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Debate continues on whether a bilingual advantage exists with respect to executive

functioning. This report synthesized the results of 170 studies to test whether the bilingual

advantage is dependent on the task used to assess executive functioning and the age of

the participants. The results of the meta-analyses indicated that the bilingual advantage

was both task- and age-specific. Bilinguals were significantly faster than monolinguals

(Hedges’ g values ranged from 0.23 to 0.34), and significantly more accurate than

monolinguals (Hedges’ g values ranged between 0.18 and 0.49) on four out of seven

tasks. Also, an effect of age was found whereby the bilingual advantage was larger for

studies comprising samples aged 50-years and over (Hedges’ g = 0.49), compared

to those undertaken with participants aged between 18 and 29 years (Hedges’ g =

0.12). The extent to which the bilingual advantage might be due to publication bias was

assessed using multiple methods. These were Egger’s Test of Asymmetry, Duval and

Tweedie’s Trim and Fill, Classic Fail-Safe N, and PET-PEESE. Publication bias was only

found when using Egger’s Test of Asymmetry and PET-PEESE method, but not when

using the other methods. This review indicates that if bilingualism does enhance executive

functioning, the effects are modulated by task and age. This may arise because using

multiple languages has a highly specific effect on executive functioning which is only

observable in older, relative to younger, adults. The finding that publication bias was not

uniformly detected across the different methods raises questions about the impact that

unpublished (or undetected) studies have on meta-analyses of this literature.
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INTRODUCTION

An issue of ongoing debate concerns whether bilingualism enhances cognitive functions (Bialystok
and Martin, 2004; Bialystok, 2011; Paap and Greenberg, 2013; Paap and Sawi, 2014; Pelham and
Abrams, 2014), particularly, executive functioning (Bialystok, 1999, 2011; Bialystok et al., 2005;
Poulin-Dubois et al., 2011;Marzecová et al., 2013a,b; Pelham and Abrams, 2014; Antón et al., 2016).
This has been examined in over one-hundred studies (Lehtonen et al., 2018; Paap, 2019) and has
been the subject of several narrative (Hilchey and Klein, 2011; Hilchey et al., 2015; Paap et al., 2015)
and quantitative literature reviews (Adesope et al., 2010; Lehtonen et al., 2018; Donnelly et al., 2019;
Paap, 2019). In this report, meta-analysis was used to examine three outstanding issues. The first
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was whether the task used to assess executive functioning
might influence the extent to which the bilingual advantage is
observed. The second was whether the magnitude of the bilingual
advantage changes across the lifespan. The third was whether
the bilingual advantage might be attributed to publication bias
(Lehtonen et al., 2018; Donnelly et al., 2019; Paap, 2019).

It has been proposed that learning and using multiple
languages enhances executive functioning (Bialystok, 1999, 2010,
2011; Bialystok and Martin, 2004; Carlson and Meltzoff, 2008;
Bialystok and Viswanathan, 2009; Bialystok et al., 2010; Prior
and MacWhinney, 2010). According to one view, in order to use
multiple languages, one needs to inhibit the non-target language
and then select the target language (Marian and Spivey, 2003;
Marian et al., 2003; Green and Abutalebi, 2013). This constant
switching and selection of different languages has been proposed
to enhance executive functioning, even for non-linguistic tasks
(e.g., Green, 1998; Bialystok, 1999, 2010, 2011).

Past Reviews Examining the “Bilingual
Advantage” for Executive Functioning
A large number of studies have been published examining
whether a bilingual advantage exists for performance on
executive functioning tasks (e.g., Hernandez et al., 2010;
Antón et al., 2014; von Bastian et al., 2016). Furthermore,
this literature has since been the subject of several reviews
(Adesope et al., 2010; Hilchey and Klein, 2011; Hilchey
et al., 2015; Lehtonen et al., 2018; Donnelly et al., 2019;
Paap, 2019). Interestingly, these reviews have not reached the
same conclusion.

Hilchey and Klein’s (2011) systematic review initially found
evidence for a bilingual advantage. This review summarized the
results of 13 studies comprising adult and pediatric samples on
three executive functioning tasks. These were the Simon, Flanker,
and Attentional Network Tasks. A synthesis of individual study
results revealed bilinguals had faster reaction times on these tasks.
However, across the studies, the bilinguals did not consistently
show superior performance on the components of these tasks that
assess executive functioning. Thus, these findings suggest that
bilingualism may improve general processing speeds rather than
executive functioning.

In another review, evidence was found that bilingualism is
associated with superior executive functioning. Adesope et al.
(2010) used meta-analysis to examine whether there were
differences between bilinguals and monolinguals with respect
to meta-linguistic awareness, meta-cognitive awareness, working
memory, abstract and symbolic reasoning, attentional control
and problem solving. A total of 63 studies were included in this
review. Relevant to the current report were analyses examining
attentional control, as this construct aligns closely with executive
functioning. Results of the meta-analysis revealed a bilingual
advantage with respect to metalinguistic awareness (Hedges’ g
= 0.33, p < 0.01), working memory (Hedges’ g = 0.48, p <

0.01), and abstract and symbolic reasoning (Hedges’ g = 0.57,
p < 0.01). However, the largest difference favoring bilinguals,
was observed on themeta-analyses examining attentional control
(Hedges’ g = 0.96, p < 0.01). This pattern of results suggests

a bilingual advantage that is most pronounced in the area of
executive functioning.

Adesope et al. (2010) also examined whether the magnitude
of the bilingual advantage was influenced by publication bias.
Publication bias describes the occurrence whereby studies with
positive or statistically significant findings are more likely to be
published than those with non-significant findings (Easterbrook
et al., 1991). In meta-analysis, this can lead to an overestimation
of the “true” or “population” effect size, since only studies with
significant findings are identified and included in the analysis.
This issue has been raised as a concern in the bilingual advantage
literature (de Bruin et al., 2015b). Adesope et al. examined this
issue by assessing the number of un-retrieved or unidentified
studies required to overturn their significant results. This was
achieved by computing the Classic Fail-Safe N and Orwin’s Fail-
SafeN and then, comparing these values to the 5k+ 10 guideline,
where k denotes the number of effect sizes or studies included
in the meta-analysis (Rosenthal, 1979). Using this approach,
both Fail-Safe N values exceeded the 5k + 10 critical value. It
was therefore suggested that publication bias was unlikely to be
influencing the meta-analysis findings.

A systematic review by van den Noort et al. (2019) also
reported a bilingual advantage in executive functioning. This
review examined the results of 46 studies comparing bilingual
and monolingual children and adults, on tasks assessing
executive functioning. To synthesize the results from this
literature, the authors summed the number of studies that
reported a significant bilingual advantage. Using this approach,
54.3% of the studies reported that a bilingual advantage was
present. It was also noted that 56.4% of studies reporting
a significant bilingual advantage comprised adult samples,
whereas 42.8% comprised pediatric samples. Differences in brain
structure between adults and children were proposed to explain
this trend in the literature. The suggestion was that in children,
the regions of the brain that support executive functioning are
still developing. As such, the effect of bilingualism on executive
functioning may also be more variable during childhood
compared to adults. Publication bias was not assessed in
this review.

Reviews have also emerged questioning the magnitude
and existence of the bilingual advantage. Donnelly et al.
(2019) undertook a meta-analysis summarizing the results of
80 studies that compared executive functioning in bilingual
and monolingual individuals. Initially a significant bilingual
advantage was found, however, the observed effect size was small
(Hedges’ g = 0.11, p = 0.007). Publication bias was first assessed
using Egger’s Test of Asymmetry (Egger et al., 1997). Using this
approach, publication bias was not found to be present. However,
when the effect size was corrected for publication bias using
the PET-PEESE model (Stanley and Doucouliagos, 2014), the
bilingual advantage was no longer found to be significant.

Donnelly et al. (2019) also undertook a series of moderator
analyses to examine potential variables influencing study
level effect sizes. One moderator analysis examined whether
average effect sizes differed between studies undertaken with
children (participants aged 13-years or younger), younger adults
(participants aged between of 15–40 years), and older adults
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(participants aged 60-years or older). However, no effect of age
on effect sizes was found. Another moderator analysis examined
whether effect sizes differed between the tasks used to examine
executive functioning in the included studies (i.e., Flanker,
Simon, Stroop, and Attentional Network Tasks). Again, for this
analysis, task type was not found to moderate effect sizes.

Similar findings were reported by Lehtonen et al. (2018)
who undertook a meta-analysis summarizing the results of 152
published and unpublished studies comparing bilingual and
monolingual adults on executive functioning tasks. Initially the
meta-analysis revealed a significant bilingual advantage, but the
effect size was small in magnitude (Hedges’ g = 0.06, p < 0.05).
However, after correcting for publication bias using the PET-
PEESE model (Stanley and Doucouliagos, 2014), the difference
between bilinguals and monolinguals was no longer significant.
(Hedges’ g = −0.08, p = 0.099). Further analyses revealed that
task and age were not significant moderators of study level effect
sizes. The key finding from this review is that the bilingual
advantage may be an artifact of publication bias.

Paap (2019) also presented evidence suggesting the bilingual
advantage may be attributed to publication bias. This review
summarized data from 109 studies. The included studies
measured executive functioning using either the Stroop, Simon,
Flanker, or Attentional Network Tasks. In one analysis examining
differences in executive functioning, a bilingual advantage was
initially found (Hedges’ g = 0.11, p < 0.001). However, after
correcting for publication bias using the PET-PEESE model, the
average effect size approached zero and the difference between
the two language groups was no longer significant (Hedges’
g =−0.02, p= 0.708).

The Current Meta-Analysis
Results from multiple meta-analyses are yet to determine the
effect of bilingualism on executive functioning. In this review, 170
published and unpublished studies were identified to examine
three outstanding issues. The first concerns whether the type
of task used to measure executive functioning moderates the
bilingual advantage effect. This may be expected given that the
types of task used in this literature to measure this aspect of
cognitive functioning are not highly correlated. For example, the
correlation between the Simon and Flanker tasks has been found
to be low (r = 0.14) and non-significant (Keye et al., 2009; Paap
and Greenberg, 2013). Additionally, the correlations between the
Flanker, Simon and Stroop tasks have been found to be less
than 0.2 and non-significant (Stins et al., 2005). Based on these
correlations it is possible to perform well on one task but not
the other.

It is still unclear whether the bilingual advantage is task
specific. This issue is important to address since in three
previous meta-analyses, effect sizes from different tasks were
combined in order to compute an overall average (Adesope
et al., 2010; Hilchey and Klein, 2011; Hilchey et al., 2015). One
potential problem with this approach is that it assumes different
executive functioning tasks assess the same cognitive and/or
neural processes. However, this may not be the case.

The second issue addressed in the current report concerns
whether the age of the participants is moderating effect sizes.

In one review (van den Noort et al., 2019), the bilingual
advantage was found to be more commonly reported in adults
compared to children. However, this result has not always been
found (Lehtonen et al., 2018; Donnelly et al., 2019) and in
two reviews (Adesope et al., 2010; Hilchey and Klein, 2011),
this variable was not examined as a moderator. There is still
inconsistency regarding the effects of age on the magnitude of
the bilingual advantage.

A third issue concerns whether the bilingual advantage is an
artifact of publication bias. In three meta-analyses (Lehtonen
et al., 2018; Donnelly et al., 2019; Paap, 2019), evidence was
presented suggesting this was the case. However, not all meta-
analyses have found evidence to support this claim (Adesope
et al., 2010). It is interesting to note that the meta-analyses which
found evidence of publication bias used the PET-PEESE model.
Meta-analyses that did not find evidence of publication bias used
the Fail-Safe N, Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill method or
Egger’s Test of Asymmetry.

Quantifying and correcting the impact of publication bias
in meta-analysis is problematic. This is because there is no
universally accepted method that achieves this goal (Peters et al.,
2007; Idris and Ruzni, 2012; Gervais, 2015). One noted problem
with correcting for publication bias using PET-PEESE is that
this approach may overestimate the effect of publication bias
(Gervais, 2015). The opposite appears to be the case for other
methods such as the Fail-Safe N, Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and
Fill or Egger’s Test of Asymmetry (Peters et al., 2007). A stronger
case for the argument that the bilingual advantage solely reflects
publication bias could be made if this type of bias was present
using different assessment methods.

Objectives of the Current Report
This report examined whether a bilingual advantage exists
with respect to executive functioning. Data from 170 studies
comparing monolingual and bilingual individuals on commonly
used tests of executive functioning were summarized using
meta-analysis. The primary objectives of this report were to
examine whether (i) the type of task used to assess executive
functioning influenced the effect size measuring differences
between bilinguals and monolinguals, (ii) whether the age of
participants influenced effect sizes and, (iii) whether detecting
publication bias depends on the type of method used in
this literature.

METHODS

Study Design
This report included both published and unpublished studies.
Published studies were identified by searching the following
electronic databases: Psychological Information Database
(PsycINFO), Ageline, Medical Literature Analysis and Retrieval
System Online (MEDLINE), Cumulative Index to Nursing
and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), Education Resources
Information Center (ERIC), and Excerpta Medical Database
(EMBASE). The search strategy used to identify relevant studies
involved searching titles and abstracts for records containing
synonyms for “bilingualism” and “executive functioning.” The
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complete search syntax used to search each database is available
for download via the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/
ykp5w/?view_only=1d90f8c86146466e8dcfb6c4d23a334f).

The first search was executed in January, 2017. An additional
search was undertaken in March, 2018 and then again in
December, 2019 to ensure that any records published since
the initial search were also included in the meta-analysis.
Unpublished studies were found by searching the reference
lists from three recent reviews (Lehtonen et al., 2018; Donnelly
et al., 2019; Paap, 2019). This method was chosen to identify
unpublished literature as there is no consensus about which
databases used to search for gray literature. In this review we
also wanted to ensure that the analyses of unpublished literature
would include the same studies used in past meta-analysis, which
was achieved using this method.

Study Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
Studies were included in this review if they met the following
criteria. First, participants in each study needed to be healthy
adults or children. Studies undertaken with clinical samples
(e.g., ADHD or ASD) were excluded. In cases where a study
presented data from both clinical and healthy samples (e.g., Mor
et al., 2015), only data from healthy participants were extracted.
Second, the study needed to compare a group comprising
bilingual participants to a group comprising monolingual
participants on an executive functioning task. Studies presenting
data from only bidialectal (Antoniou et al., 2016; Wu et al.,
2016; Scaltritti et al., 2017) or trilingual groups were excluded.
Where a study included both bilingual and trilingual/bidialectal
samples, only data from bilingual participants were extracted.
This criterion aimed to find studies with fairly homogenous
participants with respect to language functioning.

Third, the study needed to have measured executive
functioning using either the Stroop Task, Simon Task, Attentional
Network Task, Flanker Task, Trail Making Test, Task-Switching
Paradigms, and/or Card Sort Tasks. These tasks were identified
through a process using studies from the first search. The tasks
used in each of these studies were noted. After examination, the
authors decided that any task used in less than seven publications
was to be excluded. The goal here was to reduce variability
between study findings due to methodological differences. Also,
the tasks included in this meta-analysis have been found to be
valid measures of executive functioning (Eriksen and Eriksen,
1974; MacLeod, 1991; Rubinstein et al., 2001; Zelazo, 2006;
Hommel, 2011; Salthouse, 2011). In this meta-analysis, average
effect sizes (described below) were computed separately for
each of these tasks. Studies that used non-standard versions
of the aforementioned tasks (Coderre et al., 2013; Calvo and
Bialystok, 2014) were excluded. Details on task exclusion criteria
and an overview of each task are available for download via
the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/ykp5w/?view_only=
1d90f8c86146466e8dcfb6c4d23a334f).

Study Selection
The first search (completed in January, 2017) led to the
identification of 81 studies that met the aforementioned criteria.
The second search (completed in March, 2018) led to the

identification of an additional 16 studies, and the third search
(completed in December, 2019), an additional 14 studies. Finally,
59 unpublished studies were identified from the reference lists
of three recent relevant reviews (Lehtonen et al., 2018; Donnelly
et al., 2019; Paap, 2019). A total of 170 studies were included
in the meta-analyses. Figures 1–3 present PRISMA flow charts
detailing the screening process of articles obtained from the first,
second and third round of searches respectively.

Effect Size Calculations and Data
Extraction Procedures
Data was extracted from each study so that Hedges’ g (Hedges
and Olkin, 1985) could be computed. Hedges’ g measures
differences between groups in standard deviation units, adjusted
for sample size. For each study, data were extracted in order to
compute effect sizes for the Stroop Task, Simon Task, Attentional
Network Task, Flanker Task, Trail Making Test, Task-Switching
Paradigms, and Card Sort Tasks. It was common for studies to
quantify performance using accuracy, reaction time, and/or a
measure of an interference effect. Effect sizes were computed
separately for each of these variables.

For each task, data were extracted so that separate effect
sizes could be obtained for incongruent and congruent
trials, as well as for an interference effect. Congruent trials
place the least demands on executive functioning processes.
Performance on these trials has been interpreted to reflect general
processing speed (Bialystok et al., 2005; Hilchey and Klein,
2011). Incongruent trials place greater demands on executive
functioning processes, as one is required to inhibit a response in
favor of another (Miyake et al., 2000; Nigg, 2000). For example,
on the Stroop task, participants are asked to state the color
of the font of a presented word. Congruent trials are those
where the word and the color in which the word is presented,
are the same; the word “GREEN” presented in green ink.
Conversely, incongruent trials involve a mismatch between the
word, and its color. For example, the word “GREEN” presented
in red ink. In this literature, an additional measure used to
examine executive functioning processes involves computing the
difference in response times between congruent and incongruent
trials. This variable measures the increased cognitive demands
required to resolve incongruent, relative to congruent, trials. On
this variable, smaller values indicate that task is placing fewer
demands on executive functioning processes. This variable is
referred to as the interference effect in this report.

Since the focus of this report was to examine the effects
of bilingualism on executive functioning, effect sizes from
incongruent trials and interference scores were primarily of
interest. However, for completeness, data were also extracted to
compute effect sizes summarizing performance on congruent
trials as well. For congruent trials, incongruent trials, and the
interference effect, positive Hedges’ g values indicate superior
performance by the bilingual group. Effect sizes for these
variables were computed separately for accuracy and reaction
time data.

Each study effect size was also coded based on the age
of the sample from the study. Effect sizes extracted from
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FIGURE 1 | PRISMA flowchart detailing the first search of the literature undertaken in January, 2017.

studies where the mean age of the sample was less than 18-
years, were coded as representing a “Child” sample. We did
not examine child and adolescent samples separately. This
was because only one study was identified in our search,
that was undertaken with an adolescent sample. All other

pediatric samples were undertaken with participants who were
under the age of 13-years. Data extracted from experiments
where the mean sample age was between 18 and 29 were
coded as “Young Adult.” “Adult” samples comprised effect
sizes from experiments where the mean age of the sample
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FIGURE 2 | PRISMA flowchart detailing the second search of the literature undertaken in March, 2018.

was between 30 and 49 years of age. Finally, effect sizes
extracted from studies where participants were 50-years of
age or older were coded as “Older Adults.” Study level effect

sizes used in the meta-analyses are available for download via
the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/ykp5w/?view_only=
1d90f8c86146466e8dcfb6c4d23a334f).
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FIGURE 3 | PRISMA flowchart detailing the third search of the literature undertaken in December, 2019.

Meta-Analytic Procedures
Averaging Effect Sizes
Meta-analyses were undertaken to examine whether
(i) the difference between bilingual and monolingual

groups varied between executive functioning tasks,
and, (ii) if the average effect size between bilingual
and monolingual groups varied in magnitude by
age group.
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To examine the effect of task on the bilingual advantage,
the average effect size was computed separately for each of the
studied tasks. That is, meta-analyses were conducted separately
for the Stroop Task, Simon Task, Attentional Network Task,
Flanker Task, Trail Making Test, Task-Switching Paradigms, and
Card Sort Tasks. For all meta-analyses, study level effect sizes
were averaged using a random effects model (Hedges and Olkin,
1985). Effect sizes were averaged separately for incongruent
and congruent trials and for accuracy, reaction time, and the
interference effect variable.

Two approaches were used to examine whether the bilingual
advantage differed between tasks. First, for each task and variable
(i.e., congruent trials, incongruent trials, interference effect), we
examined if the average effect size was significant. For these and
all analyses, alpha was set at 0.05. Second, mixed-effects subgroup
analyses (Borenstein et al., 2011) tested whether effect sizes for
each variable was significantly different between the tasks. A
similar approach was used to examine whether effect sizes varied
across the different age bands.

Publication Bias
Multiple methods were used to detect publication bias in this
report. Specifically, publication bias was assessed using Egger’s
Test of Asymmetry, Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill method,
Classic Fail-Safe N, and PET-PEESE. The rationale for using a
wide range of bias tests was to see whether findings of publication
bias were specific to one test, or present across multiple tests. This
was important to determine since no consensus has been reached
regarding the most accurate method to detect publication bias
(Peters et al., 2007; Idris and Ruzni, 2012; Gervais, 2015).
Additionally, we empirically quantified the effect of publication
bias by computing the average effect size for all variables
separately, for published and unpublished studies. Mixed-effects
analyses were undertaken to compare whether the average effect
sizes from published and unpublished studies were significantly
different. This approach served as a benchmark from which
to compare the results from the aforementioned methods for
assessing publication bias which are based on a theoretical
distribution of effect sizes.

Egger’s Test of Asymmetry
Egger’s Test of Asymmetry assesses for publication bias using
the properties of funnel plots. Funnel plots show the association
between study level effect sizes and standard error (Egger
et al., 1997). When publication bias is absent, effect sizes
are symmetrically distributed around the average of the effect
sizes. When publication bias is present, the funnel plot has an
asymmetrical shape. This asymmetry is formally tested using
Egger’s Test of Asymmetry. When this test returns a significant
result, publication bias may be present.

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill
Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) Trim and Fill method uses the
properties of the funnel plot to correct for publication bias. In
this method, missing effect sizes that give rise to an asymmetrical
funnel plot are imputed. In the current report, missing studies
were assumed to have negative effect size values. That is, missing

effect sizes were assumed to show that monolinguals performed
better than bilinguals on a given variable. An imputed average
effect size can then be compared with the observed average effect
size. A limitation of this approach is that it often underestimates
the extent of bias and can be too lenient in the correction
(Idris and Ruzni, 2012).

Classic Fail-Safe N
The Classic Fail-Safe N estimates the number of hypothetical
un-retrieved studies required to return a significant average
effect size to non-significance. When the Fail-Safe N is low,
publication bias is possible. This is because the observed result
in a meta-analysis could be overturned by a small number of
unpublished or un-retrieved studies that were missed during the
search process. When the Fail-Safe N value is high, publication
bias is unlikely. Rosenthal (1979) suggested that when the Fail-
Safe N value is greater than 5k + 10, where k is the number of
studies (or effect sizes) included in the meta-analysis, publication
bias is unlikely. This approach was used in the current report.

PET-PEESE
The PET-PEESE method (Stanley and Doucouliagos, 2014) is a
relatively more recent approach for assessing publication bias.
This method uses weighted least squares regression to predict
individual study effect sizes from their standard error. In this
model, the intercept is considered to represent the average effect
size after controlling for potential publication bias. One criticism
of the PET-PEESE model is that it overestimates the effect of
publication bias on the average effect size (Gervais, 2015).

RESULTS

Results from the meta-analyses are presented in three sections.
The first section presents analyses examining whether
the bilingual advantage is more likely to be observed on
some executive functioning tasks over others. The second
section presents analyses examining whether effect sizes vary
significantly between child, young adult, adult and older adult
samples. The third section presents results from the assessment
of publication bias.

Is the Bilingual Advantage Task
Dependent?
Results from the meta-analyses examining differences between
bilingual and monolingual participants for the studied executive
functioning tasks are presented in Figure 4. This figure shows the
averaged effect sizes reported by task.

Results from the meta-analyses summarizing performance
from the different tasks on the incongruent trials are considered
first. With respect to accuracy data, averaged effect sizes ranged
from −0.282 to 0.485. Effect sizes for four out of the seven
meta-analyses were significant. These were from the Attentional
Network Task, Stroop Task, Task-Switching Paradigms, and Card
Sort Tasks. For these tasks, the effect sizes ranged from small to
medium and were positive. This indicates that bilinguals were
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FIGURE 4 | Average effect sizes reported by Task, Trial Type, and for accuracy and reaction time data. No interference effect/cost effect sizes were available for the

Card Sort Tasks and Trail Making Test. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.001.
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TABLE 1 | p-values from subgroup analyses comparing pairs of accuracy effect sizes from incongruent trials.

Task 1. Stroop

Task

2. Simon

Task

3. Attentional

Network Task

4. Flanker

Task

5. Task Switching

Paradigms

6. Trail

Making Test

7. Card Sort

Tasks

1. Stroop Task –

2. Simon Task 0.054 –

3. Attentional Network Task 0.338 0.185 –

4. Flanker Task 0.651 0.574 0.951 –

5. Task Switching Paradigms 0.594 0.154 0.700 0.895 –

6. Trail Making Test 0.002* 0.035* 0.006* 0.089 0.006* –

7. Card Sort Tasks 0.288 0.001* 0.021* 0.258 0.092 <0.001* –

*p < 0.05.

more accurate than monolinguals on incongruent trials for these
tasks. Average effect sizes for the other tasks were non-significant.

Mixed-effects subgroup analysis revealed that the effect sizes
for accuracy on incongruent trials varied significantly by task
(p < 0.001). This result indicates that the type of task used
to assess executive functioning influenced the magnitude of the
difference between bilinguals and monolinguals. To explore this
result further, mixed-effects subgroup analyses were conducted
to examine differences in pairs of effect sizes. Results from these
comparisons are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 shows that the average effect size for Card Sort Tasks
was significantly larger than the effect sizes for the Attentional
Network Task, Simon Task and Trail Making Test. Effect sizes
from the Stroop Task, Simon Task, Attentional Network Task,
and Task-Switching paradigms were significantly larger than the
effect size for the Trail Making Test. Results from all other
comparisons were not statistically significant.

Effect sizes from reaction times on incongruent trials ranged
from 0.039 to 0.336. On four tasks, the Attentional Network Task,
Simon Task, Flanker Task, and the Trail Making Test, the average
effect size was positive and significant, indicating a bilingual
advantage. On these tasks, the average finding in the literature is
that bilinguals respond faster than monolinguals on incongruent
trials. All other analyses were not significant.

Mixed-effects subgroup analysis comparing differences in
reaction time effect sizes from incongruent trials was not
significant (p= 0.183). This result indicates that the task used did
not influence the magnitude of the difference between the groups
on this variable.

Analyses examining the influence of executive functioning
tasks on effect sizes from congruent trials are now considered. For
accuracy data, effect sizes ranged from −0.170 to 0.178. On the
Attentional Network Task, the average effect size was positive and
significant, although small in magnitude. This result indicates
that for congruent trials on this task, bilinguals are more accurate
than monolinguals. There were no other significant results from
this set of analyses.

Mixed-effects subgroup analyses comparing differences in
these task-level average effect sizes were not significant (p =

0.727). Thus, for accuracy data obtained from congruent trials,
the type of task used was not influencing effect sizes.

Effect sizes for reaction time data collected from congruent
trials ranged from −0.198 to 0.278. The average effect sizes from
the Trail Making Test, Attentional Network Task, and Simon
Task were all positive and significant, though small. This result
indicates that for these tasks on congruent trials, the average
finding is that bilinguals have faster reaction times compared to
monolinguals. All other comparisons were non-significant.

Mixed-effects subgroup analyses indicated that task
influenced the magnitude of the difference between bilinguals
and monolinguals (p = 0.014) with respect to reaction time
on congruent trials. Results from pairwise comparisons are
presented in Table 2. The average effect sizes from the Simon
Task, Attentional Network Task, and Trail Making Test were
significantly larger than the effect size from the Stroop Task.
Additionally, effect sizes from the Flanker, Simon, Attentional
Network, and Trail Making tasks were significantly larger than
the effect size for Task-Switching Paradigms.

Finally, analyses examining the influence of task type on effect
sizes for interference effects are presented. The effect sizes for
these meta-analyses ranged from 0.081 to 0.693. For three tasks,
the Attentional Network Task, Stroop Task, and Task-Switching
Paradigms, the average effect sizes were significant and positive.
This suggests that on average, on these tasks, bilinguals display
a smaller interference effect relative to monolinguals. The effect
sizes for the Flanker and Simon tasks were small and non-
significant. Mixed-effect subgroup analyses indicated that task
influenced the magnitude of the difference between the groups
(p = 0.022). Results from pairwise comparisons are presented in
Table 3. The average effect sizes for the Attentional Network Task
and Task-Switching Paradigms were significantly larger than the
effect sizes for the Stroop, Simon, and Flanker tasks.

The bilingual advantage across separate tasks: An interim
Summary. As noted earlier, positive effect sizes from incongruent
trials and the interference effect indicate a bilingual advantage
for executive functioning. The findings reported above indicate
superior executive functioning in bilinguals that is consistently
observed on the Attentional Network Task. A bilingual advantage
was not consistently found on the other examined tasks.
Subgroup analyses revealed that task type moderated effect sizes.
Thus, the bilingual advantage does not appear to be present on
all tasks.
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TABLE 2 | p-values from subgroup analyses comparing pairs of reaction time effect sizes from congruent trials.

Task 1. Stroop

Task

2. Simon

Task

3. Attentional

Network Task

4. Flanker

Task

5. Task Switching

Paradigms

6. Trail

Making Test

7. Card Sort

Tasks

1. Stroop Task –

2. Simon Task 0.036* –

3. Attentional Network Task 0.046* 0.57 –

4. Flanker Task 0.081 0.883 0.710 –

5. Task Switching Paradigms 0.778 0.008* 0.021* 0.037* –

6. Trail Making Test 0.031* 0.680 0.831 0.843 0.010* –

7. Card Sort Tasks 0.579 0.198 0.143 0.195 0.643 0.159 –

*p < 0.05.

TABLE 3 | p-values from subgroup analyses comparing pairs of effect sizes from the interference effect.

Task 1. Stroop Task 2. Simon Task 3. Attentional Network Task 4. Flanker Task 5. Task Switching Paradigms

1. Stroop Task –

2. Simon Task 0.924 –

3. Attentional Network Task 0.023* 0.039* –

4. Flanker Task 0.554 0.552 0.011* –

5. Task Switching Paradigms 0.026* 0.035* 0.587 0.015* –

*p < 0.05.

Is the Bilingual Advantage Dependent on
Age?
Figure 5 shows the results from the meta-analyses examining
differences between bilinguals and monolinguals on congruent
trials, incongruent trials, and the interference effect. Results are
reported separately for each age group.

Meta-analyses conducted for accuracy on incongruent trials
will be discussed first. On this variable the average effect size
ranged from 0.103 to 0.314. The small effect sizes for adult,
young adult and child samples were significant and positive.
This suggests that for these age groups, bilinguals are more
accurate than monolinguals on incongruent trials across the
included tasks. Mixed-effect subgroup analysis revealed no
significant difference in the averaged effect sizes between each age
group (p= 0.529).

The effect sizes from reaction times for the different age
bands on incongruent trials ranged from 0.120 to 0.491. The
average effect sizes were significant for child, adult, and older
adult samples. This suggests that on average, bilinguals in these
age groups are faster than monolinguals on incongruent trials.
Mixed-effect subgroup analysis revealed significant differences
in the age-level effect sizes (p = 0.043). Results from pairwise
comparisons are presented in Table 4. These analyses indicated
that the average effect size from young adults was significantly
smaller than the effect size from older adult samples.

The meta-analyses conducted for accuracy on congruent
trials revealed effect sizes ranging from −0.341 to 0.247. A
significant, small, effect size was observed for child samples.
This indicates that the average finding for this group is that
bilingual children are more accurate than monolingual children
on congruent trials. Effect sizes for other age groups were small

and non-significant. Mixed-effect subgroup analysis did not
indicate significant differences in the effect sizes between the age
groups (p= 0.293).

Average effect sizes for reaction time on congruent trials
ranged from 0.187 to 0.309. Significant effect sizes were observed
for adult and child samples, indicating that on average, bilinguals
in these age groups were faster than monolinguals on congruent
trials. There were no significant differences between bilinguals
and monolinguals in the other two age samples. Mixed-effects
subgroup analysis revealed no significant differences between the
age group effect sizes (p= 0.268).

Last, the effect sizes for the interference effect ranged from
0.121 to 0.441. Positive, significant effect sizes were observed
for the older adult, adult, and young adult samples suggesting
that bilinguals in this age group have smaller interference
effects than their monolingual peers. The effect size for child
samples was comparatively smaller and non-significant. There
were no significant differences between the age group level effect
sizes (p= 0.293).

The bilingual advantage across age groups: An interim
Summary. The main result to emerge from the above meta-
analyses is that a significant bilingual advantage on variables
assessing executive functioning was more likely to be observed
in studies undertaken with older participants. In one analysis,
age was moderating effect sizes. Typically, effect sizes from older
adult samples were significantly larger than those from younger
age groups.

Evaluation of Publication Bias
Publication bias was separately examined for effect sizes
computed from incongruent and congruent trials, both accuracy
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FIGURE 5 | Average effect sizes reported by Age Group, Trial Type, and for accuracy and reaction time data. No interference effect, effect sizes were available for the

Card Sort Tasks and Trail Making Test. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.001.

and reaction time, as well as for the interference effect. For each
of these variables, effect sizes were averaged using a random
effects model. These weighted average effect sizes are presented
in Table 5 under “Observed Effect Size.” For these effect sizes,
significant positive values were observed for four out of five
variables, indicating a bilingual advantage.

Also presented in Table 5 are the average effect sizes for
each variable computed separately for published and unpublished
studies. These effect sizes were averaged using a random effects
model. Generally, effect sizes for published studies were larger
compared to unpublished studies, but the magnitude of the
difference varied between the variables. For example, the effect
size from published studies computed using accuracy data from
incongruent trials was 0.063 points larger than the corresponding
effect size for unpublished studies. The effect size for the
interference effect was 0.242 points larger for published studies
compared to unpublished studies. Mixed-effects analysis was
used to formally test whether there were significant differences
between the effect sizes from published and unpublished studies.
There was no significant difference between published and
unpublished average effect sizes for accuracy on incongruent (p
= 0.566) or congruent trials (p = 0.839). However, effect sizes
from published studies were found to be significantly larger for
reaction times on both incongruent (p = 0.013) and congruent

TABLE 4 | p-values from subgroup analyses comparing pairs of reaction time

effect sizes from incongruent trials, by age.

Age 1.Older adult 2. Adult 3. Young adult 4. Child

1. Older adult –

2. Adult 0.825 –

3. Young adult 0.018* 0.053 –

4. Child 0.177 0.318 0.137 –

*p < 0.05.

trials (p= 0.007), as well as for the interference effect (p= 0.004).
These analyses indicate that based on the studies included in this
review, published studies had a larger effect size than unpublished
studies for three out of the five variables.

Publication bias for each variable was assessed using the
Classic Fail-Safe N, Egger’s Test of Asymmetry, Duval and
Tweedie’s Trim and Fill method, and PET-PEESE. Results from
each of these methods are presented in Table 5. The Fail-Safe N
value indicated publication bias was unlikely. Rosenthal (1979)
suggested that if the Fail-Safe N value was greater than 5k +

10, then it is unlikely that a significant meta-analysis result was
due to publication bias. For all variables, the Fail-Safe N values
were greater than the critical values estimated by the formula.
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TABLE 5 | Results from Analyses of Publication Bias.

Variable Total number

of effect sizes

(k)

Published

effect size

(Hedges’ g)

Unpublished

effect size

(Hedges’ g)

Observed

effect size

(Hedges’ g)

Imputed effect size Eggers test of

asymmetry

(p-value)

Classic

fail-Safe N

Classic-fail-safe N

critical value

(computed using

5k + 10)

Duval and

tweedie’s trim and

fill methoda

(Hedges’ g)

PET-PEESE

(Hedges’ g)

Incongruent Trials

Accuracy 118 0.273** 0.210* 0.261** 0.261** −0.330* <0.001** 2,939 600

Reaction Time 180 0.280** −0.004 0.239** 0.239** −0.442* <0.001** 4,504 910

Congruent Trials

Accuracy 109 0.117 0.093 0.108b 0.108 −0.002 0.865 –b –b

Reaction Time 181 0.202** −0.105 0.150* 0.150* −0.334* <0.001** 1,688 915

Interference Effect 116 0.335** 0.093 0.268** 0.268** −0.328* <0.001** 2,921 590

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.001; aMissing studies were assumed to have negative effect sizes (i.e., monolingual evidencing superior performance than bilinguals). bClassic Fail Safe N cannot be

computed for these tasks since observed average effect size was found to be non-significant.

However, Eggers Test of Asymmetry, indicated that publication
bias was likely for four out of five of the variables.

The tests that both detect publication bias and estimate a
corrected effect size, returned contradictory results. The imputed
average effect size using Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill
method indicated publication bias was unlikely. For all variables,
the imputed average effect size was equal to the observed
value. It should be noted this result was obtained by assuming
missing studies all reported negative effect sizes (indicating a
monolingual advantage). Conversely, results from PET-PEESE
indicated publication bias was likely. This estimate for all
variables was negative and significant, indicating a monolingual
advantage. The results of the PET-PEESE analysis indicate the
bilingual advantage is an artifact of publication bias.

DISCUSSION

This report used meta-analysis to examine the extent task and
age influenced the bilingual advantage with respect to executive
functioning. To our knowledge, this is the largest meta-analysis
undertaken on this topic to date, in terms of the number of
studies reviewed (k = 170). Three main findings emerged from
this review. First, there is evidence to suggest that bilinguals
may outperform monolinguals on some, but not all, executive
functioning tasks. Second, a bilingual advantage in executive
functioning was more likely to be present for studies undertaken
with adult and older participants (i.e., aged over 30-years).
Third, publication bias may be leading to an overestimation of
effect sizes in meta-analyses examining the bilingual advantage,
however, the extent of this overestimation is unclear.

The Bilingual Advantage Appears to Be
Task-Dependent
The results of the meta-analyses indicate that the bilingual
advantage is moderated by the type of task used to assess
executive functioning. Also, in this report, a bilingual advantage
was consistently observed on the Attentional Network Task. This
effect was found across all studied variables (i.e., congruent trials,
incongruent trials, interference effect). For other tasks, a bilingual

advantage was not consistently found on all variables. Based on
this set of results, if bilingualism improves executive functioning,
it appears to be most pronounced on the processes assessed by
the Attentional Network Task.

It is interesting to note that while the bilingual advantage
was present on the Attentional Network Task, the effect was
generally absent for the Flanker Task. This result was surprising
given the similarity between both tasks. Both require participants
to respond to the direction of a center arrow and ignore two
flanking arrows on either side. Also, both comprise congruent
trials, where the flanking and center arrows are pointing in the
same direction, and incongruent trials, where the flanking arrows
are pointing in a different direction to the center arrow.

However, there is a methodological difference relating to
the presentation of visual stimuli on the Attentional Network
and Flanker Tasks which may provide new insights into the
effects of bilingualism on cognitive functioning. On the Flanker
Task, stimuli are typically presented in the center of the screen,
following a fixation cross. However, on the Attentional Network
Task, stimuli are presented either above or below the previous
location of the central fixation cross. This particular feature
of the Attentional Network Task is included as a measure of
attention, as participantsmust orient their attention to the stimuli
before responding (Fan et al., 2002). In this report, the meta-
analyses indicated a bilingual advantage across all variables of
the Attentional Network Task but not the Flanker Task. Thus,
there may be a bilingual advantage which is specific to attention.
That is, bilinguals are able to orient their attention to the stimuli
faster than monolinguals. This may explain why the results of the
meta-analyses indicated that, on average, studies reported that
bilinguals outperformedmonolinguals on congruent trials as well
as incongruent trials and interference effects on the Attentional
Network Task.

There are at least two explanations to account for our finding
that the cognitive benefits of bilingualism vary across executive
functioning tasks. One explanation is that bilingualism influences
a specific neural network or set of cognitive processes that is
not activated (or required) in all executive functioning tasks.
Consequently, differences between bilingual and monolingual
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groups are only present on tasks that activate the neural networks
or cognitive processes that are enhanced by bilingualism. For
example, one mixed-effects subgroup analysis showed effect sizes
observed for the Simon Task were significantly smaller than those
from the Stroop Task. There is evidence to suggest that even
though both tasks are valid measures of executive functioning,
they elicit a different pattern of neural activation. Peterson et al.
(2002) found that similar brain regions were involved in the
Stroop and Simon tasks, however there was variation in the
level of brain activation between the tasks. For example, both
tasks led to increased activation in the inferior frontal, parietal,
and dorsolateral prefrontal cortices and the anterior cingulate
and supplementary motor area. This reflects that both tap into
parts of the brain that support executive functioning (e.g., Curtis
and D’Esposito, 2003; Kondo et al., 2004; Obeso et al., 2013).
However, the Simon Task led to greater levels of activation in the
superior and inferior regions of the parietal lobe. These regions
of the brain support the allocation of attention (Behrmann et al.,
2004). Thus, it could be that bilingualism has an effect that is
region- or network-specific.

Secondly, the psychometric properties of executive
functioning tasks might also explain the results of this
meta-analysis. Differences in task reliability could lead to
the same pattern of results observed in this report. This is
because poor reliability attenuates effect sizes (Baugh, 2002;
Paap, 2019). As the measurement error of a task increases (i.e.,
the reliability decreases), the effect size decreases. Differences
in study level effect sizes may, in part, reflect differences in
task reliability. For example, the Stroop Task may have had
higher reliability than the Simon Task in the studies comparing
bilingual and monolingual participants. In meta-analysis it is
possible to correct average effect sizes for the impact of poor
reliability (Baugh, 2002; Schmidt and Hunter, 2014). However,
this correction requires knowing the reliability associated
with the task being used in a study. In the studies reviewed
for our meta-analyses, reliability of the executive functioning
tasks was not reported. If reliabilities are reported in future
research, the impact of measurement error on effect sizes can
be estimated.

The Bilingual Advantage Is Dependent on
Age
A potentially novel finding in this report was that the bilingual
advantage was consistently observed in samples aged between
30 and 49 years. For this age group, a bilingual advantage
was observed on four variables (accuracy and reaction time
on incongruent trials, reaction times on congruent trials and
interference effect). Although the magnitude of the advantage
was not significantly larger than in other age groups, this trend
hints at a bilingual advantage that may be more consistent in
studies undertaken with participants aged between 30 and 49
years. A second novel finding with respect to age was that the
magnitude of the bilingual advantage for response times on
incongruent trials was significantly larger in samples aged 50-
years and above, compared to samples aged between 18 and 29
years of age. This suggests that the bilingual advantage may be
larger in studies undertaken with older samples, compared to
young adults.

Our finding that the age of participants influences effect sizes
is not consistent with previous meta-analyses, in which age
was not found to be a significant moderator of the bilingual
advantage (e.g., Lehtonen et al., 2018; Donnelly et al., 2019). One
explanation for this discrepancy between our review and others
is the method used to correct for publication bias. Both Lehtonen
et al. and Donnelly et al. used the PET-PEESE method to correct
effect sizes before interpreting results. The PET-PEESE approach
has been criticized for overestimating the effect of publication
bias (Gervais, 2015). This issue is discussed in the next section
(Publication Bias and the Bilingual Advantage) in detail. Using
this method may have potentially masked age-related bilingual
advantage differences.

If the bilingual advantage is greater in older samples, why
might this be so? It has been documented that executive
functioning often declines with age (Ardila and Rosselli, 1989;
Parkin and Lawrence, 1994; Lustig et al., 2001; Bowles and
Salthouse, 2003). One suggestion is that bilingualism reduces
the effects of cognitive decline. That is, bilingualism may
help protect against the decline of executive functions (Lee
Salvatierra and Rosselli, 2011; Schroeder and Marian, 2012).
One idea is that using multiple languages places constant
demands on executive functioning which in turn, reduces
the impact of age-related brain changes on this aspect of
cognitive functioning (Fiszer, 2008). In older age groups,
bilinguals may evidence superior executive functioning skills
compared to monolinguals because this skill is relatively more
preserved. In younger age groups, the bilingual advantage
in executive functioning may be small or absent. This
is because in younger age groups, executive functioning
processes are already at their peak level of performance.
Ceiling effects in executive functioning in younger age groups
may lead to non-significant differences between bilinguals
and monolinguals.

Publication Bias and the Bilingual
Advantage
A final issue addressed in this report is the extent to which the
bilingual advantage can be considered an artifact of publication
bias. The potential effect of publication bias on reviews
examining the bilingual advantage was demonstrated by de
Bruin et al. (2015a). In this study, authors examined conference
abstracts from 1999 to 2012 and found that those reporting a
bilingual advantage were more likely to be published. Meta-
analyses have also suggested that the bilingual advantage may be
an artifact of publication bias. Both Donnelly et al. (2019) and
Paap (2019), initially reported a small bilingual advantage which
became non-significant after using the PET-PEESE method to
correct for publication bias.

The analyses of publication bias presented in this report
questions whether the bilingual advantage can be completely
attributed to publication bias. In this review, both the PET-PEESE
method and Egger’s Test of Asymmetry suggest that publication
bias is present. A key issue emerging from our analyses is that
it is unclear how much this publication bias is inflating the
average effect sizes in meta-analyses examining the bilingual
advantage. After adjusting the average effect size for publication
bias using Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill method, a reliable
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bilingual advantage was still found. However, using the PET-
PEESE approach the bilingual advantage was no longer present.
An outstanding question to be addressed from our analyses is
which approach most accurately corrects the observed effect size.
This is an issue that will need to be addressed in future research
evaluating meta-analysis methods.

However, in the context of the bilingual advantage, we
tentatively suggest that the PET-PEESE method might be
overestimating the effect of publication bias. In this report
we computed average effect sizes separately for published and
unpublished studies (See Table 5). It is noted that in all cases,
the effect sizes for published studies were larger compared
to unpublished. Across the studied variables, the difference in
average effect sizes between published and unpublished studies
ranged between 0.024 and 0.307. However, using the PET-PEESE
method, the observed average effect size was reduced by between
0.110 and 0.681. This reduction is substantially larger than
the difference we observed between published and unpublished
studies. Therefore, we somewhat align our findings with the
suggestion by Donnelly et al. (2019) that the magnitude of
the advantage has been “overstated.” We do suggest, however,
that it is not entirely clear whether publication bias completely
explains the tendency for bilinguals to perform better on some
cognitive tasks than monolinguals. Thus, research investigating
how learning and using multiple languages affects cognitive
functioning outside the linguistic domain is still needed.

Limitations
In this report we were not able to examine other moderating
variables that may also influence effect sizes. For instance,
there are varying dimensions of bilingualism that are potential

moderators of the bilingual advantage. These may include
differences in language proficiency, age of acquisition and the
context of language use (Green and Abutalebi, 2013). These
variables were not examined systematically in this meta-analysis
because this information was not available or was not reported
with sufficient consistency to be analyzed. Consistent reporting
of participant background characteristics will permit moderator
analyses in future meta-analyses of this topic.

CONCLUSION

The results of this report indicate that bilingualism can enhance
cognitive functioning. However, the bilingual advantage is more
likely to be observed on the Stroop, Simon, and Attentional
Network tasks, and in participants over 50-years of age.
Understanding why the advantage is most pronounced on these
tasks and in this age group could advance our understanding of
how learning and using multiple languages influences neural and
cognitive functioning.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Publicly available datasets were analyzed in this study. This
data can be found here: https://osf.io/ykp5w/?view_only=
1d90f8c86146466e8dcfb6c4d23a334f.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

JL and AW were responsible for the acquisition and analysis of
data. MK, JL, and AW were all responsible for the interpretation
of data and preparation of the manuscript.

REFERENCES

∗Abutalebi, J., Della Rosa, P. A., Green, D. W., Hernandez, M., Scifo, P., Keim,

R., et al. (2012). Bilingualism tunes the anterior cingulate cortex for conflict

monitoring. Cereb.Cortex 22, 2076–2086. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhr287
∗Abutalebi, J., Guidi, L., Borsa, V., Canini, M., Della Rosa, P. A., Parris, B. A.,

et al. (2015). Bilingualism provides a neural reserve for aging populations.

Neuropsychologia 69, 201–210. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2015.01.040

Adesope, O. O., Lavin, T., Thompson, T., and Ungerleider, C. (2010). A systematic

review and meta-analysis of the cognitive correlates of bilingualism. Rev. Educ.

Res. 80, 207–245. doi: 10.3102/0034654310368803
∗Anderson, J. A. E., Saleemi, S., and Bialystok, E. (2017). Neuropsychological

assessments of cognitive aging in monolingual and bilingual older adults. J.

Neurolinguist. 43, 17–27. doi: 10.1016/j.jneuroling.2016.08.001
∗Ansaldo, A. I., Ghazi-Saidi, L., and Adrover-Roig, D. (2015). Interference control

in elderly bilinguals: appearances can be misleading. J. Clin. Exp. Neuropsychol.

37, 455–470. doi: 10.1080/13803395.2014.990359
∗Antón, E., Carreiras, M., and Duñabeitia, J. A. (2019). The impact of bilingualism

on executive functions and working memory in young adults. PLoS ONE

14:e0206770. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0206770
∗Antón, E., Duñabeitia, J. A., Estévez, A., Hernández, J. A., Castillo, A., Fuentes, L.

J., et al. (2014). Is there a bilingual advantage in the ANT task? Evidence from

children. Front. Psychol. 5:398. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00398
∗Antón, E., García, Y. F., Carreiras, M., and Duñabeitia, J. A. (2016). Does

bilingualism shape inhibitory control in the elderly? J. Mem. Lang. 90, 147–160.

doi: 10.1016/j.jml.2016.04.007

Antoniou, K., Grohmann, K. K., Kambanaros, M., and Katsos, N. (2016). The effect

of childhood bilectalism and multilingualism on executive control. Cognition

149, 18–30. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2015.12.002

Ardila, A., and Rosselli, M. (1989). Neuropsychology characteristics of normal

aging. Dev. Neuropsychol. 5, 307–230. doi: 10.1080/87565648909540441
∗Arredondo,M.M., Hu, X. S., Satterfield, T., and Kovelman, I. (2017). Bilingualism

alters children’s frontal lobe functioning for attentional control. Dev. Sci. 20,

1–25. doi: 10.1111/desc.12377
∗Badzakova-Trajkov, G. (2008).A behavioural and functional imaging investigation

of Stroop task performance in late proficient bilinguals (Doctoral dissertation).

The University of Auckland, Auckland, New Zealand. Available online

at: https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/handle/2292/3365
∗Barac, R., and Bialystok, E. (2012). Bilingual effects on cognitive and linguistic

development: role of language, cultural background, and education. Child Dev.

83, 413–422. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01707.x
∗Barac, R., Moreno, S., and Bialystok, E. (2016). Behavioral and

electrophysiological differences in executive control between monolingual and

bilingual children. Child Dev. 87, 1277–1290. doi: 10.1111/cdev.12538
∗ Batres, K. M. (2013). Bilingual cognitive control and perspective-monitoring in

dialogue (Doctoral dissertation). The Graduate School, Stony Brook University,

Stony Brook, NY, United States. Available online at: https://ir.stonybrook.edu/

jspui/handle/11401/77596

Baugh, F. (2002). Correcting effect sizes for score reliability: a reminder

that measurement and substantive issues are linked inextricably.

Educ. Psychol. Meas. 62, 254–263. doi: 10.1177/00131644020620

02004

Behrmann, M., Geng, J. J., and Shomstein, S. (2004). Parietal cortex and attention.

Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 14, 212–217. doi: 10.1016/j.conb.2004.03.012
∗Berroir, P., Ghazi-Saidi, L., Dash, T., Adrover-Roig, D., Benali, H., and Ansaldo,

A. I. (2017). Interference control at the response level: functional networks

reveal higher efficiency in the bilingual brain. J. Neurolinguist. 43, 4–16.

doi: 10.1016/j.jneuroling.2016.09.007

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 15 July 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 1458

https://osf.io/ykp5w/?view_only=1d90f8c86146466e8dcfb6c4d23a334f
https://osf.io/ykp5w/?view_only=1d90f8c86146466e8dcfb6c4d23a334f
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr287
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2015.01.040
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654310368803
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneuroling.2016.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/13803395.2014.990359
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0206770
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00398
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2016.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565648909540441
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12377
https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/handle/2292/3365
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01707.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12538
https://ir.stonybrook.edu/jspui/handle/11401/77596
https://ir.stonybrook.edu/jspui/handle/11401/77596
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164402062002004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2004.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneuroling.2016.09.007
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Ware et al. Bilingualism and Cognitive Functioning

∗Bialystok, E. (1999). Cognitive complexity and attentional control in the bilingual

mind. Child Dev. 70, 636–644. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00046
∗Bialystok, E. (2006). Effect of bilingualism and computer video game experience

on the Simon task. Can. J. Exp. Psychol. 60, 68–79. doi: 10.1037/cjep2006008
∗Bialystok, E. (2010). Global-local and trail-making tasks by monolingual

and bilingual children: beyond inhibition. Dev. Psychol. 46, 93–105.

doi: 10.1037/a0015466

Bialystok, E. (2011). Coordination of executive functions in monolingual

and bilingual children. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 110, 461–468.

doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2011.05.005
∗Bialystok, E., Barac, R., Blaye, A., and Poulin-Dubois, D. (2010). Word mapping

and executive functioning in young monolingual and bilingual children. J.

Cogn. Dev. 11, 485–508. doi: 10.1080/15248372.2010.516420
∗Bialystok, E., Craik, F., and Luk, G. (2008). Cognitive control and lexical

access in younger and older bilinguals. J. Exp. Psychol. 34, 859–873.

doi: 10.1037/0278-7393.34.4.859
∗Bialystok, E., Craik, F. I., Grady, C., Chau, W., Ishii, R., Gunji, A., et al. (2005).

Effect of bilingualism on cognitive control in the simon task: evidence from

MEG. Neuroimage 24, 40–49. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.09.044
∗Bialystok, E., Craik, F. I. M., Klein, R., and Viswanathan, M. (2004). Bilingualism,

aging, and cognitive control: evidence from the Simon Task. Psychol. Aging 19,

290–303. doi: 10.1037/0882-7974.19.2.290
∗Bialystok, E., and DePape, A.-M. (2009). Musical expertise, bilingualism, and

executive functioning. J. Exp. Psychol. 35, 565–574. doi: 10.1037/a0012735
∗ Bialystok, E., Hawrylewicz, K., Wiseheart, M., and Toplak, M. (2017). Interaction

of bilingualism and attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder in young adults.

Bilingualism 20, 588–601. doi: 10.1017/S1366728915000887
∗Bialystok, E., and Martin, M. M. (2004). Attention and inhibition in bilingual

children: evidence from the dimensional change card sort task. Dev. Sci. 7,

325–339. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2004.00351.x
∗Bialystok, E., Poarch, G., Luo, L., and Craik, F. I. M. (2014). Effects of bilingualism

and aging on executive function and working memory. Psychol. Aging 29,

696–705. doi: 10.1037/a0037254
∗Bialystok, E., and Viswanathan, M. (2009). Components of executive control

with advantages for bilingual children in two cultures. Cognition 112, 494–500.

doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2009.06.014
∗Bice, K., and Kroll, J. F. (2015). Native language change during

early stages of second language learning. Neuroreport 26:966.

doi: 10.1097/WNR.0000000000000453
∗Billig, J. D., and Scholl, A. P. (2011). The impact of bilingualism and

aging on inhibitory control and working memory. Organon 26, 39–52.

doi: 10.22456/2238-8915.28833

Biss, R. K., Campbell, K. L., and Hasher, L. (2012). Interference from previous

distraction disrupts older adults’ memory. J. Gerontol. Ser. B Psychol. Sci. Soc.

Sci. 68, 558–561. doi: 10.1093/geronb/gbs074
∗ Blackburn, A. M. (2013). A study of the relationship between code switching

and the bilingual advantage: evidence that language use modulates neural

indices of language processing and cognitive control (Doctoral dissertation). The

University of Texas, San Antonio, TXUnited States. Available online at: https://

www.researchgate.net
∗Blom, E., Boerma, T., Bosma, E., Cornips, L., and Everaert, E. (2017). Cognitive

advantages of bilingual children in different sociolinguistic contexts. Front.

Psychol. 8:522. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00552
∗Blumenfeld, H. K. (2008). Suppression mechanisms in monolingual and bilingual

language comprehension: Evidence from eye-tracking, priming, and inhibitory

control tasks (Doctoral dissertation). Northwestern University.Retrieved from

ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Database
∗Blumenfeld, H. K., and Marian, V. (2013). Parallel language activation and

cognitive control during spoken word recognition in bilinguals. J. Cogn.

Psychol. 25, 547–567. doi: 10.1080/20445911.2013.812093
∗Blumenfeld, H. K., and Marian, V. (2014). Cognitive control in bilinguals:

advantages in stimulus–stimulus inhibition. Bilingualism 17, 610–629.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728913000564
∗Bogulski, C. A., Rakoczy, M., Goodman, M., and Bialystok, E. (2014).

Executive control in fluent and lapsed bilinguals. Bilingualism 18, 561–567.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728914000856

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P., and Rothstein, H. R. (2011).

Introduction to Meta-Analysis. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.

∗Borsa, V. M., Perani, D., Della Rosa, P. A., Videsott, G., Guidi,

L., Weekes, B. S., et al. (2018). Bilingualism and healthy aging:

aging effects and neural maintenance. Neuropsychologia 111, 51–61.

doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.01.012

Bowles, R. P., and Salthouse, T. A. (2003). Assessing the age-related effects of

proactive interference on working memory tasks using the Rasch model.

Psychol. Aging 18:608. doi: 10.1037/0882-7974.18.3.608
∗Brito, N. H., Murphy, E. R., Vaidya, C., and Barr, R. (2016). Do bilingual

advantages in attentional control influence memory encoding during a divided

attention task? Bilingualism 19, 621–629. doi: 10.1017/S1366728915000851
∗Brown, J. M. (2015). Task-Switching in bilinguals: Further investigation of the

bilingual advantage (Doctoral dissertation). Illinois State University. Available

online at: https://ir.library.illinoisstate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1415&

context=etd
∗Buac, M., and Kaushanskaya, M. (2014). The relationship between linguistic and

non-linguistic cognitive control skills in bilingual children from low socio-

economic backgrounds. Front. Psychol. 5:1098. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01098

Calvo, A., and Bialystok, E. (2014). Independent effects of bilingualism and

socioeconomic status on language ability and executive functioning. Cognition

130, 278–288. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2013.11.015
∗Carlson, S. M., and Meltzoff, A. N. (2008). Bilingual experience and

executive functioning in young children. Dev. Sci. 11, 282–298.

doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2008.00675.x
∗Chabal, S., Schroeder, S. R., and Marian, V. (2015). Audio-visual object search

is changed by bilingual experience. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 77, 2684–2693.

doi: 10.3758/s13414-015-0973-7
∗Clare, L., Whitaker, C. J., Martyr, A., Martin-Forbes, P. A., Bastable, A. J. M.,

Pye, K. L., et al. (2016). Executive control in older welsh monolinguals and

bilinguals. J. Cogn. Psychol. 28, 412–426. doi: 10.1080/20445911.2016.1148041
∗Coderre, E. L., Smith, J. F., Van Heuven, W. J., and Horwitz, B. (2016). The

functional overlap of executive control and language processing in bilinguals.

Bilingualism 19, 471–488. doi: 10.1017/S1366728915000188
∗Coderre, E. L., and van Heuven, W. J. B. (2014). The effect of script

similarity on executive control in bilinguals. Front. Psychol. 5:1070.

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01070

Coderre, E. L., van Heuven, W. J. B., and Conklin, K. (2013). The timing

and magnitude of Stroop interference and facilitation in monolinguals and

bilinguals. Bilingualism 16, 420–441. doi: 10.1017/S1366728912000405
∗Costa, A., Hernández, M., and Sebastián-Gallés, N. (2008). Bilingualism aids

conflict resolution: evidence from the ANT task. Cognition 106, 59–86.

doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2006.12.013
∗Crivello, C., Kuzyk, O., Rodrigues, M., Friend, M., Zesiger, P., and Poulin-Dubois,

D. (2016). The effects of bilingual growth on toddlers’ executive function. J. Exp.

Child Psychol. 141, 121–132. doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2015.08.004

Curtis, C. E., and D’Esposito, M. (2003). Persistent activity in the

prefrontal cortex during working memory. Trends Cogn. Sci. 7, 415–423.

doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(03)00197-9
∗D’Souza, A. A., Moradzadeh, L., and Wiseheart, M. (2018). Musical training,

bilingualism, and executive function: working memory and inhibitory control.

Cogn. Res. 3, 11–11. doi: 10.1186/s41235-018-0095-6
∗Damian, M. F., Ye, W., Oh, M., and Yang, S. (2018). Bilinguals as ’experts’?

Comparing performance of mono- to bilingual individuals via a mousetracking

paradigm. Bilingualism 22, 1–18. doi: 10.1017/S1366728918000901
∗de Bruin, A., Bak, T. H., and Della Sala, S. (2015a). Examining the effects of

active versus inactive bilingualism on executive control in a carefully matched

non-immigrant sample. J. Mem. Lang. 85, 15–26. doi: 10.1016/j.jml.2015.

07.001

de Bruin, A., Treccani, B., and Della Sala, S. (2015b). Cognitive advantage

in bilingualism: an example of publication bias? Psychol. Sci. 26, 99–107.

doi: 10.1177/0956797614557866
∗De Leeuw, E., and Bogulski, C. A. (2016). Frequent L2 language use

enhances executive control in bilinguals. Bilingualism 19, 907–913.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728916000201
∗De Pape, A.M. R. (2007).Musical expertise, bilingualism and executive functioning

(Master’s thesis). York University, Toronto, ON, Canada.
∗Dell’Armi, M. (2015). L’impact du bilinguisme sur les capacités inhibitrices

des enfants: une étude-pilote/impact of bilingualism on children’s inhibitory

capacities: a pilot-study. Enfance 67, 245–259. doi: 10.4074/S0013754515002050

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 16 July 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 1458

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00046
https://doi.org/10.1037/cjep2006008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015466
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2011.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2010.516420
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.34.4.859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.09.044
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.19.2.290
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012735
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728915000887
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2004.00351.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037254
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2009.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1097/WNR.0000000000000453
https://doi.org/10.22456/2238-8915.28833
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs074
https://www.researchgate.net
https://www.researchgate.net
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00552
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2013.812093
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728913000564
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728914000856
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.18.3.608
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728915000851
https://ir.library.illinoisstate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1415&context=etd
https://ir.library.illinoisstate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1415&context=etd
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2008.00675.x
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-015-0973-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2016.1148041
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728915000188
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01070
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728912000405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2006.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2015.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(03)00197-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-018-0095-6
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728918000901
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2015.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614557866
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728916000201
https://doi.org/10.4074/S0013754515002050
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Ware et al. Bilingualism and Cognitive Functioning

Dempster, F. N. (1992). The rise and fall of the inhibitory mechanism: toward

a unified theory of cognitive development and aging. Dev. Rev. 12, 45–75.

doi: 10.1016/0273-2297(92)90003-K
∗Desideri, L., and Bonifacci, P. (2018). Verbal and nonverbal anticipatory

mechanisms in bilinguals. J. Psycholinguist. Res. 47, 719–739.

doi: 10.1007/s10936-017-9556-1
∗Desjardins, J. L., and Fernandez, F. (2018). Performance on auditory and visual

tasks of inhibition in english monolingual and spanish-english bilingual adults:

do bilinguals have a cognitive advantage? J. Speech Lang. Hear. Res. 61, 410–419.

doi: 10.1044/2017_JSLHR-H-17-0160

Dijkstra, T., Wahl, A., Buytenhuijs, F., Van Halem, N., Al-Jibouri, Z.,

De Korte, M., et al. (2019). Multilink: a computational model for

bilingual word recognition and word translation. Bilingualism 22, 657–679.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728918000287

Donnelly, S., Brooks, P. J., and Homer, B. D. (2019). Is there a bilingual

advantage on interference-control tasks? A multiverse meta-analysis of global

reaction time and interference cost. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 26, 1122–1147.

doi: 10.3758/s13423-019-01567-z
∗Dunabeitia, J. A., Hernandez, J. A., Anton, E., Macizo, P., Estevez, A., Fuentes, L.

J., et al. (2014). The inhibitory advantage in bilingual children revisited: myth

or reality? Exp. Psychol. 61, 234–251. doi: 10.1027/1618-3169/a000243
∗Duncan, H. D. (2010). The effects of aging and bilingualism on language-specific

attention control (Doctoral dissertation). Concordia University, Montreal, QC,

Canada. Available online at https://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/979449/
∗Duncan, H. D., Segalowitz, N., and Phillips, N. A. (2016). Differences in L1

linguistic attention control between monolinguals and bilinguals. Bilingualism

19, 106–121. doi: 10.1017/S136672891400025X

Duval, S., and Tweedie, R. (2000). Trim and fill: a simple funnel-plot–based

method of testing and adjusting for publication bias in meta-analysis.

Biometrics 56, 455–463. doi: 10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x

Easterbrook, P. J., Gopalan, R., Berlin, J., and Matthews, D. R.

(1991). Publication bias in clinical research. Lancet 337, 867–872.

doi: 10.1016/0140-6736(91)90201-Y

Egger, M., Smith, G. D., Schneider, M., and Minder, C. (1997). Bias in meta-

analysis detected by a simple, graphical test. Br. Med. J. 315, 629–634.

doi: 10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
∗Emmorey, K., Luk, G., Pyers, J. E., and Bialystok, E. (2008). The source of

enhanced cognitive control in bilinguals: evidence from bimodal bilinguals.

Psychol. Sci. 19, 1201–1206. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02224.x
∗Engel de Abreu, P. M., Cruz-Santos, A., and Puglisi, M. L. (2014). Specific

language impairment in language-minority children from low income families.

Int. J. Lang. Commun. Disord. 49, 736–747. doi: 10.1111/1460-6984.12107
∗Engel de Abreu, P. M. J., Cruz-Santos, A., Tourinho, C. J., Martin, R., and

Bialystok, E. (2012). Bilingualism enriches the poor: enhanced cognitive

control in low-income minority children. Psychol. Sci. 23, 1364–1371.

doi: 10.1177/0956797612443836

Eriksen, B. A., and Eriksen, C. W. (1974). Effects of noise letters upon the

identification of a target letter in a nonsearch task. Percept. Psychophys. 16,

143–149. doi: 10.3758/BF03203267
∗Estanga, A., Ecay-Torres, M., Ibañez, A., Izagirre, A., Villanua, J., Garcia-

Sebastian, M., et al. (2017). Beneficial effect of bilingualism on alzheimer’s

disease CSF biomarkers and cognition. Neurobiol. Aging 50, 144–151.

doi: 10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2016.10.013

Fan, J., McCandliss, B. D., Sommer, T., Raz, A., and Posner, M. I. (2002). Testing

the efficiency and independence of attentional networks. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 14,

340–347. doi: 10.1162/089892902317361886

Fiszer, C. (2008). The Effect of Bilingualism on Cognition: Evidence from early and

late bilinguals. (Master’s Thesis).Paris, France.
∗Freeman, M. R., Blumenfeld, H. K., and Marian, V. (2017). Cross-linguistic

phonotactic competition and cognitive control in bilinguals. J. Cogn. Psychol.

29, 783–794. doi: 10.1080/20445911.2017.1321553
∗Garbin, G., Sanjuan, A., Forn, C., Bustamante, J. C., Rodriguez-Pujadas, A.,

Belloch, V., et al. (2010). Bridging language and attention: brain basis of

the impact of bilingualism on cognitive control. Neuroimage 53, 1272–1278.

doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.078
∗Garraffa, M., Beveridge, M., and Sorace, A. (2015). Linguistic and cognitive

skills in Sardinian-Italian bilingual children. Front. Psychol. 6:1898.

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01898

Gervais, W. (2015). Putting PET-PEESE to the test. Will Gervais Blog. Available

online at: https://web.archive.org/web/20170326200626/http://willgervais.

com/blog/2015/6/25/putting-pet-peese-to-the-test-1
∗Gold, B. T., Kim, C., Johnson, N. F., Kryscio, R. J., and Smith, C. D. (2013).

Lifelong bilingualismmaintains neural efficiency for cognitive control in aging.

J. Neurosci. 33, 387–396. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3837-12.2013
∗Goldsmith, S. F., and Morton, J. B. (2018). Sequential congruency effects in

monolingual and bilingual adults: a failure to replicate Grundy et al. (2017).

Front. Psychol. 9:2476. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02476
∗Gonzalez-Barrero, A. M., and Nadig, A. S. (2017). Can bilingualism mitigate set-

shifting difficulties in children with autism spectrum disorders? Child Dev. 90,

1043–1060. doi: 10.1111/cdev.12979
∗Grady, C. L., Luk, G., Craik, F. I., and Bialystok, E. (2015). Brain network activity

in monolingual and bilingual older adults. Neuropsychologia 66, 170–181.

doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2014.10.042
∗Grant, A., and Dennis, N. (2017). Increased processing speed in young adult

bilinguals: evidence from source memory judgments. Bilingualism 20, 327–336.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728916000729

Green, D. W. (1998). Mental control of the bilingual lexico-semantic system.

Bilingualism 1, 67–81. doi: 10.1017/S1366728998000133

Green, D. W., and Abutalebi, J. (2013). Language control in bilinguals:

the adaptive control hypothesis. J. Cogn. Psychol. 25, 515–530.

doi: 10.1080/20445911.2013.796377
∗Grundy, J. G., Chung-Fat-Yim, A., Friesen, D. C., Mak, L., and Bialystok, E.

(2017). Sequential congruency effects reveal differences in disengagement of

attention for monolingual and bilingual young adults. Cognition 163, 42–55.

doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2017.02.010
∗Guido Mendes, C. M. (2015). The impact of bilingualism on conflict control

(Doctoral dissertation). University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand. Available

online at: https://otago.ourarchive.ac.nz/handle/10523/6030
∗Gutierrez, M. (2009). A study of possible pre-cognitive advantages of bilingualism

(Master’s thesis). The University of Texas, El Paso, TX, United States. Available

online at: https://digitalcommons.utep.edu/dissertations/AAI1473867/
∗Gutierrez, M. (2013). Strengthening cognitive development in minority

populations: a study of the beneficial effects of bilingualism. (Doctoral

dissertation). The University of Texas, El Paso, TX, United States. Available

online at: https://digitalcommons.utep.edu/dissertations/AAI3609486/
∗Hamlet, A. L. (2015). Executive functioning in mono vs. bilingual young

adults: Assessment using language-based tools (Doctoral dissertation). St.

John’s University. New York, NY, United States. Retrieved from ProQuest

Dissertations and Theses Database.

Hedges, L., and Olkin, I. (1985). Statistical Models for Meta-Analysis. New York,

NY: Academic Press.

Hedges, L. V., and Vevea, J. L. (1998). Fixed-and random-effects models in

meta-analysis. Psychol. Methods 3, 486–504. doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.486
∗Heidlmayr, K., Hemforth, B., Moutier, S., and Isel, F. (2015). Neurodynamics

of executive control processes in bilinguals: evidence from ERP and

source reconstruction analyses. Front. Psychol. 6:821. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.

00821
∗Heidlmayr, K., Moutier, S., Hemforth, B., Courtin, C., Tanzmeister, R., and Isel,

F. (2014). Successive bilingualism and executive functions: the effect of second

language use on inhibitory control in a behavioural Stroop Colour Word task.

Bilingualism 17, 630–645. doi: 10.1017/S1366728913000539
∗Hernandez, M., Costa, A., Fuentes, L. J., Vivas, A. B., and Sebastian-

Galles, N. (2010). The impact of bilingualism on the executive

control and orienting networks of attention. Bilingualism 13, 315–325.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728909990010

Hilchey, M. D., and Klein, R. M. (2011). Are there bilingual advantages

on nonlinguistic interference tasks? Implications for the plasticity

of executive control processes. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 18, 625–658.

doi: 10.3758/s13423-011-0116-7

Hilchey, M. D., Saint-Aubin, J., and Klein, R. M. (2015). “Does bilingual

exercise enhance cognitive fitness in traditional non-linguistic executive

processing tasks?,” in The Cambridge Handbook of Bilingual Processing,

ed J. Schwieter (Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press), 586–613.

doi: 10.1017/CBO9781107447257.026

Hommel, B. (2011). The simon effect as tool and heuristic. Acta Psychol. 136,

189–202. doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2010.04.011

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 17 July 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 1458

https://doi.org/10.1016/0273-2297(92)90003-K
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10936-017-9556-1
https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_JSLHR-H-17-0160
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728918000287
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-019-01567-z
https://doi.org/10.1027/1618-3169/a000243
https://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/979449/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672891400025X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0140-6736(91)90201-Y
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02224.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.12107
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612443836
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03203267
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2016.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1162/089892902317361886
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2017.1321553
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.078
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01898
https://web.archive.org/web/20170326200626/http://willgervais.com/blog/2015/6/25/putting-pet-peese-to-the-test-1
https://web.archive.org/web/20170326200626/http://willgervais.com/blog/2015/6/25/putting-pet-peese-to-the-test-1
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3837-12.2013
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02476
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12979
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2014.10.042
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728916000729
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728998000133
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2013.796377
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.02.010
https://otago.ourarchive.ac.nz/handle/10523/6030
https://digitalcommons.utep.edu/dissertations/AAI1473867/
https://digitalcommons.utep.edu/dissertations/AAI3609486/
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.486
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00821
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728913000539
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728909990010
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-011-0116-7
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107447257.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2010.04.011
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Ware et al. Bilingualism and Cognitive Functioning

∗Houtzager, N., Lowie, W., Sprenger, S., and de Bot, K. (2017). A bilingual

advantage in task switching? Age-related differences between German

monolinguals and Dutch-Frisian bilinguals. Bilingualism 20, 69–79.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728915000498
∗Hutchison, L. A. (2012). Relations between executive functioning, second language

fluency, and externalizing behavior problems in early childhood (Doctoral

dissertation). George Mason University, Fairfax, VA, United States. Available

online at: http://ebot.gmu.edu/handle/1920/7955

Idris, N., and Ruzni, N. (2012). Performance of the trim and fill method in

adjusting for the publication bias in meta-analysis of continuous data. Am. J.

Appl. Sci. 9, 1512–1517. doi: 10.3844/ajassp.2012.1512.1517
∗Jalali-Moghadam, N., and Kormi-Nouri, R. (2015). The role of executive

functions in bilingual children with reading difficulties. Scand. J. Psychol. 56,

297–305. doi: 10.1111/sjop.12198
∗Jiao, L., Liu, C., Wang, R., and Chen, B. (2017). Working memory demand of

a task modulates bilingual advantage in executive functions. Int. J. Biling. 23,

102–117. doi: 10.1177/1367006917709097
∗Johns, B. T., Sheppard, C. L., Jones, M. N., and Taler, V. (2016).

The role of semantic diversity in word recognition across aging

and bilingualism. Front. Psychol. 7:703. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.

00703
∗Kalashnikova, M., and Mattock, K. (2014). Maturation of executive functioning

skills in early sequential bilingualism. Int. J. Biling. Educ. Biling. 17, 111–123.

doi: 10.1080/13670050.2012.746284
∗Kapa, L. L., and Colombo, J. (2013). Attentional control in early and later bilingual

children. Cogn. Dev. 28, 233–246. doi: 10.1016/j.cogdev.2013.01.011
∗Kaushanskaya, M., Gross, M., and Buac, M. (2014). Effects of classroom

bilingualism on task-shifting, verbal memory, and word learning in children.

Dev. Sci. 17, 564–583. doi: 10.1111/desc.12142
∗Kazemeini, T., and Fadardi, J. S. (2015). Executive function: comparing bilingual

and monolingual Iranian university students. J. Psycholinguist. Res. 45,

1315–1326. doi: 10.1007/s10936-015-9403-1
∗Keijzer, M. (2013). Working memory capacity, inhibitory control and the role of

L2 proficiency in aging L1 Dutch speakers of near-native L2 English. Brain Sci.

3, 1261–1281. doi: 10.3390/brainsci3031261
∗Keijzer, M. C., and Schmid, M. S. (2016). Individual differences in cognitive

control advantages of elderly late dutch-english bilinguals. Linguist. Appr.

Bilinguist. 6, 64–85. doi: 10.1075/lab.14032.kei

Keye, D., Wilhelm, O., Oberauer, K., and Van Ravenzwaaij, D. (2009). Individual

differences in conflict-monitoring: testing means and covariance hypothesis

about the simon and the eriksen flanker task. Psychol. Res. 73, 762–776.

doi: 10.1007/s00426-008-0188-9
∗Kirk, N. W., Fiala, L., Scott-Brown, K. C., and Kempe, V. (2014). No evidence for

reduced Simon cost in elderly bilinguals and bidialectals. J. Cogn. Psychol. 26,

640–648. doi: 10.1080/20445911.2014.929580
∗ Knyshev, E. A. (2018). Is there a bilingual advantage: testing the role

of language mode (Doctoral dissertation). Northwestern State University

of Louisiana. Available online at: https://krex.k-state.edu/dspace/bitstream/

handle/2097/39243/ElenaKnyshev2018.pdf?sequence=3

Kondo, H., Osaka, N., and Osaka, M. (2004). Cooperation of the anterior cingulate

cortex and dorsolateral prefrontal cortex for attention shifting. Neuroimage 23,

670–679. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.06.014
∗Köpke, B., and Nespoulous, J.-L. (2006).Working memory performance in expert

and novice interpreters. Interpreting 8, 1–23. doi: 10.1075/intp.8.1.02kop
∗Kousaie, S., and Phillips, N. A. (2012a). Ageing and bilingualism: absence of a

’bilingual advantage’ in Stroop interference in a nonimmigrant sample. Q. J.

Exp. Psychol. 65, 356–369. doi: 10.1080/17470218.2011.604788
∗Kousaie, S., and Phillips, N. A. (2012b). Conflict monitoring and resolution: are

two languages better than one? Evidence from reaction time and event-related

brain potentials. Brain Res. 1446, 71–90. doi: 10.1016/j.brainres.2012.01.052
∗Kousaie, S., and Phillips, N. A. (2017). A behavioural and electrophysiological

investigation of the effect of bilingualism on aging and cognitive control.

Neuropsychologia 94, 23–35. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2016.11.013
∗Kousaie, S., Sheppard, C., Lemieux, M., Monetta, L., and Taler, V. (2014).

Executive function and bilingualism in young and older adults. Front. Behav.

Neurosci. 8:250. doi: 10.3389/fnbeh.2014.00250
∗Kramer, R. (2011). Effects of bilingualism on inhibitory control and working

memory: a study with early and late bilinguals (Master’s Thesis). Federal

University of Satan Catarina, Florianopolis, Brazil. Available online at: https://

repositorio.ufsc.br/handle/123456789/96068
∗Ladas, A. I., Carroll, D. J., and Vivas, A. B. (2015). Attentional processes in low-

socioeconomic status bilingual children: are they modulated by the amount of

bilingual experience? Child Dev. 86, 557–578. doi: 10.1111/cdev.12332
∗Lee, T. M. C., and Chan, C. C. H. (2010). Stroop interference in

Chinese and English. J. Clin. Exp. Neuropsychol. 22, 465–471.

doi: 10.1076/1380-3395(200008)22:4.1-0FT465

Lee Salvatierra, J., and Rosselli, M. (2011). The effect of bilingualism and age on

inhibitory control. Int. J. Biling. 15, 26–37. doi: 10.1177/1367006910371021

Lehtonen, M., Soveri, A., Laine, A., Järvenpää, J., de Bruin, A., and

Antfolk, J. (2018). Is bilingualism associated with enhanced executive

functioning in adults? A meta-analytic review. Psychol. Bull. 144, 394–425.

doi: 10.1037/bul0000142
∗Luk, G., Anderson, J. A., Craik, F. I., Grady, C., and Bialystok, E.

(2010). Distinct neural correlates for two types of inhibition in bilinguals:

response inhibition versus interference suppression. Brain Cogn. 74, 347–357.

doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2010.09.004
∗Luk, G., de Sa, E., and Bialystok, E. (2011). Is there a relation between onset age of

bilingualism and enhancement of cognitive control? Bilingualism 14, 588–595.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728911000010

Lustig, C., May, C. P., and Hasher, L. (2001). Working memory span

and the role of proactive interference. J. Exp. Psychol. 130:199.

doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.130.2.199

MacLeod, C. M. (1991). Half a century of research on the

Stroop effect: an integrative review. Psychol. Bull. 109, 163–203.

doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.109.2.163

Marian, V., and Spivey, M. (2003). Bilingual and monolingual processing

of competing lexical items. Appl. Psycholinguist. 24, 173–193.

doi: 10.1017/S0142716403000092

Marian, V., Spivey, M., and Hirsch, J. (2003). Shared and separate systems in

bilingual language processing: converging evidence from eyetracking and brain

imaging. Brain Lang. 86, 70–82. doi: 10.1016/S0093-934X(02)00535-7
∗Martin-Rhee, M. M., and Bialystok, E. (2008). The development of two types

of inhibitory control in monolingual and bilingual children. Bilingualism 11,

81–93. doi: 10.1017/S1366728907003227
∗Martinez Reyes, D. A. (2013). The effect of multilingualism on executive

functioning and memory in a sample of college-educated older adults

(Doctoral dissertation). Fuller Theological Seminary, Pasadena, CA,

United States. Available online at: https://digitalcommons.fuller.edu/phd-

clinical-psychology/45/
∗Marzecová, A., Asanowicz, D., Kriva, L. U., and Wodniecka, Z. (2013a). The

effects of bilingualism on efficiency and lateralization of attentional networks.

Bilingualism 16, 608–623. doi: 10.1017/S1366728912000569
∗Marzecová, A., Bukowski,M., Correa, A., Boros,M., Lupiáñez, J., andWodniecka,

Z. (2013b). Tracing the bilingual advantage in cognitive control: the role of

flexibility in temporal preparation and category switching. Eur. J. Cogn. Psychol.

25, 586–604. doi: 10.1080/20445911.2013.809348
∗Mehrani, M. B., and Zabihi, R. (2017). A comparative study of shifting ability,

inhibitory control and workingmemory inmonolingual and bilingual children.

Psychol. Stud. 62, 421–427. doi: 10.1007/s12646-017-0432-8
∗Mendes, C. G. (2015). The impact of bilingualism on conflict control (Doctoral

dissertation). University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand. Available online

at: https://otago.ourarchive.ac.nz/handle/10523/6030

Miyake, A., Friedman, N. P., Emerson, M. J., Witzki, A. H., Howerter, A., and

Wager, T. D. (2000). The unity and diversity of executive functions and their

contributions to complex “frontal lobe” tasks: a latent variable analysis. Cogn.

Psychol. 41, 49–100. doi: 10.1006/cogp.1999.0734
∗Mohades, S. G., Struys, E., Van Schuerbeek, P., Baeken, C., Van De Craen, P.,

and Luypaert, R. (2014). Age of second language acquisition affects nonverbal

conflict processing in children: an fMRI study. Brain Behav. 4, 626–642.

doi: 10.1002/brb3.246
∗Mor, B., Yitzhaki-Amsalem, S., and Prior, A. (2015). The joint effect of

bilingualism and ADHD on executive functions. J. Atten. Disord. 19, 527–541.

doi: 10.1177/1087054714527790
∗Moradzadeh, L., Blumenthal, G., and Wiseheart, M. (2015). Musical training,

bilingualism, and executive function: a closer look at task switching and

dual-task performance. Cogn. Sci. 39, 992–1020. doi: 10.1111/cogs.12183

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 18 July 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 1458

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728915000498
http://ebot.gmu.edu/handle/1920/7955
https://doi.org/10.3844/ajassp.2012.1512.1517
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12198
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006917709097
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00703
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2012.746284
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2013.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12142
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10936-015-9403-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci3031261
https://doi.org/10.1075/lab.14032.kei
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-008-0188-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2014.929580
https://krex.k-state.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/2097/39243/ElenaKnyshev2018.pdf?sequence=3
https://krex.k-state.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/2097/39243/ElenaKnyshev2018.pdf?sequence=3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1075/intp.8.1.02kop
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2011.604788
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2012.01.052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2016.11.013
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2014.00250
https://repositorio.ufsc.br/handle/123456789/96068
https://repositorio.ufsc.br/handle/123456789/96068
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12332
https://doi.org/10.1076/1380-3395(200008)22:4.1-0FT465
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006910371021
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2010.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728911000010
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.130.2.199
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.109.2.163
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716403000092
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0093-934X(02)00535-7
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728907003227
https://digitalcommons.fuller.edu/phd-clinical-psychology/45/
https://digitalcommons.fuller.edu/phd-clinical-psychology/45/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728912000569
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2013.809348
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12646-017-0432-8
https://otago.ourarchive.ac.nz/handle/10523/6030
https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1999.0734
https://doi.org/10.1002/brb3.246
https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054714527790
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12183
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Ware et al. Bilingualism and Cognitive Functioning

∗Morales, J., Gómez-Ariza, C. J., and Bajo, M. T. (2013). Dual mechanisms of

cognitive control in bilinguals and monolinguals. J. Cogn. Psychol. 25, 531–546.

doi: 10.1080/20445911.2013.807812
∗Morini, G. (2014). Interactions between language experience and cognitive abilities

in word learning and word recognition (Doctoral dissertation). University of

Maryland, College Park, MD. Available online at: https://drum.lib.umd.edu/

handle/1903/15705
∗Morton, J. B., and Harper, S. N. (2007). What did Simon say?

Revisiting the bilingual advantage. Dev. Sci. 10, 719–726.

doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00623.x
∗Naeem, K., Filippi, R., Periche-Tomas, E., Papageorgiou, A., and Bright,

P. (2018). The importance of socioeconomic status as a modulator

of the bilingual advantage in cognitive ability. Front. Psychol. 9:1818.

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01818
∗Nair, V. K., Biedermann, B., and Nickels, L. (2016). Effect of socio-economic

status on cognitive control in non-literate bilingual speakers. Bilingualism 20,

999–1009. doi: 10.1017/S1366728916000778
∗Navarro-Torres, C. A., Garcia, D. L., Chidambaram, V., and Kroll, J. F. (2019).

Cognitive control facilitates attentional disengagement during second language

comprehension. Brain Sci. 9:95. doi: 10.3390/brainsci9050095
∗Nayak, S. (2018). Beyond bilingual advantages: Contexts, mechanisms, and

correlates of executive function in bilingual and monolingual children (Doctoral

dissertation). Boston University. Available online at: https://search-proquest-

com.ezproxy-b.deakin.edu.au/docview/1972852127?pq-origsite=gscholar
∗Nicolay, A.-C., and Poncelet, M. (2013). Cognitive advantage in children enrolled

in a second-language immersion elementary school program for three years.

Bilingualism 16, 597–607. doi: 10.1017/S1366728912000375

Nigg, J. T. (2000). On inhibition/disinhibition in developmental psychopathology:

views from cognitive and personality psychology and a working inhibition

taxonomy. Psychol. Bull. 126, 220. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.220

Obeso, I., Robles, N., Muñoz-Marrón, E., and Redolar-Ripoll, D. (2013).

Dissociating the role of the pre-SMA in response inhibition and switching:

a combined online and offline TMS approach. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7:150.

doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2013.00150
∗Okanda, M., Moriguchi, Y., and Itakura, S. (2010). Language and cognitive

shifting: evidence from youngmonolingual and bilingual children. Psychol. Rep.

107, 68–78. doi: 10.2466/03.10.28.PR0.107.4.68-78
∗Olsen, R. K., Pangelinan, M.M., Bogulski, C., Chakravarty, M.M., Luk, G., Grady,

C. L., et al. (2015). The effect of lifelong bilingualism on regional grey and white

matter volume. Brain Res. 1612, 128–139. doi: 10.1016/j.brainres.2015.02.034
∗Ooi, S. H., Goh, W. D., Sorace, A., and Bak, T. H. (2018). From

bilingualism to bilingualisms: bilingual experience in edinburgh and

singapore affects attentional control differently. Bilingualism 21, 867–879.

doi: 10.1017/S1366728918000020

Paap, K. R. (2019). “Bilingualism in cognitive science: the characteristics and

consequences of bilingual language control,” in The Cambridge Handbook

of Bilingualism, eds A. De Houwer and L. Ortega (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press), 435–465.
∗Paap, K. R., and Greenberg, Z. I. (2013). There is no coherent evidence for

a bilingual advantage in executive processing. Cogn. Psychol. 66, 232–258.

doi: 10.1016/j.cogpsych.2012.12.002

Paap, K. R., Johnson, H. A., and Sawi, O. (2015). Bilingual advantages

in executive functioning either do not exist or are restricted to

very specific and undetermined circumstances. Cortex 69, 265–278.

doi: 10.1016/j.cortex.2015.04.014
∗Paap, K. R., and Sawi, O. (2014). Bilingual advantages in executive functioning:

problems in convergent validity, discriminant validity, and the identification of

the theoretical constructs. Front. Psychol. 5:962. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00962
∗Papageorgiou, A., Bright, P., Periche Tomas, E., and Filippi, R. (2019). Evidence

against a cognitive advantage in the older bilingual population. Q. J. Exp.

Psychol. 72, 1354–1363. doi: 10.1177/1747021818796475

Parkin, A. J., and Lawrence, A. (1994). A dissociation in the relation between

memory tasks and frontal lobe tests in the normal elderly. Neuropsychologia

32, 1523–1532. doi: 10.1016/0028-3932(94)90124-4
∗Pelham, S. D., and Abrams, L. (2014). Cognitive advantages and disadvantages in

early and late bilinguals. J. Exp. Psychol. 40, 313–325. doi: 10.1037/a0035224

Peters, J. L., Sutton, A. J., Jones, D. R., Abrams, K. R., and Rushton, L. (2007).

Performance of the trim and fill method in the presence of publication bias and

between-study heterogeneity. Stat. Med. 26, 4544–4562. doi: 10.1002/sim.2889

Peterson, B. S., Kane, M. J., Alexander, G. M., Lacadie, C., Skudlarski, P.,

Leung, H. C., et al. (2002). An event-related functional MRI study comparing

interference effects in the Simon and Stroop tasks.Cogn. Brain Res. 13, 427–440.

doi: 10.1016/S0926-6410(02)00054-X
∗Pino Escobar, G., Kalashnikova, M., and Escudero, P. (2018). Vocabulary matters!

The relationship between verbal fluency and measures of inhibitory control

in monolingual and bilingual children. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 170, 177–189.

doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2018.01.012
∗Poarch, G. J., and Bialystok, E. (2015). Bilingualism as a model for multitasking.

Dev. Rev. 35, 113–124. doi: 10.1016/j.dr.2014.12.003
∗Poarch, G. J., and van Hell, J. G. (2012). Executive functions and inhibitory

control in multilingual children: evidence from second-language

learners, bilinguals, and trilinguals. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 113, 535–551.

doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2012.06.013
∗Poulin-Dubois, D., Blaye, A., Coutya, J., and Bialystok, E. (2011). The effects

of bilingualism on toddlers’ executive functioning. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 108,

567–579. doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2010.10.009
∗Prior, A., and Gollan, T. H. (2011). Good language-switchers are good task-

switchers: evidence from Spanish-English and Mandarin-English bilinguals. J.

Int. Neuropsychol. Soc. 17, 682–691. doi: 10.1017/S1355617711000580
∗Prior, A., and MacWhinney, B. (2010). A bilingual advantage in task switching.

Bilingualism 13, 253–262. doi: 10.1017/S1366728909990526
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