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Abstract

In this work we extend previous analyses of linguistic neksdoy adopting a
multi-layer network framework for modelling the human naénéxicon, i.e. an ab-
stract mental repository where words and concepts aredstogether with their lin-
guistic patterns. Across a three-layer linguistic mudtiplwe model English words
as nodes and connect them according to (i) phonologicalasities, (i) synonym
relationships and (iii) free word associations. Our main & to exploit this multi-
layered structure to explore the influence of phonologiodl semantic relationships
on lexicon assembly over time. We propose a model of lexiamvth which is
driven by the phonological layer: words are suggested dawptto different order-
ings of insertion (e.g. shorter word length, highest freaye semantic multiplex
features) and accepted or rejected subject to constraivisthen measure times of
network assembly and compare these to empirical data dmage of acquisition of
words. In agreement with empirical studies in psycholistics, our results provide
guantitative evidence for the hypothesis that word actioisis driven by features at
multiple levels of organisation within language.

1 Introduction

Human language is a complex system: it relies on a hieraathiaeulti-level com-
bination of simple components (i.e. graphemes, phonemesjsywperiods) where
"each unit is defined by, and only by, its relations with thieestones”[[1| 3]. This
definition [1] might explain some of the success of completwioek modelling of
language for investigating the cognitive processes bethiado-called human men-
tal lexicon (HML) [3]. Psycholinguists conjecturel [1,6,]2Bbat words and concepts
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are stored within the human mind in such mental repositotyichvallows word
retrieval according to multiple relationships (i.e. seti@rphonological, etc.). One
can imagine the HML as an extensive database, where wordtoaeel together with
their linguistic patterns (e.g. synonym relations, etoiwiich a distance metric can
be imposed, allowing for comparisons across entries.

In the last fifteen years, different layers of the HML haverbawestigated us-
ing tools from network theory. Motter et all_[17] construtte semantic network
of synonyms, where words appearing as synonyms in a dictiomare connected.
The resulting network exhibited small-worldness (i.e. heigclustering coefficient
and similar mean shortest path length compared to randophgjyalt also displayed
a heavy-tailed degree distribution with scaling exponent 3.5. The authors at-
tributed both the presence of network hubs and the smalevieature topolysemy
i.e. a given word having more meanings depending on contextlfaus gathering
more links. Sigman and Cecchi [20] showed that polysemislicreate shortcuts
within semantic networks, thus reducing path lengths betwsemantically distant
concepts. This is relevant to cognitive processing becthsesemantic topology
correlates with performance in word retrieval in memork$&d€,[10/ 6/ 1]. It is con-
jectured that words within the HML are recollected togetivéh a set of additional
properties (e.g. being animated,ett)) [9]. Empirical exick supports the hypothesis
that adjacent words in a semantic network inherit featui@® their neighborhood,
so that words closer on the network topology can be procaasadorrelated way,
thus reducing memory effort [6, L] 9]. Semantic networksemerther analysed
by Steyvers and Tenenbaum In_[23]. By proposing a networlvtjronodel based
on preferential attachment, the authors investigated dleeaf word learning vari-
ables (e.g. frequency and age of acquisition) on shapingttieture of semantic
networks. They showed that higher frequency words tend Y@ Inaore semantic
connections and tend to be acquired at earlier stages otogewvent , thus highlight-
ing an interplay between network topology and languageniegr

Complex networks were also proposed as a suitable tool fdysing the phono-
logical layer of the HML. Vitevitch suggested phonologicatworks (PNs) [25] as
complex networks in which words are connected if phonolagjicsimilar, i.e. if
they differ by the addition, substitution or deletion of gqulgoneme. Experimental
evidence showed that the resulting network degree and @bastering coefficient
both correlated positively with speech errors and wordtifleation times, indicat-
ing that also the topological properties of a word in the hogical network plays
an important role in its cognitive processing [26]. [nl[24],2we checked that ar-
tificial corpora, made of uncorrelated random words, cowtireproduce specific
features of the English phonological network. By means of@ation experiments
we showed that the real PN actually inherits some featurgs dalegree distribution
with a heavy tail) from its embedding space, but it also digplsome patterns that
are extremely hard to match with random word models (e.gPti'e empirical core-
periphery structure). By proposing a family of null moddisttrespect the spatial
embedding, we identified two constraints possibly actingplboneme organisation:
(i) a maximum size of phonological neighborhoods (abovectviiord confusability
[26,[25] becomes predominant) and (ii) a tendency to avaidllolustering (which
correlates with word confusability [26]).



To the best of our knowledge, until now there has been no ¢tieat framework
modelling both the semantic and the phonological aspectiieomental lexicon in
terms of a multiplex network. Multiplexes represent a nauedl quite prolific re-
search field[4, 7]: in a multiplex the same set of nhodes carohaected differently
in different layers of networks. Historically, the idea afndext-dependent links
originated from the social sciences [4]. However, it is omthe last five years
that these multi-layered networks were successfully edgh a wide collection of
different scenarios, such as robustness of infrastrucsarence of science and game-
theoretic dilemmas, among many others (for further refezsrsee [7]).

Exploring the multiplexity of the English language to studyicon formation is
the main idea of this study. We specifically focus on the plssr between semantics
and phonological factors in the assembly of the repertorer 6me. In detail, we
build a three-layer multiplex network, where each layerespnts a given linguistic
network and where the same set of nodes is replicated adtdageas. We focus
our analysis on a minimalistic network growth model whegeldxicon is assembled
over time and real words get inserted, one at a time, acaptdia given ordering,
either based on exogenous features (e.g. word frequenapubiiplex features of
the HML. Our main aim is to quantify the influence of each oimlgin the assembly
times of the empirical multiplex, in order to assess the ichjpd word features on
lexicon growth. For this purpose, we test our experimenth wmpirical data of
the age of acquisition of English words, obtained froml [1@ur results highlight
the presence of an interplay between the phonological amddimantic layers in
structuring the mental lexicon.

This paper is structured as following: in Se€f. 2 we reporthmn dataset we
adopted for the multiplex construction and we compare itatasets of commonly
spoken English; in Sedt] 3 we introduce the model of lexicamvth; the results are
discussed in Sedt] 4, conclusions and future work direstése reported at the end.

2 Multiplex Construction

We build a linguistic multiplex of three unweighted, undited graphs/layers, com-
prising an intersection dfl = 4731 words and based on the following interactions:

1. Free Word Associations (based on the Edinburgh Asseeidtiesaurus [13]);
2. Synonyms (based on WordNet 3.01[15]);

3. Phonological Relationships (based on WordNet 3.0 andiairchecked, au-
tomatic phonological transcriptions into the IPA alpha[).

The thus constructed linguistic multiplex includes one rp#iogical layer and
two semantic layers. With synonym relationships and wosbeiations we chose
to include two semantic layers, mainly because of largecttral differences in the
topology of these networks. Free associations capturetlads® linguistic patterns
that cannot be expressed in terms of other semantic reshiijos (e.g. opposites,
synonyms, etc.). These relationships are still of primanpartance for cognitive
processes [13,/6]. In fact, experimental evidence indic#tat such links act as
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Figure 1: Left: Orthographic and phonetic word length disttions for our sample (blue
dots and golden squares, respectively) and for roughly @9@0ds phonetically transcribed
within WordNet 3.0 (green diamonds and red triangles). Gpbtitles is not used in the
word length distributions because it does not have phommdbtranscriptions. Right: Em-
pirical probability distributions of word frequency withiour data sample (blue dots), the
Opensubtitles repository (golden squares) and a rankesheytie of the Opensubtitles list
of the same size as our sample (green diamonds). The dastedlibke gives a power-law
with exponenty = 1.834+0.03.

pointers for word retrieval |1,/6]. Their greater genexaiit what differentiates asso-
ciations from synonymy relationships, which have beenresttely investigated in
the linguistic literaturel[23,16, 10].

Representativenessof theData A network representation of language should
be indicative of real patterns in the mental lexicon, themethe linguistic multiplex
should be based on commonly used words. Unfortunately Wetr@M does not in-
clude frequency counts, therefore we tested our data thrtheyword frequencies
from the Opensubtitles dataskt [2], i.e. a lexicon based orerthan 14 - 108 word
counts from TV series subtitles.

The word length distributions reported in Fig. 1 indicatattbur smaller-size
word sample contains more shorter words when compared talNédr Further-
more, Fig[1 shows that words contain less phonemes thaagoaphic characters,
on average. For instance, a word in our sample contairi&h40.03 phonemes and
5.39+ 0.03 orthographic characters. Given this difference, we aneguboth pho-
netic and orthographic word lengths in our growth experitm@mSect[ %4, as proxies
for word acquisition through hearing and reading, respelti

In Fig. [ the word frequency distribution of our 4731 sampleatds is com-
pared against the whole Opensubtitles repository and sigthia 4731 words from
Opensubtitles with the highest frequencies. Interegfjrtge whole dataset exhibits
a heavy tail behaviour. The cumulative probabilited= > z) of finding a word
with frequencyF greater than or equal &tell us that higher frequency words in our
dataset are more likely than in the whole OpensubtitlesIsotlass likely than in the
frequency ranked subsample. Furthermore, excludingreeisefrequent words, our
sample reproduces the same power-law like behaviour of tienOpensubtitles
dataset, for mid-and high frequencies. Because of thisi@mesentation of higher
frequency words, we can reasonably assume that our datacdagpresentation of
commonly used English words
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Figure 2: Cumulative degree distributi®(K > k) for the phonological network (blue dots),
the synonym network (golden squares), the free associadtwork (green diamonds), the
semantic aggregate network associations+synonyms (aedkes) and the overlapping net-
work (purple triangles).

Multiplex Network Structure We begin the analysis of the multiplex by
investigating the cumulative degree distributid®(& > k) [18] of individual layers
and of the multiplex, reported in Figl 2. The degree distidns span different or-
ders of magnitudes and display different behaviors. Theeedonsiderable fraction
of hubs within the association network, which displays a/fidail degree distribu-
tion. The phonological network displays a cut-off aroungréek =~ 30 while the
synonym network shows a degree distribution that can beoappated by an expo-
nential. We also investigate the multiplexerlapping degree;d4], i.e. the sum of
degreeski[a] of nodei on each layen:

3
o= k7. (1)
a=1

Interestingly, the overlapping degree seems to have a nmor®pnced exponen-
tial decay compared to the degree of #ggregated semantic layefse. a network
where any link is present if it is present in at least one ofdtiginal layers). This
reveals negative degree correlations on lower degreesyrilinguistic multiplex. A
scatter plot highlights the presence of hub nodes in the isicreggregate that have
low degreesK < 15) in the phonological layer. For this reason, locally coriry
layer topologies is of interest for our assembly experimmecit Sect[ 4.

Table[1 reports some network metrics|[18] for the individagiers and the aggre-
gated semantic multiplex, compared to configuration modéls the same degree
distributions. All the three layers display the small-vdbigature, in agreement with
previous resultg [17, 22]. The current literature suggdstssmall-worldness might
be related to language robustness to individual word retriilure (e.g. in apha-
sia [6]) while also enhancing network navigability [26]. i$t noteworthy that the
phonological layer displays a network diameter almostehimes larger than the
mean path distance. Since its configuration model (CM) epatt does not repro-
duce such pattern, this is an indication of a strong cor@sbpery structure within
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Table 1: Metrics for the multiplex wittN = 4731 nodes: edge couht average degree
(k), mean clustering coefficie@C, assortativity coefficierd, giant component node count
GCsSizenetwork diameteD and mean shortest path lendtl. Error bars on the last digit
are reported in parentheses and are based on 20 repetifiamsnstance, ®(4) means
3.0+ 0.4. CM aggregates are obtained by combining CM layers anc:fiver differ in
degree from their empirical counterparts.

Network L (k) CcC a GCSize D (d)
Phonological 15447 6.5 0.24 0.61 3668 22 6.7
Phonological CM 15447 6.5 0.004(1) 0.0048(4) 4580(10) 1®B(H.
Synonym 7010 3.0 0.23 0.26 2989 15 5.9
Synonym CM 7010 3.0 0.002(1) -0.02(3) 3396(9) 13 5.1(2)
Association 20375 8.6 0.1 -0.11 3664 7 3.6
Association CM 20375 8.6 0.09(2) -0.005(1) 3658(8) 7 3.5(3)
Semantic Aggregate 26056  11. 0.18 -0.06 4298 9 36
Sem. Agg. Combined CMs 27374 11.6 0.01(2) 0.015(1) 4320(1®) 3.5(2)
Multiplex Aggregate 40983 17.3 0.15 0.018 4689 9 34

Mult. Agg. Combined CMs ~ 42787 18.1  0.012(5) 0.024(4)  4713(68 3.2(1)

the network([22]. Further, all the individual layers areadisnected and have a giant
component (GC). The GC size is hardly matched by CMs for ttanplogical and
synonym layers while there is good agreement for the adsmtiayer. Interestingly,
the two semantic layers display different organisatioealdires: the synonym layer
is more disconnected but more clustered than the assotiatie; and while syn-
onyms display an assortative mixing by degree associatiomslisassortative [18],
instead. Therefore, in the association layer there are tantsasurrounded by many
poorly connected nodes while in the synonym layer largehimighoods tend to be
directly connected with each other. Indeed, because oéttd&rent topological
features we will keep these layers distinct within our lirsgjie multiplex. Assorta-
tive mixing is also strongly present at the phonologicaklebut note that in this
case high assortativity is a feature inherited from the afdivgy space of phonolog-
ical networks[[22] 211]. Configuration model aggregates arméd by aggregating
the individual configuration model layers. Only 0.5% of tldges in the associa-
tion layer overlap with the synonym layer. The empiricawmaks display a higher
edge overlap when compared to the configuration moded&44f the edges overlap
across the real layers versus th#% of the CMs).

3 Simulated Network Assembly

In [22], we suggested a network growth procedure as a nulleiifod phonological
networks (PNs), in which an artificial PN was built from ranag assembled strings
of phonemes, satisfying some empirical constraints (ehgneme frequencies). In
this work, we extend that model by adopting a multiplex pecsipe.

Let us model the mental lexicon as a network which grows aweg.tOur model
is localist [23], i.e. in it each concept is partially associated withiadividual
node/word in the network. Concepts are acquired to the dexhy inserting sin-



gle nodes/words. However, a given concept is representéd fall meaning by
a word/node together with its links, since they retain fertinformation about the
concept itself (e.g. a neighborood can translate into a seéemeontext[23] or it can
provide information about word confusability [25]). In t@lowing we will use
"words” to identify single nodes and "concepts” to identjfyintly a node and its
local connectivity. We follow an approach similar to Stesgsand Tenenbaum [23].
At each time step, a node/word is tentatively inserted ineoléxicon. Then, we
check for phonological similarities between the new word #dre others already in
the network, i.e. we check for links on the phonological lelfehe new node/word
receives at least one connection (i.e. it becoasivein the multiplex jargonl[[7])
on the phonological network, then it is accepted to the mxicOtherwise, if the
node/word does not receive any connection, we reject it pittbability f, putting
it back to the list of not yet included words. Words are sutgghdrom this list
according to a given multiplex or exogenous criterion antil afi words have been
accepted. We measure the average assemblyTtime. the time it takes until a full
network comprising all 4731 words has been built. The reaqgbrobability f is the
only free parameter of the model, but acceptance/rejeaifornords also depends
strongly on the ordering in which they are suggested. Therereany possibilities
of different orderings that could be considered. We tesexral of them and then
selected a sample of those experiments that provided a winlepdifferent results:

1. random ordering as a baseline reference case (Rand.)Order
phonologically shorter words first (Short Pho., e.g. "ay”, "ash”, ...) ;
orthographically shorter words first (Short Wor., e.d, "ad”, "be”, ...) ;
more frequent words first (Freq., e.g. "a”, "in”, "have..);

a s wn

higher degree words in the association layer first, wheis lare the most

recollected words in semantic memory (Asso., e.g. "manatés’, "sex”, ...);

6. higher degree words in the synonym layer first, notice tfierdnce with the
association layer in the ranking (Syno., e.g. "take”, "Holdet”, ...);

7. higher degree words in the semantic multiplex aggregasie dissociation hubs
prevail over the synonyms (As.+Sy., e.g. "man”, "watereXs, ...);

8. empirical age of acquisition [14] (AoA, e.g. "momma”, 'pg, "water”, ...);

9. random phonological/random semantic neighbors, ilecsa word at random
on the phonological level, select one of its neighbors orsémeantic aggregate
at random, avoiding repetitions (R. Ph./Ag.);

10. random phonological/frequent semantic neighbors,sedect a phonological
word at random, select one of its neighbors on the semangieggte at ran-
dom but proportionally to its frequency (R. Ph./F. Ag.);

11. frequent phonological/frequent semantic neighboes,delect a phonological
word at random but proportionally to its frequency, similaelect one of its
neighbors on the semantic aggregate (F. Ph./Ag.).

In our model the growth dynamics is driven by the phonolddiger. Although
this could be made more realistic, our choice is motivatetilmyempirical observa-
tions. Firstly, there is widely accepted empirical evideshowing that phonological
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memory (i.e. the growing set of phonological transcripsitimat are checked for con-
nections, in our model) plays a critical role in concept asitjon [11,[19] 24, 12, 27].
Furthermore, there are recent empirical studies in childnat strongly emphasise
that lexical acquisition is heavily influenced by the phagyl of the words, at least
at early stages of the lexicon's assembly! [27]. Psycholstgconjecture that this
lead of phonology in the lexicon growth might occur becausitden could find it
easier to produce and understand words containing phonaimeegly presented in
their phonological inventory [19, 1]. This empirical biasvwhat our model tries to
capture by checking for phonological similarities beforergdvacceptance/rejection.
However, it is also true that semantics and other exterralifes do influence the
lexicon’s growth and our model does account for this inyghrough the orderings
of word insertion. In fact, there is also evidence that,radie initial state in which
phonological learning is predominant, lexical learning hildren learn novel words
whose sounds are not present in their inventofies[[2/7, 18t.nbdel captures also
this aspect, since even novel words that do not have phaoicalagimilarities can be
probabilistically accepted. The second motivation belsiddpting the phonological
network as a check for linguistic relationships is that dite phonological similar-
ities is straightforward: it can be done on a quantitativeidé.e. check for phoneme
strings having edit distance one). Conversely, detectimgastic relationships (i.e.
are two words synonyms?) can be extremely difficult withawt external source of
information (e.g. a dictionary or an experiment).

Beyond the type of links we check, another key element of cedlehis the "ac-
tivation” requirement, i.e. the fact that a word has to reeeit least one connection
in order not to undergo the probabilistic rejection/acaape stage. Being connected
to any other node is the simplest requirement one can thiiktefms of local con-
nectivity, which is pivotal in the activation spread [9]. \Wave made this modelling
choice mainly in the interests of meaningful parsimony. M/Rkie do not mean to
preclude a possible role for other growth dynamics, we hawadrt from a simple,
yet meaningful, dynamics that minimises the number of fl@@ameters. It has to be
underlined that our chosen model represents, at best, by lsighplified abstraction
of the cognitive processes driving real lexicon growth. Wese to follow simplic-
ity, mainly because of how little is known about the evolntif the real, large-scale
human mental lexicori [23] 1]. Other viable approaches thghtfall in the same
simplicity category as our model should also be explorethénftiture.

Interestingly, the same word is used in both the multiplex thie psycholinguis-
tics jargons: an "active” node in a multiplex is one havindeaist one link[[7], the
"activation” in psycholinguistics is a theoretical stimalsignal that spreads through
connections across the semantic and/or phonologicaldayethe mental lexicon
when words are to be identified and retrieved [9, 6, 26]. Iddeer model accepts
preferentially "active” (in the multiplex jargon) and potélly "activable” words (in
an activation spread model scenario). Our focus on locahettivity was inspired
by previous models of lexicon growth [23, 5], which conjeetthat memory search
processes might be sensitive to the local connectivity otepts.
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Figure 3: Normalized assembly times for different ordesig different rejection proba-
bilities f. These normalized times indicate the average time negekwathe network to
get assembled through a given ordering rescaled to the namelierence case. Error bars
indicate standard errors and are evaluated over 20 diffenas.

4 Resultsand Discussion

In Fig.[3 we report the normalized assembly tin¥e&Tangom for different order-
ings for several values of the rejection paramdterThese values are rescaled to
the random case. Interestingly, such rescaling shows rikatting words with our
selected orderings always decreases the assembly tim@soaito the random sce-
nario. This effect becomes more evident when the rejectiobability f is large.
For instance, when the probability of rejecting each invactiord isf = 0.8, insert-
ing words ordered according to their phonetic length (shditst) fully assembles
the network in roughly 78% of the time necessary in the randase and this dis-
tinction is statistically significant. Notice that a-priiowe chose orderings loosely
inspired by a least memory effort principl€ [1] so that thémgral trend is expected.
Nonetheless, there is an interesting variety of behavi@srteed further analysis.

Intuitively, inserting shorter phonetic-length words firs the optimal case in
terms of minimum assembly time. Orthographic word lengtregislightly higher
assembly times. Inserting words according to their frequagives results that are
very close to semantic measures such as the degree rankitigs semantic lay-
ers/aggregate and to multiplex features. All these ordsriiow a trend close to the
one where words are inserted within the growing lexicon ediog to their age of
acquisition. Since assembly times are the quantitativ&i@soof our model for the
likelihood of the mechanisms underlying lexicon growth, adopt the times based
on the age of acquisition as another reference point foingeghe influence of the
other orderings.

We start from the distributions of the assembly time for eaxctering, at several
values of the rejection probabiliti. We then quantify the overlap of the interquartile
range of the age of acquisition case with the other scenaviesconsider the over-
lap of interquartile ranges rather than the overlap of thele/distributions because
interquartile ranges represent a more robust measure lefagainst fluctuations on



-
o
o

[ 111
1L .

Il
0.94 l J_ J_

0.92

Network Condensation Rates

Il Il Il Il Il Il
Sy.+As.0 Freq.ao Asso.v Syno.O F.Ph./Ag.v AoA e R.Ph./F.Ag.2 R.Ph/Ag.
Experiment Type
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while black dashes represent means, instead. Interquavérlaps represent the fraction of
orange boxes falling within the ranges of the age of acqaisgcenario.

extreme values in small, skewed empirical distributionswas [16]. Also, interquar-
tile ranges are easy to compute and visualise by commonty huse plots [16]. An
example is reported in Figgl 4, where a box plot for the intartjie ranges of all our
orderings are reported fdr = 0.8. For instance, in that case the frequency order-
ing does not give results compatible with the empirical qasen though it is very
close to the ordering with the degree in the semantic agtggedaurther, considering
only the semantic degrees gives a slightly stronger oveblais not yet compatible
with the age of acquisition case. Ordering words by theimathagical and the se-
mantic network degrees gives the closest results to therimaphge of acquisition
scenario. We interpret this result as a quantitative prdahe importance of the
multiplex structure of human language in shaping orgaioisat features of the hu-
man mental lexicon. Locally navigating across the lingaistultiplex with a word
frequency bias gives the best, highest overlapping reswithin the framework of
our theoretical model.

In Fig.[5 we checked the performance of the multiplex-baseeéring versus .
Let us underline that during a given assemblis kept fixed. However, when the
probability of rejecting unconnected words is low, the oilgs based only on either
frequency or the semantic degrees perform relatively Weédl.can think of this stage
as the real lexical learning phase [27], 6, 5, 24], which hapgater in language de-
velopment and where novel words are inserted within thetexaccording to their
semantic information and almost independent of phonotdgianilarities. Larger
values of the rejection probabiliti correspond to scenarios where the frequency and
semantic degree orderings give results significantly wiffefrom the age of acqui-
sition case. We can interpret this stage as a phonologiaaliteg phase [11, 19, 24],
where words are inserted to the lexicon strongly based onghenological similar-
ities and where the phonological and the semantic layerstamegly interdependent.
Therefore, our model highlights an interesting shift frone®trongly semantic to a
strongly multiplex stage, depending on thgparameter. This is a first quantitative
finding about the importance of a multiplex modelling of thertan mental lexicon.
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Figure 5: Heat map of the normalized overlaps of the intemijeaanges of the assembly
times relative to the age of acquisition case. The coloutisate: red = a perfect overlap (see
the age of acquisition row); white = the absence of overlag b the respective interquartile
ranges are quite far. Orderings based on multiplex featurseisighlighted, the semantic ones
on top and those based on multiplex neighborhoods on therhott

In fact, partial knowledge as frequency or phonologicabinfation only is unable
to reproduce the same patterns across the whole paramater. sp

5 Conclusionsand Future Work

Here we proposed a simplified model of lexicon growth whiclbased on a rep-
resentation of the English HML on several levels via the feamrk of multiplex
networks. Motivated by empirical evidence and technicabathges in checking for
phonological links we focus on the phonological level fa tirowth dynamics.
Numerically estimated assembly times identify a higheglitood of a lexicon
growth encapsulating information from the multiplex stire of free associations,
synonyms and phonologically similar words, compared temsdy based on infor-
mation from single layers or only word frequencies or lesgthn fact, assembly
times can be thought of as proxies for the likelihood of thena@isms underlying
lexicon growth. When words are acquired without strong oihagiical biases (as in
later stages of children’s linguistic development) thethenings based on frequency
and on semantic local centralities (i.e. node degree) agedd agreement with the
empirical case. On the other hand, when words are acquitddstvonger biases, as
it happens in earlier stages of children’s linguistic depehent, orderings based on
the multiplexity of the English language provide resultsselr to the real scenario.
There are many interesting questions that this prelimimaosk opens. The first
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is @ more extensive investigation of the multiplex featwgthe English language,
e.g. a more detailed structural investigation of multipieducibility, layer over-

lap, cartography, clustering, efficiency and robustnessdul retrieval failure[[7].

Another interesting research direction would be trying ¢émeralize our model by
basing acceptance on the formation of more than one coonsctr rather on links
created also on other multiplex layers different from themlogical one, possi-
bly by using the empirical semantic connections as a referefhis generalisation
would be more realistic but also more cumbersome in adding pparameters to a
model, which, already in this simple version, is capableispldying an interplay
between lexical and phonological learning.

From a complex systems perspective, it would be interestirexplore further
the "multiplexity” of the English language, namely the imtlay between phono-
logical and semantic features, also by comparing the magiehat real data from
children. Last but not least, a multiplex analysis for laages different from En-
glish could represent an interesting theoretical fram&fartesting both distinctive
and universal features of human language.
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