilises the context to retrieve a semantically correct meaning of the word. This correction, though
preferred over correction type-1, is not predominantly used in word processing in our third setup. Furthermore, we notice a
stark difference in how English and Non-English homographs are processed. Hence, the LL.M, unlike BIA+ model, is not
completely independent from the utility of language labels in word processing, especially if the word is in English. More
alignment across all languages is essential for better alignment of LLMs and Human bilingual processing.

Materials and Methods

Word lists

We created three novel datasets of cognates, non-cognates, and interlingual homographs between English-Spanish, English-
French, and English-German. Each dataset consisted of 420 word pairs; these pairs were equally split into noun pairs and
adjective pairs. Each experimental item, across all word types and languages, was curated and verified by linguists with
the help of the Merriam-Webster Dictionary (English)*, Real Academia (Spanish)*®, Reverso Dictionary (French)*’, and
Digital Dictionary of the German Language(German)*®. Specifically, we manually extracted and curated English-Spanish,
English-French, and English-German cognate pairs by referring to NTC’s Dictionary of Spanish Cognates*®, French and English
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Cognates listed by Rigdon?, and English / German Cognates: English / Deutsch Cognates®' in Spanish, French, and German,
respectively. It was ensured that no partial cognates were included in the selected word pairs. Interlingual homographs across
all languages were similarly manually extracted and curated from NTC’s Dictionary of Spanish False Cognates (Spanish)>?,
NTC’s Dictionary of Faux Amis (French)>, and NTC’s Dictionary of German False Cognates (German)*. Although both
identical and non-identical homographs were included in each dataset, great care was taken to exclude any partial cognates
from this list. This was again verified with the help of the word definitions given in the aforementioned dictionaries. Their
non-cognate translations were derived from Real Academia (Spanish), Reverso Dictionary (French), and Digital Dictionary of
the German Language (German). These translations constituted our set of non-cognate words. Once the three datasets (i.e.,
English-Spanish, English-French, and English-German) were finalized, each of them was split up to 20% to form the training
set that the multilingual LLMs could be exposed to before running our experimental tasks.

Semantic constraint sentences

For our third task, we were required to generate low- and high-semantic constraint sentences for homograph pairs in the
English-Spanish, English-French, and English-German datasets. Crucially, we required sentences in non-English languages as
well, to test the influence of language context on bilingual processing in LLMs. We resorted to the automatic generation of
these sentences with the help of GPT-4%. This was achieved by first prompting the LLM to create low- and high-semantic
constraint sentences in English for each homograph in the three datasets. The generated sentences were then curated and
verified by linguists before being finalized for further experimentation. Similarly, the LLM was prompted to generate low- and
high-semantic constraint sentences in English, but with the non-English meaning of each homograph as the target word. After
undergoing the same curation process, these sentences were translated into Spanish, French, or German, depending on the
homograph pair. The Google Translate software assisted us in the translation procedure. Once all English and non-English
sentences had been finalized, the target homograph in each sentence was replaced with a (MASK) token, allowing it to be
substituted with its corresponding pair in another language. This was in accordance with the design of our third experimental
task. This creates our corpus of 1680 sentences.

Data availability

Our dataset, which includes words along with their meanings and semantic constraint sentences for cognates, non-cognates,
and interlingual homographs across the three language pairs (English-Spanish, English-French, and English-German), has been
released for further utility. In addition, the source codes for the analyses conducted in this paper are available on the following
GitHub repository: https://github.com/EshaanT/Bilingual_processing_LLMs.
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1 Supplementary information

1.1 Significance study

To compare the statistical significance of the multilingual LLM’s ability to disambiguate word pairs and make semantic
judgments, we compare it against a random baseline. The random model assumes a uniform probability distribution over the
possible label space (i.e., True and False for the word disambiguation task, and ‘1’ or ‘2’ for the semantic judgment task). The
predictions of the models are obtained by taking the mode of the five seed runs. We utilise Welch’s t-test>® and calculate the
p-value to evaluate the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the LLMs and the random model. Our
results, as presented in Table 2 for word pair disambiguation and Table 3 for semantic judgment, show that the p-value for all
models across both tasks is < 0.05. This indicates a statistically significant difference between the models and the random
baseline.

Lang Model | 51 0OMZ LLaMA2 LLAMA3 LLAMA3. MISTRAL
English-German | 2.34e—10 8.14¢—9 9.4le—8 4.36e—7 6.34¢ —8
English-Spanish | 0.14e—3 6.10e—5 6.10e—5 0.11e—3 0.12¢ —2
English-French | 1.33¢e—7 2.88¢—7 9.05¢—8 1.25¢—6 6.08¢ —7

Table 2. Significant score for word pair disambiguation task for the three language pairs — English-German, English-Spanish,
and English-French. We colour-code the entries based on whether they are significant (significance determined when p < 0.05).

Lang Model BLOOMZ LLaMA2 LLAMA3 LLAMA3.1 MISTRAL
German 0.002 0.038 0.03 0.046 0.032
English 2.05¢e—14 1.35¢—13 1.52¢e—12  4.06e—9 1.407¢ — 16
Spanish 8.30e —5 1.0e —4 0.4e—4 0.00le —1 0.03e -2
French 0.001 0.003 0.022 0.001 0.010

Table 3. Significant score for semantic judgment task. We colour-code the entries based on whether they are significant
(significance determined when p < 0.05).

1.2 Performance of shots and models in word disambiguation

The performance of LLMs improves as the number of demonstrations provided in the prompt increases>’. Hence, to find
an ideal number of demonstrations, we run an ablation experiment, varying the number of demonstrations in the word pair
disambiguation task. Figure 5 shows the performance of cognates, non-cognates, and interlingual homographs on five different
shots, where each shot represents the number of True and False label examples used in the demonstration. We observe that
the performance of cognates and interlingual homographs improves with the number of shots, stabilising largely after two
shots. However, for non-cognates, we observe a decline in performance after four shots. We also note that the variation in
performance across all word types decreases as the number of shots increases. Based on these observations, we prompt the
model with four demonstrations in word disambiguation and semantic judgment tasks.

1.3 Word pair disambiguation

Figure 4 shows the performance of five models: BLOOMZ, LLaMA-2, LLaMA-3, LLaMA-3.1, and Mistral on the three
language pairs, English-German, English-Spanish, and English-French of our datasets. We observe the role of cognate
facilitation in all models in all language pairs, with overall performance on cognate being 78% and on non-cognates being 52%.
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1.4 Semantic judgment and word pair disambiguation correlation

We utilise conditional entropy to measure the correlation between the semantic judgment task and the word pair disambiguation
task>®. Conditional entropy, H (Y |X), measures the uncertainty in a random variable ¥ given the value of the random variable X
is known. It is defined as:

H(Y|X)= ZXP(x)H(Y|X = x) where, H(Y|X = x) = — Z{/P(y|x) log P(y|x)

If the conditional entropy, H (Y |X), is similar to the entropy of Y, H(Y), it indicates that the two variables are independent. We
define H(Y) as:

H(Y) = -} p(vi)log(p(v:))
i
Table 4 shows the conditional entropy of the tasks. We observe that H(Semantic Judgment | Word Pair Disambiguation) ~

H (Semantic Judgment) and H(Word Pair Disambiguation | Semantic Judgment) ~ H(Word Pair Disambiguation), indicating
the independence of the two variables.

Model LLAMA3.1 MISTRAL | LLAMA3.1 MISTRAL | LLAMA3.1 MISTRAL
Entropy Type
English-Spanish English-German English-French
Entropy of word dis (H(word dis)) 0.6972 0.7519 0.6471 0.8564 0.7328 0.7612
Entropy of sem jud (H(sem jud)) 0.5917 0.5652 0.5719 0.6292 0.6471 0.5157
Conditional Entropy H(sem jud | word dis) 0.5905 0.5647 0.5716 0.6284 0.6471 0.5157
Conditional Entropy H(word dis | sem jud) 0.6960 0.7515 0.6468 0.8555 0.7328 0.7612

Table 4. Entropy and conditional entropy of word pair disambiguation(word dis) and semantic judgment (sem jud).

1.5 Completely and partially identical cognates

To further understand the role of orthography in word pair disambiguation, we analyse the performance of LLMs on partial
and completely orthographically similar cognates and interlingual homographs. As reflected in Figure 5, completely identical
cognates are easier to identify, whereas completely identical homographs are more difficult to distinguish.

Type Model BLOOMZ LLaMA2 LLAMA3 LLAMA3.1 MISTRAL | BLOOMZ LLaMA2 LLAMA3 LLAMA3.1 MISTRAL
English-French
Identical Non-identical
Cognates 43 100 100 100 100 12.7 86.3 99.09 97.27 100
Homographs 100 0.0 0.0 6.0 8.8 100 65 27.0 38.04 43.00
English-German
Identical Non-identical
Cognates 0.7 100 100 100 100 8.4 89.9 97.47 97.47 100
Homographs 0.97 2.9 2.9 2.9 8.8 98.9 71.71 323 24.24 33.33
English-Spanish
Identical Non-identical
Cognates 0.0 100 100 100 100 42.42 85.85 98.98 97.97 97.97
Homographs 0.96 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 81.30 85.04 40.18 38.31 57.94

Table 5. Accuracy for word disambiguation task to compare the difference in identical and Non-identical words.

1.6 Human Evaluation of LLM’s response.
Given the open-ended nature of the sentence disambiguation task, we employed two annotators, one male and one female,
aged 24 and 23, respectively, to evaluate the responses of LLaMA-3.1. Since the responses were in English, the annotators
were required to demonstrate high English proficiency. Each annotator was required to have achieved a minimum score of
8 on the IELTS or 100 on the TOEFL in the past year to ensure their competence in assessing the model’s responses. The
annotators were provided with the model’s response along with the meaning of the interlingual homograph pair so that they
could determine which meaning from the pair was conveyed by the model. We do not provide the interlingual homograph being
evaluated, as this can create bias.

To assess the agreement between the two annotators, we used the Kappa score. The Kappa score is a statistical measure that
quantifies the level of agreement between two annotations. It ranges from -1 to 1, formalised as:

P( —P, e

K= —P ,where P, and P, characterise the observed and expercted agreement
—le
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The Kappa score of the annotators for English, French, German and Spanish homographs was 0.94, 0.96, 0.74 and 0.66,
respectively, showing substantial agreement between the annotators. The responses in which the annotator disagreed were
passed to a third annotator, a male, aged 24, to break the tie.

1.7 Correction type distribution

Figure 6 shows the distribution of correction types utilised by LLaMA3.1 in the sentence disambiguation task, for each language
in our dataset: English, French, German, and Spanish. We observe that for 51% of the English homographs, the model does
not undergo any form of correction. In contrast, for non-English languages, the model utilises Correction Type 2 in 47.53%
of cases. This correction type corresponds to recognising the language identity of the homograph but utilising the English
sentence’s context to infer the homograph’s meaning to disambiguate the sentence. This highlights the inability of the models

to deal with non-English sentences>”.

1.8 Homograph'’s distribution across correction type
Figure 7 analyses the language distribution of homographs in each of the correction types. Notably, 66.3% of the No-correction
category corresponds to English homographs, whereas, for non-English languages — French, German, and Spanish — correspond

to 10.1%, 11.5%, and 12%, respectively. Furthermore, we note that English words make up the majority (81.1%) of ‘Confused’
types.
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Figure 4. Word pair disambiguation accuracy. The figure shows the performance of five multilingual LLMs, on five seed
values, in identifying word pairs to have the same meaning or not on three language pairs — (A) English-German, (B)
English-Spanish and (C) English-French. All the models seem to perform better on Cognates than on Non-cognates pairs,
highlighting the role of cognate facilitation in LLMs. All models except BLOOMZ seem to perform poorly in disambiguating
phonograph pairs as compared to cognates, further showing their utilization of orthographical signals in the disambiguation
task.
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Figure 5. Variation in performance across shots. (A) Cognates: We note the performance to improve with the number of shots
and stabilize after two shots. LLaMA-3.1 consistently outperforms the other models, while LLaMA-2 shows more variation.
(B) Non-cognates: The performance of models decreases with the number of shots; however, for LLaAMA-2, the performance
increases after shot two. (C) Interlingual Homographs: Both LLaMA-3 and LLaMA-3.1 show steady improvement with
additional shots, whereas LLaMA-2 exhibits substantial variability but achieves its highest performance by four shots.
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Figure 6. Correction type distribution. The figure shows how homographs are processed by LLaMA-3.1 in the sentence
disambiguation task.
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Figure 7. Language distribution across the four correction types. The figure shows the homograph language distribution,
in the four correction type: No-correction, Correction Type-1, Correction Type-2, and Confused.
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Figure 8. Distribution of correction type across the four languages. The figure shows the distribution of correction, in the
four languages: English, French, German, and Spanish.
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