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Abstract
Language control allows bilinguals to fluently shift between their languages. Here, we tested whether comprehension and 
production tasks initiate language control processes to the same extent, and whether these processes operate over specific 
concepts or globally. Seventy Hebrew–English bilinguals completed an L1 picture-naming production task in the first and 
third blocks, and either a reading aloud (word production) or an animacy judgment (word comprehension) task in their L2 
in the second block. Further, concepts were either repeated across blocks or not. Results showed more filled pauses in the 
third block relative to the first block. Additionally, the size of this blocked-language order effect was similar following word 
production and word comprehension tasks in the L2, suggesting that production and comprehension tasks were similarly 
efficient in instigating control processes. Finally, both recurring and new concepts were affected, suggesting that mostly 
global language control is at play. These findings provide constraining evidence for fully understanding the scope of bilingual 
language control.

Keywords Blocked-language order effect · Language comprehension · Language production · Language control · L2  
after-effect

All languages known to a bilingual tend to be activated in 
parallel and compete with each other (e.g., Costa et al., 2000; 
Kroll et al., 2006). To alleviate this cross-language competi-
tion, processes of language control are involved. While one 
would assume that a similar language-control process is 
implemented during bilingual word production and bilin-
gual word comprehension (e.g., Declerck & Grainger, 2017; 
Peeters et al., 2014; Silbert et al., 2014), not all evidence 
points in this direction (e.g., Ahn et al., 2020; Blanco-Elor-
rieta & Pylkkänen, 2016; Mosca & de Bot, 2017). Here, we 
investigate the possibility of shared language-control pro-
cesses in word comprehension and word production and test 
whether they operate over specific representations only or 
affect the lexicon as a whole.

One prominent measure of language control is the 
blocked-language order effect (e.g., Declerck, 2020; Kreiner 
& Degani, 2015; Misra et al., 2012), in which bilinguals 
perform three single language blocks; Language A is used 
in Blocks 1 and 3, and Language B is used in Block 2. This 
setup generally leads to worse performance in Block 3 com-
pared with Block 1 (see also L2 after-effect; e.g., Casado 
et al., 2022),

Different accounts were proposed to explain this effect 
(Kreiner & Degani, 2015; Van Assche et al., 2013; for a 
review, see Declerck & Koch, 2023). The activation account 
(Branzi et al., 2014, 2016; Wodniecka et al., 2020b) pos-
tulates that activation of Language B in Block 2 persists 
into Block 3, making Language B representations more 
effective competitors to Language A representations in 
Block 3. The inhibition account (e.g., Misra et al., 2012; 
Rossi et al., 2018, in line with the Inhibitory Control [IC] 
model, Green, 1998), suggests that producing Language B 
in Block 2 requires inhibition of Language A, which persists 
into Block 3, such that Language A is less available during 
Block 3 relative to Block 1. Wolna et al. (2024) recently sug-
gested that competition of nonlinguistic mechanisms and the 
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engagement of domain-general cognitive control are respon-
sible for the observed effects.

Notably, whereas previous literature focused on Block 3 
performance, here, we focus on Block 2—the phase at which 
presumably control processes are initiated. We ask whether 
control processes initiated during a comprehension task can 
affect subsequent production in a similar way as do control 
processes initiated during a production task.

Language control in production 
and comprehension

The developmental version of the Bilingual Interactive Acti-
vation model (BIA-d; Grainger et al., 2010), which incor-
porates language inhibition via language nodes (rather than 
task schemas, as in the IC model), postulates that the main 
difference of production-based versus comprehension-based 
language control is how inhibition is initiated. In compre-
hension, bottom-up processing of words activates the lan-
guage nodes, whereas in production, the goal to speak a 
specific language operates in a top-down fashion to activate 
language nodes. Critically, regardless of how inhibition is 
instigated, both comprehension and production should lead 
to inhibition exerted from the shared language nodes. Hence, 
both a comprehension task and a production task would 
influence subsequent performance in the other language.

In line with this prediction, Peeters et al. (2014) observed 
that French-English bilinguals named pictures in the L1 
more slowly after making a lexical or semantic decision on 
an L2 written word than when no language switch occurred 
(see also Gambi & Hartsuiker, 2016). Li and Gollan (2022) 
observed that Spanish–English bilinguals were slower 
to name pictures in their dominant language following a 
semantic classification task on words in their nondominant 
language (but not following a read-aloud task), again sug-
gesting that language control operated across comprehension 
and production. Of note, this line of research utilizes a para-
digm where switching takes place on a trial-by-trial basis. 
However, the degree to which more sustained language 
control processes, tapped by the blocked-language order 
effect, are modulated by a shift between comprehension 
and production tasks, is not addressed in these studies (see 
Declerck, 2020, for differences between these paradigms).

More direct evidence for the possibility that comprehen-
sion tasks can instigate sustained language control processes 
comes from Kreiner and Degani (2015) and Stasenko and 
Gollan (2019). In these studies, bilinguals named pictures in 
their L2 in Block 1 and Block 3, while Block 2 included a 
comprehension task of watching a movie in the L1. More tip-
of-the-tongue incidents in the L2 were observed in Block 3 
than in Block 1. Hence, language control instigated during a 
comprehension block (watching a movie) affected subsequent 

production, suggesting cross-talk across comprehension and 
production.

However, there is also evidence against the claim made 
by the BIA-d (Grainger et al., 2010) that language control is 
shared across comprehension and production (e.g., Ahn et al., 
2020; Declerck et al., 2019; Mosca & de Bot, 2017). For 
instance, while bilingual language production studies tend to 
find a blocked-language order effect (e.g., Branzi et al., 2014; 
Casado et al., 2022), there was no evidence for such a pat-
tern when combining data from a series of three experiments 
with French–English and French–Spanish bilinguals and a 
separate experiment with French–English bilinguals when 
all single language blocks included comprehension tasks 
(Declerck et al., 2019, including magnitude, parity, animacy, 
and size tasks). This difference could be due to production 
being a more active process in which speakers need to select 
a single response among multiple candidates, whereas com-
prehension is a more passive process in which listeners need 
to tune their attention and monitor the features of the input 
(Blanco-Elorrieta & Pylkkänen, 2016). Critically, because 
production entails articulation of a single response, there is a 
greater pressure toward language selection (Kroll et al., 2008), 
which may recruit language control to a greater extent than in 
comprehension tasks.

Given the scarcity and inconclusive nature of available evi-
dence, the main goal of the present project was to test whether 
language control is similarly instigated in language comprehen-
sion and production. To this end, Hebrew–English bilinguals 
named pictures in Hebrew in Block 1 and Block 3, and per-
formed either a reading-aloud task or an animacy-judgment task 
in Block 2. These tasks serve as proxies of word production and 
word comprehension, respectively (see also Li & Gollan, 2022; 
see Table 1 for task subcomponents). The critical difference 
across these particular tasks is in phonological and phonetic 
encoding, articulation, and response output, as the lexical item is 
provided in both tasks in the form of a written word. This feature 
of our design allowed us to keep the stimuli identical across the 
two tasks (written words) in the exposure block.

If only production tasks can initiate language control pro-
cesses, then one would expect to find a blocked-language order 
effect when all blocks include word production, but not when 
the exposure Block 2 includes word comprehension. Con-
versely, if both production and comprehension can lead to the 
engagement of similar language-control processes, a blocked-
language order effect should emerge when comprehension is 
used in the intervening Block 2.

Global and local language control

An additional goal was to investigate whether language 
control influences the entire language (i.e., global control) 
and/or whether it influences specific target words (i.e., local 
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control). Language control may operate via a language 
schema/node, affecting all representations of a given lan-
guage, or via influence on language lemmas, thus affecting 
specific items (Declerck & Philipp, 2017).

To tap local language control, studies have typically uti-
lized repeated stimuli across language blocks (e.g., Guo 
et al., 2011; Misra et al., 2012). A change in language from 
one block to the next resulted in reduced stimulus repeti-
tion facilitation, taken to index local language control. Con-
versely, to test global language control studies utilized dif-
ferent stimuli in Block 2 and Block 3 (e.g., Casado et al., 
2022; Kreiner & Degani, 2015; Stasenko & Gollan, 2019). 
Branzi et al. (2014) and Wodniecka et al. (2020b) included 
both repeated and new items, and observed no additional 
effect for repeated items beyond the global control pro-
cesses observed for nonrepeated items. However, as in such 
designs language control is measured by different indices 
for repeated and new items (reduction in stimulus repetition 
facilitation for local control versus worse performance for 
global control), direct comparisons between the two pro-
cesses are difficult to make. Degani et al. (2020) alleviated 
this issue by repeating the same concepts, rather than the 
exact same words or pictures, across blocks. Arabic–Hebrew 
bilinguals named pictures in Arabic in Block 1 and Block 
3, but read Hebrew words out loud in Block 2. Half the 
concepts used in the pictures of Block 3 were also used as 
written words in Block 2. Higher error rates in Block 3 rela-
tive to Block 1 were observed for both repeated and new 
concepts, but more cross-language errors were found with 
repeated concepts. Thus, language control might operate not 
only at the global level, but local effects may be reflected in 
some measures but not others.

In the current study, we used a similar setup as Degani 
et al. (2020). If there is local language control, one would 
expect a larger blocked-language order effect on repeated 
concepts, since language control is implemented twice (at 

the local and the global level), whereas new concepts will 
only be influenced by language control at the global level. 
Critically, here, we also test this effect with a comprehension 
exposure task, focusing on error rates and filled pauses as 
our dependent measures.1

Methods

Participants

Seventy Hebrew–English bilingual participants (18 men; 52 
women), who were students at a Hebrew-speaking Univer-
sity in Israel at the time of testing, were recruited. All were 
native Hebrew speakers, who began learning English dur-
ing elementary school and consider themselves moderately 
proficient in English. All had normal hearing and vision, and 
reported no learning disabilities. Participant characteristics 
based on a language history questionnaire administered at 
the end of the experimental tasks (adapted from the Leap-Q; 
Marian et al., 2007) are summarized in Table 2. Compari-
sons across groups revealed that although the two groups 
were sampled from the same population, there were sig-
nificant differences between the two groups in self-reported 
English L2 age of acquisition, English talking proficiency, 
and exposure to the L1 during listening. These dimensions 
were therefore considered statistically in the analyses. The 
data of four additional participants were excluded from anal-
ysis (one due to a technical problem during administration, 
two because of a learning disability, and one because he was 
a native speaker of another language).

Table 1  Subcomponents of the particular tasks used in the current study

Stages adapted from the theory of Levelt et al. (1992). Input, response decision, and response output were added to differentiate the three tasks

Subcomponent Input Conceptual 
processing − 
Preparation /
Access

Lexical selection Morphological 
& phonological 
encoding

Phonetic 
encoding

Articulation Response 
decision

Response output
Task

Production task: 
Picture naming 
[Blocks 1 &3]

Picture Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Oral production

Production task: 
Reading aloud 
[Block 2]

Written word Not required Provided Yes Yes Yes No Oral production

Comprehension 
task: Animacy 
Judgment 
[Block 2]

Written word Required after 
lexical access

Provided No No No Yes Manual (pen-&-
paper task)

1 Reaction times (RTs) were not recorded in the current study (see 
also Declerck et  al., 2021; Degani et  al., 2020; Kreiner & Degani, 
2015; Sánchez et al., 2022; Stasenko & Gollan, 2019).
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Stimuli

A set of 100 colored pictures were selected from a previous 
norming study with native Hebrew speakers (Hirosh et al., 
2024). The set included pictures from the Moreno-Martínez 
and Montoro’s (2012) stimulus database, as well as from 
other freely available online sources, all of which corre-
sponded to noncognate words across Hebrew and English as 
determined by two Hebrew–English bilinguals. The selected 
set included two lists of 50 pictures each, matched on name 
agreement, visual complexity, familiarity of the object, 
typicality of the picture, length in number of syllables and 
number of letters, and word frequency in Hebrew (based 
on HebWaC corpus via SketchEngine; see Kilgarriff et al., 
2010, 2014; all t values < 1). Each list was divided into 
two matched subsets such that half of the pictures in each 
subset (n = 25) were included in the exposure block (i.e., 
repeated items), and half were not. New and repeated items 
were carefully matched but were not fully rotated across par-
ticipants. Specifically, repeated and new items were matched 
within each list on name agreement, familiarity of the object, 

typicality of the picture, length in number of syllables in 
Hebrew and in number of letters, and on word frequency (all 
p values > .13). However, repeated items were found to have 
a slightly higher visual complexity compared to new items 
(p = .014; see Table 3). Visual complexity was therefore 
considered as a covariate in the analysis. The stimuli list is 
available in the Appendix.

Design and procedure

Each participant was tested individually in a quiet room, 
and all communication with the experimenter prior to the 
experimental tasks was conducted in Hebrew. Participants 
completed a preexposure production task in L1 Hebrew 
(Block 1) on a set of 50 pictures, presented one at a time, 
then an English exposure task (Block 2) on a set of 50 
written English words (presented together as a list), and 
finally a postexposure production task in L1 Hebrew again 
(Block 3) on a different set of 50 pictures (again presented 
one at a time; see Fig. 1). Picture list order across Block 
1 and Block 3 was counterbalanced across participants, 

Table 2  Participant characteristics as a function of exposure type

a  Self-rated scores on a scale of 0 (low proficiency) to 10 (high proficiency)
b  Self-rated scores on a scale of 0 (low use) to 10 (high use)
* a significant difference based on an independent-samples t test with a p < .05

Measure Exposure Block 2

Animacy judgment
Word comprehension

Reading aloud
Word production

Number of participants 35 35
Gender 11 men; 24 women 7 men; 28 women
Age (years) 26.5 (2.8) 24.9 (4.1)
Formal education (years) 14.8 (2.1) 13.9 (2.2)
Formal education of mother (years) 14.1 (2.1) 14.5 (3.6)
Age began learning L2 (years)* 8.2 (1.9) 7.1 (2.1)
Hebrew reading  proficiencya 9.5 (0.7) 9.7 (0.5)
Hebrew writing  proficiencya 9.5 (0.7) 9.5 (0.7)
Hebrew talking  proficiencya 9.8 (0.5) 9.5 (0.7)
Hebrew understanding  proficiencya 9.9 (0.4) 9.7 (0.5)
English reading  proficiencya 7.7 (1.0) 7.7 (1.6)
English writing  proficiencya 6.4 (1.5) 7.0 (1.8)
English talking  proficiencya * 8.3 (0.8) 7.5 (1.7)
English understanding  proficiencya 8.5 (0.7) 8.1 (1.4)
Hebrew reading  useb 9.3 (1.0) 9.2 (1.2)
Hebrew writing  useb 9.6 (0.6) 9.5 (0.7)
Hebrew talking  useb 9.8 (0.4) 9.8 (0.4)
Hebrew listening  useb * 7.7 (1.9) 6.5 (2.7)
English reading  useb 7.4 (2.0) 6.9 (2.0)
English writing  useb 4.4 (2.3) 4.1 (2.3)
English talking  useb 4.3 (2.4) 4.3 (2.5)
English listening  useb 7.7 (1.5) 7.9 (2.1)
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and the order of pictures within each list was initially 
randomized and then kept constant for all participants. 
In Blocks 1 and 3, participants were asked to name each 
picture as quickly and accurately as possible in Hebrew. 
Responses were recorded for later coding of accuracy and 
the presence of filled pauses. In exposure Block 2, half of 
the participants were asked to make an animacy judgment 
(yes/no, word comprehension task), and the other half a 
reading-aloud (word production) task. Both tasks were 
performed on the same set of 50 printed English words, 
half of which corresponded to pictures presented in Block 
1, and the other half corresponded to pictures to be pre-
sented in Block 3. As a result, in Block 3, pictures could 

refer to a repeated concept from Block 2 (where it was 
represented by a written word) or be a completely new 
item, not appearing in either Block 1 or 2.

Our focus was on error rates and filled pauses, as these 
have been shown to increase as lexical selection becomes 
more difficult (Hartsuiker & Notebaert, 2010; see also 
Declerck et al., 2021; and Sánchez et al., 2022, in the con-
text of bilingual language control). Filled pauses (vocali-
zations that allow the speaker to fill in a gap during speak-
ing, e.g., “hu,” “um,” and “er”) occur in natural speech, 
and may reveal processing difficulty, especially in produc-
tion of words in isolation by nonnative speakers (Kosmala 
& Crible, 2022). Moreover, whereas response-time (RT) 
analyses require exclusion of trials on which the voice key 
is triggered by anything other than the initial phoneme 
of the target word (including expressions such as “ah” or 
“um,” which is not an error and not a technical problem), 
filled pauses may be more informative about processing 
difficulty with more variable accuracy rates, as when using 
less-frequent items. In such cases, accuracy rates may not 
be sufficiently high to support stable RT analysis (Bruyer 
& Brysbaert, 2011). RTs were therefore not recorded in 
the current study.

Analyses

Data are available on the OSF platform (https:// osf. io/ 
tz76u/? view_ only= 73c85 75f0b 4a41e 38b7b 500d0 fe619 e2). 
Recorded responses were transcribed and coded by a native 
Hebrew speaker. A response was considered an error when 

Table 3  Mean item characteristics (SD in brackets) as a function of 
repetition

*  marks a significant difference at p < .05

Measure Repeated words New words All words

N 50 50 100
Hebrew length (in letters) 4.5 (1.1) 4.2 (1.3) 4.4 (1.2)
Hebrew length (in syl-

lables)
2.4 (.73) 2.3 (.84) 2.4 (.78)

Picture name agreement .96 (.03) .96 (.04) .96 (.03)
Picture visual complex-

ity *
2.1 (.44) 1.9 (.37) 1.96 (.42)

Object familiarity 6.3 (.42) 6.3 (.37) 6.3 (.39)
Object typicality 6.0 (.50) 6.1 (.44) 6.0 (.47)
Log written word fre-

quency
.60 (.60) .72 (.64) .66 (.62)

Fig. 1  Overall design of the study. Participants completed all 3 
blocks. Blocks 1 and 3 included pictures to be named in Hebrew, 
whereas Block 2 included English written words, on which partici-

pants performed either a reading aloud or an animacy judgment task. 
Concepts in Block 3 were either repeated from Block 2 (e.g., lion) or 
were completely new. (Color figure online)

https://osf.io/tz76u/?view_only=73c8575f0b4a41e38b7b500d0fe619e2
https://osf.io/tz76u/?view_only=73c8575f0b4a41e38b7b500d0fe619e2
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a wrong concept was named in the correct language, a cor-
rect concept was given in the wrong language, no answer 
was given, or when the participant indicated not knowing 
the correct response. Our analyses focused on filled pauses, 
as these are known to be a measure of increased cognitive 
load (Hartsuiker & Notebaert, 2010; Sugiura et al., 2020), 
and have been used as such in previous language control 
studies (Declerck et al., 2021; Sánchez et al., 2022), but are 
novel in the context of the blocked-language order effect. 
The filled pauses measure was binary, with 1 indicating tri-
als on which hesitations with any vocalizations that allow 
the speaker to fill a gap during speaking (e.g., “uh,” “um,” 
“er”) were made.

The errors and filled pauses were analyzed using logistic 
mixed models. Both participants and items were considered 
random factors with all fixed effects and their interactions 
varying by all random factors (Barr et al., 2013).2 Block 
(first block = −0.5; third block = +0.5), stimulus repetition 
(repeated = −0.5; new item = +0.5), exposure type (compre-
hension = −0.5; production = +0.5) and their interactions 
were the relevant fixed factors.

Results

Error rates were relatively low (less than 5%; see Fig. 2a), 
with no significant main effects or interactions (all F values 
< 1). However, analysis of the filled pauses data showed a 
significant effect of Block (b = 0.52, SE = 0.21, z = 2.48, p 
= .013), with more filled pauses occurring in Block 3 (9.1%) 
than in Block 1 (5.7%), and a marginally significant effect 
of stimulus repetition (b = 0.49, SE = 0.25, z = 1.93, p 
= .054), with more filled pauses occurring when repeated 
items were produced (8.5%) than when new items were pro-
duced (6.3%). There was no interaction between block and 
stimulus repetition, and, critically, no significant effect or 
interaction with exposure type (all p values > .36).3

Due to our theoretical interest, and to verify that the block 
effect is not driven by the production exposure condition 
only, we examined whether the block effect was significant 
in each exposure type using Bonferroni corrections for mul-
tiple comparisons. Results showed a significant block effect 
both when exposure required word production (value = 0.34, 
χ2 = 11.60, p = .001) and when it entailed a word-compre-
hension task (value = 0.37, χ2 = 6.16, p = .026; see Fig. 2).

Further, because new and repeated items were carefully 
matched but were not fully rotated across participants, we 
examined the block effect separately for each stimulus rep-
etition level. The block effect was significant for repeated 
items (6.2% to 10.8%, value = 0.33, χ2 = 11.25, p = .002), 
but only marginally significant for new items (5.3% to 7.3%, 
value = 0.38, χ2 = 4.45, p = .069), suggesting a stronger 
effect for repeated items.

Discussion

We observed a similar, significant blocked-language order 
effect, when the intervening exposure Block 2 included com-
prehension and when it included production. Further, both 
recurring concepts and new concepts were produced less 
efficiently, with more filled pauses following exposure to 
the other language, although the effect appeared stronger for 
repeated concepts. We address these issues below.

Language control across comprehension 
and production

Transition from one language to the other resulted in a cost, 
as L1 production performance was hindered following brief 
exposure to the L2. This pattern is consistent with the lit-
erature on the blocked-language order effect (e.g., Branzi 
et al., 2014; for a review, see Declerck, 2020), and suggests 
that performance in the dominant language is affected by 
exposure and previous engagement with stimuli in the non-
dominant language.

Critically, the current study provides no evidence for dif-
ferential language control mechanisms that are instigated 
during comprehension and production. More filled pauses 
during production were observed following a word compre-
hension task in the other language compared with perfor-
mance prior to L2 exposure, suggesting cross-talk across 
comprehension and production (see also Kreiner & Degani, 
2015; Stasenko & Gollan, 2019). Extending past research, 
language control was evident here following a lexical com-
prehension task on production of both repeated and new 
items.

The mere change from comprehension to production can-
not serve as a viable explanation for the emergence of the 
blocked-language order effect because the size of the effect 

2 The following strategy was used in case of convergence issues with 
the fully randomized model (cf. Barr et  al., 2013; Matuschek et  al., 
2017): First, random effects for the item-specific random slopes were 
excluded, starting with the higher-order interactions. If the issue was 
not resolved, the higher-order interactions of the participant-specific 
random slopes were excluded. If this did not resolve the issue, the 
lower-order terms were removed, again starting with the item-specific 
random slopes before moving on to the participant-specific random 
slopes.
3 Additional analyses were conducted on the filled pauses and error 
data using the same analyses, but including the covariate visual com-
plexity, L1 listening use, English spoken proficiency, or L2 age of 
acquisition. The results showed the same pattern of significance as 
in the main analyses without these covariates, except for the filled 
pauses analysis with English talking proficiency as a covariate, in 
which the marginally significant stimulus-repetition effect became 
significant (p = .047).
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was similar when Block 2 entailed word comprehension rel-
ative to when it entailed word production. Further, one may 
argue that a task change may explain the observed effects. 
Li and Gollan (2022) reported switch cost effects in picture 
naming following a semantic decision task but not following 
a reading-aloud task, hypothesizing that switching between 
less similar tasks would result in greater costs than switching 
between more similar tasks. Because the current study uti-
lized the same tasks as in Li and Gollan (2022), if the degree 
of task similarity was responsible for the effects, we should 
have observed larger blocked-language order effects when 
shifting from animacy judgment to picture naming (less 
similar) than when shifting from reading aloud to picture 
naming (more similar; see Table 1). Contrary to this predic-
tion, however, we observed similar-sized effects following 
both tasks. Thus, trial-by-trial language control indexed by 
language switching studies (as measured by Li & Gollan, 

2022) may differ from sustained language control tapped 
here by the blocked-language order effect (cf. Declerck & 
Koch, 2023).

Three explanations can account for the blocked-language 
order effect observed here. First, the pattern is consistent 
with the predictions of the BIA-d model (Grainger et al., 
2010), by which shared language nodes across comprehen-
sion and production inhibit nontarget language represen-
tations. L2 exposure in Block 2, regardless of whether it 
entailed comprehension or production, resulted in inhibition 
on L1 which consequently required recovery from inhibition 
and lead to reduced accessibility in Block 3.

Second, the effect may also be explained within an acti-
vation-based account (e.g., Branzi et al., 2014; Wodniecka 
et al., 2020b). Language use, through either production or 
comprehension, resulted in activation of the relevant rep-
resentations. On the subsequent block, these nontarget 

Fig. 2  Error rates (A) and filled pauses (B) as a function of exposure type, block, and stimulus repetition. Error bars represent standard errors 
calculated for within-participant variables (following Morey, 2008)
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language representations were highly active, regardless of 
what caused their increased activation, and served as more 
effective competitors, hindering performance in Block 3 
relative to Block 1. Comprehension (an animacy judgment 
task) and production (reading aloud written words) lead to a 
similar-sized boost in activation to language representations 
during Block 2.

Finally, Wolna et al. (2024) utilized fMRI to trace the 
neural basis of bilingual language control in a related setup 
(L1 production after an L1 or an L2 block). Their findings 
did not support the presence of competition at the lexical 
level, and instead lead to the proposal that the findings 
reflect either interference at a non-linguistic task schema 
level, or is linked to the engagement of domain-general con-
trol mechanisms. Our behavioral findings would suggest that 
under this account, as well, both comprehension and produc-
tion processes lead to similar task-schema competition or 
engagement of domain-general control.

The current study does not allow one to distinguish 
between these three explanations, but careful consideration 
of the task components utilized here allows one to draw 
constraining evidence to be incorporated in future mod-
eling of bilingual language control. Specifically, as seen 
in Table 1, the critical difference between these exposure 
tasks lies in the response output and the associated encod-
ings that precede it, but in both tasks the lexical item was 
provided in the form of a written word. Thus, engagement 
of sustained language control does not require that partici-
pants start from conceptualization. Similarly, there is no 
need to select a single response for overt speech produc-
tion, as one is not needed in the animacy judgment task. 
Indeed, articulation does not seem to be a prerequisite for 
language control processes to be engaged (see also Kreiner 
& Degani, 2015; Stasenko & Gollan, 2019). Conversely, a 
response-decision component being present in the animacy 
judgment task is not required, because reading aloud did 
not entail such a phase (see also previous work by Degani 
et al., 2020; Kreiner & Degani, 2015). Taken together, the 
findings suggest that the mere engagement with linguistic 
stimuli (i.e., mere activation) is sufficient to initiate the cas-
caded language control processes that result in performance 
decrements on the subsequent block in the other language.

The blocked-language order effect observed when the 
intervening block entailed comprehension may be consid-
ered at odds with the findings of Declerck et al. (2019), who 
did not find an effect with comprehension tasks. However, 
in that study all three blocks included comprehension tasks 
(including an animacy task as used here), whereas here 
Block 1 and Block 3 included a production task. Together, 
this could suggest that both production and comprehension 
initiate comparable language-control processes, but that 
the consequences of this language control may be more 
readily detected via a production task. Thus, we hold that 

comprehension can instigate language control processes. 
Future studies in which production and comprehension are 
manipulated across all three blocks are needed.

It is possible that language control could be instigated 
more strongly in a production task that includes concep-
tualization, and it is also not clear whether all comprehen-
sion tasks, such as tasks that do not require deep concep-
tual processing or do not entail a response decision, will 
behave similarly to the animacy judgment used here (though 
no differences across comprehension tasks were observed 
in Declerck et al., 2019). Further, the similar sized effect 
observed here following word production or word compre-
hension may be sustained by different processes (Blanco-
Elorrieta & Pylkkänen, 2016), which nonetheless result in 
the same behavioral pattern. Therefore, more research is 
needed to test the generalizability of the findings with other 
comprehension and production tasks, but language control 
models should differentiate what initiates the control process 
(here, in the exposure Block 2) from the consequences of 
this process (here, Block 3 performance).

Global and local language control

The blocked-language order effect was not signifi-
cantly modulated by concept repetition, consistent with 
previous studies which did not observe stronger effects for 
repeated items (e.g., Branzi et al., 2014). Such global lan-
guage control has been suggested to be restricted to bilin-
guals with two dissimilar languages (Van Assche et al., 
2013), or to bilinguals who need to shift regularly between 
their languages (Degani et al., 2020), but the current study 
demonstrates these global effects with moderately proficient 
bilinguals who are immersed in their L1 and do not switch 
between their languages often (as in Casado et al., 2022; for 
review of different populations tested, see Wodniecka et al., 
2020a). Further, this global effect is documented here in the 
presence of a shift from comprehension to production.

The current study focused on errors and filled pauses, 
rather than RTs, because these measures have been success-
fully used in previous language control studies (Declerck 
et al., 2021; Sánchez et al., 2022), and we predicted lower 
accuracy rates for this stimulus set. Contrary to our expecta-
tion and the pattern observed in previous work (e.g., Degani 
et al., 2020), accuracy rates were at ceiling (possibly due to 
a different stimulus composition) and were thus a less sen-
sitive measure. Critically, filled pauses revealed increased 
difficulty in producing dominant language words after brief 
exposure to the nondominant language. As such, our find-
ings converge with those revealed by other measures, includ-
ing RTs (e.g., Casado et al., 2022), fluency (Van Assche 
et al., 2013), tip-of-the-tongue (Kreiner & Degani, 2015; 
Stasenko & Gollan, 2019), cross-language errors (Degani 
et al., 2020), ERPs (Misra et al., 2012; Rossi et al., 2018; 
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Wodniecka et al., 2020b) and fMRI (Guo et al., 2011; Wolna 
et al., 2024), underscoring the presence of these sustained 
global language control effects, and suggesting that special 
emphasis needs to be given to the preceding language con-
text in which bilingual performance is evaluated.

Conclusion

The current study demonstrates that language control pro-
cesses should be studied in two complementary ways: one 
that examines what instigates control processes and one that 
examines the consequences of this engagement. Whereas 
previous work mostly focused on the outcome of control 
engagement, the current study focused on the phase of con-
trol initiation. An integration of our findings with the extant 
literature suggests that both comprehension and production 
processes can lead to engagement of control processes, but 
that production tasks are more sensitive as a measure of 
control outcome. Critically, for control processes to be initi-
ated, the mere engagement with language representations is 
sufficient. Finally, the findings suggest that global control 
drives the effect with only minor contribution of item-based 
mechanisms.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ s13423- 024- 02572-7.

Acknowledgments The authors would like to thank Miri Goldberg, 
Liron Hazan, and Adva Sarusi for data collection. This project was 
supported by research grants from the Israeli Science Foundation (ISF 
1341/14) to T.D. and H.K. and by the Research Foundation–Flanders 
(FWO, FWOAL1029) to M.D. and T.D.

Authors’ contributions T.D. and H.K. contributed to the study concep-
tion and design, material preparation, and data collection. Analysis and 
initial writing were performed by M.D. and T.D. All authors partici-
pated in revisions and approved the final manuscript.

Funding Open access funding provided by University of Haifa. This 
project was supported by research grants from the Israeli Science Foun-
dation (ISF 1341/14) to T.D. and H.K. and by the Research Founda-
tion–Flanders (FWO, FWOAL1029) to M.D. and T.D.

Data Availability Materials are provided in the Appendix. All data are 
available online (https:// osf. io/ tz76u/? view_ only= 73c85 75f0b 4a41e 
38b7b 500d0 fe619 e2).

The experiment was not preregistered.

Code availability Associated scripts are available online (https:// osf. io/ 
tz76u/? view_ only= 73c85 75f0b 4a41e 38b7b 500d0 fe619 e2).

Declarations 

Ethics approval This study was performed in line with the principles of 
the Declaration of Helsinki. Approval was granted by the Ethics Com-
mittee of University of Haifa (Date:02/15/2016, No.057/16).

Consent to participate Informed consent was obtained from all indi-
vidual participants included in the study.

Consent for publication Not applicable.

Conflict of interest The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Ahn, D., Abbott, M. J., Rayner, K., Ferreira, V. S., & Gollan, T. H. 
(2020). Minimal overlap in language control across production 
and comprehension: Evidence from read-aloud versus eye-track-
ing tasks. Journal of Neurolinguistics, 54, Article 100885. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jneur oling. 2019. 100885

Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random 
effects structure for confirmatory hypothesis testing: Keep it maxi-
mal. Journal of Memory and Language, 68, 255–278. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. jml. 2012. 11. 001

Blanco-Elorrieta, E., & Pylkkänen, L. (2016). Bilingual language con-
trol in perception versus action: MEG reveals comprehension con-
trol mechanisms in anterior cingulate cortex and domain-general 
control of production in dorsolateral prefrontal cortex. Journal 
of Neuroscience, 36, 290–301. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1523/ JNEUR 
OSCI. 2597- 15. 2016

Branzi, F. M., Martin, C. D., Abutalebi, J., & Costa, A. (2014). The 
after-effects of bilingual language production. Neuropsychologia, 
52, 102–116. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neuro psych ologia. 2013. 09. 
022

Branzi, F. M., Della Rosa, P. A., Canini, M., Costa, A., & Abutalebi, J. 
(2016). Language control in bilinguals: Monitoring and response 
selection. Cerebral Cortex, 26(6), 2367–2380. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1093/ cercor/ bhv052

Bruyer, R., & Brysbaert, M. (2011). Combining speed and accuracy 
in cognitive psychology: Is the inverse efficiency score (IES) a 
better dependent variable than the mean reaction time (RT) and 
the percentage of errors (PE)? Psychologica Belgica, 51(1), 5–13. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 5334/ pb- 51-1-5

Casado, A., Szewczyk, J., Wolna, A., & Wodniecka, Z. (2022). The 
relative balance between languages predicts the degree of engage-
ment of global language control. Cognition, 226, Article 105169. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cogni tion. 2022. 105169

Costa, A., Caramazza, A., & Sebastian-Galles, N. (2000). The cognate 
facilitation effect: Implications for models of lexical access. Jour-
nal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cogni-
tion, 26(5), 1283–1296. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0278- 7393. 26.5. 
1283

Declerck, M. (2020). What about proactive language control? Psycho-
nomic Bulletin & Review, 27(1), 24–35. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ 
s13423- 019- 01654-1

https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-024-02572-7
https://osf.io/tz76u/?view_only=73c8575f0b4a41e38b7b500d0fe619e2
https://osf.io/tz76u/?view_only=73c8575f0b4a41e38b7b500d0fe619e2
https://osf.io/tz76u/?view_only=73c8575f0b4a41e38b7b500d0fe619e2
https://osf.io/tz76u/?view_only=73c8575f0b4a41e38b7b500d0fe619e2
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneuroling.2019.100885
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneuroling.2019.100885
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2012.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2012.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2597-15.2016
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2597-15.2016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2013.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2013.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv052
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv052
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb-51-1-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2022.105169
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.26.5.1283
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.26.5.1283
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-019-01654-1
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-019-01654-1


 Psychonomic Bulletin & Review

Declerck, M., & Grainger, J. (2017). Inducing asymmetrical switch 
costs in bilingual language comprehension by language practice. 
Acta Psychologica, 178, 100–106. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. act-
psy. 2017. 06. 002

Declerck, M., & Koch, I. (2023). The concept of inhibition in bilin-
gual control. Psychological Review, 130, 953–976. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1037/ rev00 00367

Declerck, M., & Philipp, A. M. (2017). Is there lemma-based lan-
guage control? The influence of language practice and language-
specific item practice on asymmetrical switch costs. Language, 
Cognition and Neuroscience, 32, 488–493. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 23273 798. 2016. 12509 28

Declerck, M., Koch, I., Duñabeitia, J. A., Grainger, J., & Stephan, 
D. N. (2019). What absent switch costs and mixing costs during 
bilingual language comprehension can tell us about language 
control. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Percep-
tion and Performance, 45(6), 771–789. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 
xhp00 00627

Declerck, M., Grainger, J., & Hartsuiker, R. J. (2021). Proactive 
language control during bilingual sentence production. Inter-
national Journal of Bilingualism, 25(6), 1813–1824.

Degani, T., Kreiner, H., Ataria, H., & Khateeb, F. (2020). The impact 
of brief exposure to the second language on native language 
production: Global or item specific? Applied Psycholinguistics, 
41, 153–183. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1017/ S0142 71641 90004 44

Gambi, C., & Hartsuiker, R. J. (2016). If you stay, it might be eas-
ier: Switch costs from comprehension to production in a joint 
switching task. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learn-
ing, Memory, and Cognition, 42(4), 608–626. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1037/ xlm00 00190

Grainger, J., Midgley, K. J., & Holcomb, P. J. (2010). Re-thinking 
the bilingual interactive-activation model from a developmental 
perspective (BIA-d). In M. Kail & M. Hickman (Eds.), Lan-
guage acquisition across linguistic and cognitive systems (pp. 
267–284). John Benjamins.

Green, D. W. (1998). Mental control of the bilingual lexico-semantic 
system. Bilingualism: Language and cognition, 1(2), 67–81. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1017/ S1366 72899 80001 33

Guo, T., Liu, H., Misra, M., & Kroll, J. F. (2011). Local and global 
inhibition in bilingual word production: fMRI evidence from 
Chinese-English bilinguals. NeuroImage, 56, 2300–2309. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neuro image. 2011. 03. 049

Hartsuiker, R. J., & Notebaert, L. (2010). Lexical access problems 
lead to disfluencies in speech. Experimental Psychology, 57(3), 
169–177. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1027/ 1618- 3169/ a0000 21

Hirosh, Z., Kreiner, H., & Degani, T. (2024). Predictive value of 
picture-norms for L1 and L2 picture-naming performance. 
Manuscript in preparation.

Kilgarriff, A., Reddy, S., Pomikálek, J., & Avinesh, P. V. S. (2010, 
May). A corpus factory for many languages. Paper presented at 
the LREC workshop on web services and processing pipelines, 
Malta.

Kilgarriff, A., Baisa, V., Bušta, J., Jakubíček, M., Kovář, V., Michel-
feit, J., Rychlý, P., & Suchomel, V. (2014). The sketch engine: 
Ten years on. Lexicography, 1(1), 7–36. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s40607- 014- 0009-9

Kosmala, L., & Crible, L. (2022). The dual status of filled pauses: 
Evidence from genre, proficiency and co-occurrence. Language 
and Speech, 65(1), 216–239. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00238 
30921 10108 62

Kreiner, H., & Degani, T. (2015). Tip-of-the-tongue in a second 
language: The effects of brief first-language exposure and long-
term use. Cognition, 137, 106–114. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
cogni tion. 2014. 12. 011

Kroll, J. F., Bobb, S. C., & Wodniecka, Z. (2006). Language selec-
tivity is the exception, not the rule: Arguments against a fixed 

locus of language selection in bilingual speech. Bilingualism: 
Language and cognition, 9(2), 119–135. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1017/ S1366 72890 60024 83

Kroll, J. F., Bobb, S. C., Misra, M., & Guo, T. (2008). Language 
selection in bilingual speech: Evidence for inhibitory processes. 
Acta Psychologica, 128(3), 416–430. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
actpsy. 2008. 02. 001

Levelt, W. J. M., Roelofs, A., & Meyer, A. S. (1992). A theory of 
lexical access in speech production. Behavioral and Brain Sci-
ences, 22(1), 1–38. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1017/ S0140 525X9 90017 
76

Li, C., & Gollan, T. H. (2022). Language-switch costs from compre-
hension to production might just be task-switch costs. Bilingual-
ism: Language and Cognition, 25, 459–470. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1017/ S1366 72892 10010 61

Marian, V., Blumenfeld, H. K., & Kaushanskaya, M. (2007). The 
Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAP-
Q): Assessing language profiles in bilinguals and multilinguals. 
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 50, 940–
967. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1044/ 1092- 4388(2007/ 067)

Matuschek, H., Kliegl, R., Vasishth, S., Baayen, H., & Bates, D. 
(2017). Balancing Type I error and power in linear mixed mod-
els. Journal of Memory and Language, 94, 305–315. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. jml. 2017. 01. 001

Misra, M., Guo, T., Bobb, S. C., & Kroll, J. F. (2012). When bilin-
guals choose a single word to speak: Electrophysiological evi-
dence for inhibition of the native language. Journal of Memory 
and Language, 67, 224–237. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jml. 2012. 
05. 001

Moreno-Martínez, F. J., & Montoro, P. R. (2012). An ecological 
alternative to Snodgrass & Vanderwart: 360 high quality colour 
images with norms for seven psycholinguistic variables. PLOS 
ONE, 7(5), Article e37527.

Morey, R. D. (2008). Confidence intervals from normalized data: 
A correction to Cousineau (2005). Tutorial in Quantitative 
Methods for Psychology, 4(2), 61–64. https:// doi. org/ 10. 20982/ 
TQMP. 04.2. P061

Mosca, M., & de Bot, K. (2017). Bilingual language switching: Pro-
duction vs. recognition. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article 934. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2017. 00934

Peeters, D., Runnqvist, E., Bertrand, D., & Grainger, J. (2014). 
Asymmetrical switch costs in bilingual language production 
induced by reading words. Journal of Experimental Psychol-
ogy: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 40, 284–292. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0034 060

Rossi, E., Newman, S., Kroll, J. F., & Diaz, M. T. (2018). Neural 
signatures of inhibitory control in bilingual spoken production. 
Cortex, 108, 50–66. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cortex. 2018. 07. 
009

Sánchez, L. M., Struys, E., & Declerck, M. (2022). Ecological valid-
ity and bilingual language control: Voluntary language switch-
ing between sentences. Language, Cognition and Neuroscience, 
37(5). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 23273 798. 2021. 20168 73

Silbert, L. J., Honey, C. J., Simony, E., Poeppel, D., & Hasson, U. 
(2014). Coupled neural systems underlie the production and 
comprehension of naturalistic narrative speech. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences, 111(43), E4687–E4696. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 13238 12111

Stasenko, A., & Gollan, T. H. (2019). Tip of the tongue after any 
language: Reintroducing the notion of blocked retrieval. Cogni-
tion, 193, Article 104027. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cogni tion. 
2019. 104027

Sugiura, A., Alqatan, Z., Nakai, Y., Kambara, T., Silverstein, B. H., 
& Asano, E. (2020). Neural dynamics during the vocalization 
of ‘uh’ or ‘um.’ Scientific Reports, 10(1), 1–8. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ s41598- 020- 68606-x

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000367
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000367
https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2016.1250928
https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2016.1250928
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000627
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000627
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716419000444
https://doi.org/10.1037/xlm0000190
https://doi.org/10.1037/xlm0000190
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728998000133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.03.049
https://doi.org/10.1027/1618-3169/a000021
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40607-014-0009-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40607-014-0009-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309211010862
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309211010862
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728906002483
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728906002483
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X99001776
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X99001776
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728921001061
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728921001061
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2007/067)
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.20982/TQMP.04.2.P061
https://doi.org/10.20982/TQMP.04.2.P061
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00934
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034060
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2018.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2018.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2021.2016873
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1323812111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104027
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-68606-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-68606-x


Psychonomic Bulletin & Review 

Van Assche, E., Duyck, W., & Gollan, T. H. (2013). Whole-language 
and item-specific control in bilingual language production. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and 
Cognition, 39, 1781–1792. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0032 859

Wodniecka, Z., Casado, A., Kałamała, P., Marecka, M., Timmer, K., & 
Wolna, A. (2020a). The dynamics of language experience and how 
it affects language and cognition. In K. D. Federmeier & H.-W. 
Huang (Eds.), Psychology of learning and motivation (Vol. 72, 
pp. 235–281). Academic.

Wodniecka, Z., Szewczyk, J., Kałamała, P., Mandera, P., & Durlik, J. 
(2020b). When a second language hits a native language: What 
ERPs (do and do not) tell us about language retrieval difficulty in 
bilingual language production. Neuropsychologia, 141, Article 
107390. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neuro psych ologia. 2020. 107390

Wolna, A., Szewczyk, J., Diaz, M., Domagalik, A., Szwed, M., & Wod-
niecka, Z. (2024). Tracking components of bilingual language 
control in speech production: An fMRI study using functional 
localizers. Neurobiology of Language, 5(2), 315–340. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1162/ nol_a_ 00128

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2020.107390
https://doi.org/10.1162/nol_a_00128
https://doi.org/10.1162/nol_a_00128

	L1 production following brief L2 exposure: Evidence for cross-talk across comprehension and production
	Abstract
	Language control in production and comprehension
	Global and local language control
	Methods
	Participants
	Stimuli
	Design and procedure
	Analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Language control across comprehension and production
	Global and local language control

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments 
	References


