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Abstract 

Intuitively, multilinguals have to manage a larger set of linguistic objects that compete for the 

expression and interpretation of meaning than do monolinguals; an idea that has been extensively 

investigated in adults and in children; in monolinguals and in multilinguals; in neurotypical 

populations and in atypical populations (e.g. Peal & Lambert 1962; Bialystok, Craik, Klein, & 

Viswanathan 2004; Bialystok, Craik & Luk 2012; Prior & MacWhinney 2010; Paap & 

Greenberg 2013; Paap, Johnson & Sawi 2016; Blomquist & McMurray 2017; Larson et al. 2020; 

Kaushanskaya et al. 2017; Long et al. 2020). Green (1998) has offered an influential model to 

account for bilingual language control to suppress the non-target language. In his Inhibitory 

Control (IC) model, bilingual language control in speech production employs domain-general 

inhibitory control mechanisms. In the multilingual cognitive system, even greater inhibitory 

abilities are required to suppress plausible, but ultimately infelicitous, lexical items to meet 

semantic or pragmatic demands. In recent years, the direction of causality in these relationships 

has become clearer, due to results from “cross-lag” designs (e.g. Gangopadhyay et al. 2020) 

showing that early lexical ability predicts later inhibition ability, but not vice-versa, in L1 

acquisition. Obviously “lexical items” on this view will include open-class morphemes of all 

types, including nouns, verbs, adjectives, etc. However, one might also imagine that closed-class 

morphemes, given that they must also be lexically stored, might also be subject to inhibition 

when they compete for the expression or interpretation of the associated meaning. Perhaps more 

radically, following Baayen et al. (2001), one might even expect that high-frequency, fully-

inflected forms of verbs, for example, might also be stored lexically as whole units. If this view 

is roughly on-track, then we might expect inhibitory abilities in adult L2 acquisition to be 

predictive of morphosyntactic knowledge.  
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Further, the research we are aware of on the executive function-language connection uses direct 

measures of inhibition, including the Flanker, Continuous Performance, Stroop, Go/No-Go task 

or other in-person measures, which are challenging to implement face to face, during the global 

pandemic. There are, however, self-report measures of executive function that have been 

validated with direct measures of executive function, including the Behavior Rating Inventory of 

Executive Function – Adult Version (BRIEF-A, Roth et al. 2005), which can be given without 

being physically present. 

 

Our study uses this self-report measure of executive function and a survey-based measure of 

morphosyntax to determine whether there is a predictive relationship between adult L2 Spanish 

morphosyntax and inhibition, on the hypothesis that increasing morphosyntactic knowledge will 

drive a need for increasing inhibitory ability. Our measure of morphosyntax consists of the parts 

of the Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency Test that only measure morphosyntax. In our sample, these 

items reach high levels of internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .784). 

 

Participants are 92 non-heritage, neurotypical adult undergraduate students of 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th 

semester Spanish as a second language at a large, public university. Results showed that the 

inhibition sub-scale of the BRIEF-A was predictive of morphosyntactic development (r = -.313, 

p = .025). We take these results to be consistent with the hypothesis that morphosyntactic 

knowledge has a substantial lexically stored component.  
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Introduction 

 While there has been previous investigation on the relationship between inhibition and 

language development in both the child and adult population, much of this work has been 

executed through face-to-face direct measures of inhibition such as the Flanker task or the Test 

of Everyday Attention. Furthermore, much of previous literature has focused its attention on 

analyzing the development of language as a whole, rather than its specific components. Due to 

the global pandemic, we were not able to conduct an experiment in the same way previous 

literature was able to. We offer an innovative approach to conducting research on inhibition and 

language development, using a survey-based method completely online. In what follows, we will 

review relevant past literature regarding the relationship between inhibition and language 

development. The consensus found is that language development holds a significant relationship 

with inhibition in both children and adult populations. We will then report our findings from our 

survey-based measures of inhibition, morphosyntax, and lexicon, and consider the relationships 

among them and their implications.  

 

Lexical Development Drives Inhibition in Child Language 

Gangopadhyay et al. (2019) 

Gangopadhyay et al. (2019) carries out a longitudinal study taking place over the course 

of two years studying the relationship between inhibition and lexical abilities in both 

monolingual and bilingual children. 69 English-speaking monolingual and 56 English-Spanish 

speaking bilingual children were tested in Year 1 of the study, and 60 monolinguals and 40 

bilinguals returned to be tested in Year 2. The first inhibition task utilized was a Flanker task, in 

which participants were asked to indicate which direction a fish was swimming as quickly as 

possible, while ignoring any surrounding stimuli. The second inhibition task used was the Go/No 
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Go task, which had participants responding to a target stimulus, while ignoring non-

target stimulus.  

To examine lexical ability, a computerized, auditory lexical decision task (LDT) was 

employed. For this task, participants listened to words and were asked to judge whether they 

were actual words or nonwords in English. The real words used in the task were all words 

normally acquired by the age of 5 in typically developing children, and the nonwords followed 

English phonotactic rules and were also not real words in Spanish. In Year 2, the same tasks 

were administered to the returning participants.  

While a cross-sectional analysis of results from the experiments appeared to show 

inhibitory control predicting performance on the LDT, the longitudinal analysis told a different 

story. Analyzing results from both Year 1 and Year 2 revealed that the opposite was true: lexical 

abilities in Year 1 predicted inhibitory control skills in Year 2 in monolingual children. This is a 

notable finding as it not only supports the presence of a relationship between lexical 

development and inhibition, but specifically, it confirms the directionality of the relationship 

between lexical development and inhibitory control in children.  

With this in mind, we will move on to discuss adult second language acquisition, and 

relevant studies that demonstrated a clear link between inhibition and language development in 

the adult population as well. 

 

 

Inhibition and Language Development are Associated in Adult Second Language Acquisition 

Green (1998) 

  Green (1998) introduced an influential model called the Inhibitory Control (IC) model 

that aimed to explain the mechanisms of language control in bilinguals. Green began by 
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describing how mental control is akin to our control of action, meaning there are multiple levels 

of control within how we manage language. He then argued that language task schemas, such 

as translation schemas or word production schemas, can be separated and altered accordingly 

into “functional control circuits”. Lastly, he explained that “language tags” specify lemmas and 

language tag specifications make up a part of the conceptual representation.  

Green then described the IC model as a specific inhibitory control model in detail. The IC 

model suggests that different language task schemas compete to control output. These schemas 

then group into “functional circuits” and exert control through the inhibition and activation of 

tags at the lemma level. In summary, Green concludes that for bilinguals to control their 

language, they utilize domain-general inhibitory control mechanisms. This is consequential as it 

supports and sets the groundwork for the existence of a relationship between inhibition and 

second language development. 

 

Bialystok, Craik & Luk (2012) 

Similar to Green (1998), Bialystok, Craik & Luk (2012) explores the connection between 

inhibition and language development, explaining the evidence for a “bilingual advantage” in 

terms of executive function. While tasks such as verbal fluency and picture-naming are seen to 

be more challenging for bilinguals, bilinguals demonstrate better executive control skills, one of 

which is inhibition. It is important to note that while Bialystok, Craik & Luk agree with the main 

underlying idea found in Green (1998), acknowledging that inhibition is a factor that contributes 

to the bilingual advantage, they emphasize it is not the only factor that results in this advantage. 

They state inhibition alone cannot explain the difference in executive function skills found 

between monolinguals and bilinguals. This is due to the occurrence of the bilingual advantage in 
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both congruent and incongruent trials within experiments, which does not make sense if 

inhibition alone produced this bilingual advantage. Nonetheless, it seems clear that executive 

function, in general, and possibly inhibition, specifically, are more developed in bilinguals than 

in monolinguals. This is relevant to our concern with the connection between inhibition and 

language development in adult L2 Spanish learners.  

 

Suárez et al. (2014) 

 Leading off the main idea highlighted in the previous two studies, which was a possible 

relationship between language development and inhibition, Suárez et al. (2014) went on to study 

the effects of varying levels of L2 fluency on inhibitory control in participants’ first language. 

141 adult native Spanish speakers, between the ages of 18-65, with varying levels of English 

proficiency and at least 7 years of education were involved in this study. In order to evaluate L2 

fluency of participants, The Controlled Oral Word Association Test (COWAT) was administered 

in both English and Spanish. Furthermore, a language dominance index was calculated to reflect 

the level of English fluency in the participants: (FAS/FAS + PMR). FAS stands for English letter 

fluency score, while PMR stands for Spanish letter fluency score. Dominance index scores 

ranged from 0 to 0.66, with 0= no English fluency and 1= complete English dominance.  

For their measure of inhibition, the Spanish version of the Stroop test was utilized. The 

Stroop test consists of three trials as follows: Word Reading, Color Naming, and Color-Word 

incongruent. The Word Reading Trial has participants read the names of colors that are written in 

black ink on a piece of paper, while the Color Naming Trial has participants state the name of the 

color of the ink that makes up X-shaped stimuli (red, green, or blue ink). Lastly, the Color-Word 

incongruent trial has participants look at the names of colors, which appear in a different ink 
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color than the actual color word and requires them to state the color of the ink. For example, the 

word “blue” could be written in black ink, and the participant would have to say “black”. This 

forces participants to inhibit the more automatic response of saying what they are reading. 

Results from the experiment revealed smaller Stroop effects, which means a shorter delay 

in reaction time, during the Stroop test, for participants with higher levels of English (L2) 

fluency. In other words, greater inhibitory control was seen in participants with greater L2 

ability/fluency. In subsequent literature, this will be a consistent finding.  

 

Vega-Mendoza, West, Sorace & Bak (2015) 

Another common test of inhibition is the Test of Everyday Attention (TEA), with a focus 

on the Elevator Task with Distraction (ETD), used in Vega-Mendoza, West, Sorace & Bak 

(2015). This study, comparable to Suárez et al. (2014), focused on unbalanced bilinguals who 

acquired their second language during late childhood/early adulthood. However, there were clear 

differences between the studies as well. In this study, participants included 66 students, all from 

the University of Edinburgh and the majority in their 4th year of university. This contrasts with 

the wide range of ages acceptable for participants in the Suárez et al. (2014) experiment. In 

addition, participants were divided into 3 groups: monolingual, bilingual, and multilingual for 

this study. In the previous study, participants were not placed into such groups. 

Participants completed three tasks: first was the Picture Name Verification Task (PNVT), 

serving as their measure of L2 proficiency. The second task was the Test of Everyday Attention 

(TEA), to measure executive function. Within the TEA are three tasks: the Elevator Task (ET) 

measuring sustained attention, the Elevator Task with Distraction (ETD) measuring selective 

attention (inhibition), and the Elevator Task with Switching (ETS) which measures switching 
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ability. Of greatest significance to my thesis is the ETD, as it is a measure of inhibition. The final 

task in Vega-Mendoza, West, Sorace & Bak (2015) was the verbal fluency (VF) task, where 

participants were asked to list out loud as many words as possible in 60 seconds after being 

prompted with a starting letter (F, M and P) or a category, such as food or animals. After 

completing these three tasks, participants concluded with a language questionnaire, self-ranking 

their abilities in the languages they speak. In Experiment 2, the tasks stayed the same. The focus, 

however, was on a comparison between year 1 university students vs. year 4 university students. 

Results from Experiment 1 showed that late, unbalanced bilinguals and multilinguals 

performed better than monolinguals on the ETD task. This supports past findings from the past 

three studies, which all suggested a possible link between inhibitory control and second language 

development. Results from Experiment 2 suggested that late non-balanced bilinguals experience 

similar cognitive costs and benefits as their early-acquisition balanced counterparts. However, of 

greatest significance to my research is the appearance of a bilingual advantage on the ETD task, 

further solidifying the argument for a relationship between inhibition and second language 

development.  

Long, Vega-Mendoza, Rohde, Sorace & Bak (2020) 

  Reminiscent of Vega-Mendoza, West, Sorace & Bak (2015), Long et al. (2020) also 

utilized the Test of Everyday Attention (TEA) for their measure of inhibition. However, this 

study’s focus was discovering understudied factors that could affect language-related changes in 

cognition, some of which include previous exposure to the language being learned, age, and 

language background. While previously mentioned studies Gangopadhyay et al. (2019) and 

Vega-Mendoza, West, Sorace & Bak (2015) prioritized comparing performance between certain 

groups (bilingual vs. monolingual), this study concentrated on interindividual variability.  
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105 university-educated adults were involved in the study, all with different baseline 

levels of Gaelic. Participants enrolled in a week-long intensive Gaelic language course and were 

given the TEA before and after the course. After completing the TEA, a self-

evaluation questionnaire was given to participants to gain demographic/language background 

knowledge. 

Results showed an improvement in both the ETD and ETS for participants 

after taking the intensive language course (an increase of 4.95 and 16.95 points, respectively). 

This demonstrates a relationship between inhibition and greater L2 ability, supporting once more 

results found in Suárez et al. (2014) and Vega-Mendoza, West, Sorace & Bak (2015). 

Concluding our review of the relevant literature regarding inhibition and language 

development in adults, it is clear through these studies that the two are linked within adult second 

language acquisition. We will now move on to a discussion exploring possible links between the 

way in which humans can store morphosyntactic and lexical knowledge, which holds great 

relevance to my project. 

 

Morphosyntactic Knowledge as Lexical Knowledge 

Baayen et. al (2001) 

Baayen et. al (2001) is an influential study in the field of psycholinguistics that 

challenged past ideas of how humans store and compute regular inflected complex words. The 

study begins by explaining the idea that regular and irregular inflected complex words are 

processed completely differently by the brain, a concept authors in the past had proposed. This 

rule states that while regular inflected complex words are handled through rules, irregular 

inflected complex words are handled through memory-based retrieval.  
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The authors then explain two distinguishable token effects: Surface Frequency Effect and 

the Base Frequency Effect. The Surface Frequency Effect states that the frequency of occurrence 

of a complex word (such as just walks or just walked) can be a predictor of response latencies in 

different word recognition tasks, while for the Base Frequency Effect, it is the frequency of a 

lexeme (any of the word forms of walk) that serves as the predictor of such response latencies. If 

a Surface Frequency Effect is found to be present, it is usually interpreted as evidence for storage 

of the word as a whole, while the presence of a Base Frequency Effect is interpreted as evidence 

that simply at some point during lexical access, the base word has been accessed.  

In contrast with findings from previous authors, the authors discovered very reliable 

Surface Frequency Effects for regular inflected complex words through their 

experiments examining fully regular Dutch inflected words. This finding challenges the idea 

mentioned at the beginning of the study, which claimed that all regular inflected complex words 

are handled through rules and are never stored in our mental lexicon. The new finding discovered 

in this study instead suggests that storage of words (memory-based retrieval) can indeed 

complement rule-based retrieval and work alongside it. If this concept is correct, then it is 

possible that inhibitory abilities in adult L2 acquisition could be predictive of morphosyntactic 

knowledge. 

 

Global Summary  

To summarize this literature review, between lexical abilities and inhibition, it has been 

found that lexical abilities predict later inhibitory control skills and not vice versa in both 

monolingual and bilingual children. In addition, there has been evidence to strongly support an 

association between language development and inhibition in second language learners through 
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multiple studies measuring both inhibitory ability and participants’ L2 abilities. It is seen that the 

stronger a person’s L2 abilities become, the stronger their inhibitory abilities appear to be as 

well. Lastly, there is evidence to suggest that not only irregular inflected words, but regular 

inflected words as well can be stored in our mental lexicon and retrieved by memory. These 

main ideas lead to the following research questions. 

 

Research Questions 

1. Can an executive function self-report instrument predict adult L2 acquisition, as direct 

measures of inhibition (e.g. Flanker, Test of Attention) appear to? 

2. If so, is lexicon or morphosyntax or both predicted by EF self-report components? 

 

Methodology 

Participants 

In this study, participants were 134 non-heritage, neurotypical adult undergraduate 

students of 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th semester Spanish as a second language at a large, public university. 

Only 92 participants were included in our final results, however, as participants who did not 

complete the entire survey and/or did not give consent for their data to be included in our 

research project were excluded.  

 

 

Procedures 

Students took the Department of Spanish & Portuguese assessment online through the 

Qualtrics survey platform, and those who were willing to have their results considered 

for our research project gave permission, as approved by OSU’s IRB. Students were asked 
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to answer questions regarding being mono-vs. multi-lingual, their history of speech and 

language problems, if any, as well as any study abroad experiences, if any, among other 

language background questions. Our two measures of adult second language Spanish on 

the assessment included modified versions of the MLA-DELE (measure of lexical development) 

and the Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency Test (measure of morphosyntax). Our self-report measure 

of executive function was the Behavior Rating Inventory of Executive Function –Adult Version 

(BRIEF-A; Roth, Isquith & Gioia 2005). After completing the language background questions, 

students were randomly selected through Qualtrics to complete either the MLA-DELE test or the 

Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency Test. Students did not complete both, as taking that much 

classroom time may have depressed instructor participation. All students who took the 

assessment completed the Behavior Rating Inventory of Executive Function -Adult Version 

(BRIEF-A). 

 

BRIEF-A  

As stated above, the Behavior Rating Inventory of Executive Function -Adult Version 

(BRIEF-A) was given to all students who completed our survey. The BRIEF-A served as our 

self-report measure of executive function. The BRIEF-A contains 75 statements regarding 

personal behavior within the past month.  

 

Instructions given to the participants are as follows:  

 

“During the past month, how often has each of the following behaviors been a problem?”.  
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Participants read the statements and are given three choices to answer from: never, sometimes, or 

often.  

 

For example, the first statement to be answered on the BRIEF-A is: 

  

“I have angry outbursts”.  

 

Depending on how often the participant has felt that way within the past month, they 

answer accordingly. Based on the participants’ answers, the answers are scored from 0-2 (never 

as 0 and often as 2) and totaled to give a final score, a higher score signifying lower inhibitory 

ability. 

In Mahone et al. (2002), the inhibition subscale of the BRIEF Parental Report was seen to 

correlate with the TOVA-V test, which is a go/no-go task that served as their direct measure of 

inhibition. Although the BRIEF test that the researchers utilized was the BRIEF Parental Report 

and not the BRIEF-A test, this correlation is still noteworthy to mention. 

 

MLA-DELE  

Our modification of the Modern Language Association-Diplomas de Español Como 

Lengua Extranjera (MLA-DELE) served as our measure of lexical development. If participants 

were randomly selected to complete this assessment, they did not complete the Wisconsin 

Spanish Proficiency Test. The MLA-DELE has 50 questions, but only the first 30 multiple-

choice questions were included in our analysis, as they are clearly testing lexical ability. In 
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contrast, the latter 20 are more relevant to verbal morphosyntax, which our protocol measures 

using a modified version of the Wisconsin test.  

 

Instructions for this assessment are as follows:  

 

“Each of the following sentences contains a blank indicating that a word or phrase has been 

omitted. Select the choice that best completes the sentence.”  

 

An example question from the MLA-DELE is as follows: 

 

 “Al oír del accidente de su buen amigo, Paco se puso   ”.  

 

English translation: “Upon hearing of the accident of his good friend, Paco became  

 ”. 

 

The following choices are possible answers:  

 

a. alegre b. fatigado c. hambriento d. desconsolado.  

 

 

English translation: a. happy b. tired c. hungry d. heartbroken 

 

Results were scored either as 1 or 0: 1 for the correct answer and 0 for an incorrect 

answer.  
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In order to demonstrate the internal validity of our modified version of the DELE, as a 

measure of a single underlying, lexical construct, we calculated a Cronbach’s alpha statistic of 

our participants’ responses. In Figure 1, we see the output of the test, which shows an alpha 

value of .855, which is considered good reliability (Cronbach, 1951). 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.855 30 

 

Figure 1: Cronbach’s Alpha for MLA-DELE 

 

Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency Test 

An analogously modified version of the Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency Test was utilized 

as our measure of morphosyntax. If participants were randomly chosen to complete the 

Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency test, they did not take the MLA-DELE test. While the Wisconsin 

Spanish Proficiency Test originally has 36 questions, only the first 31 questions were included in 

our result analysis as the last 5 questions were reading comprehension based, therefore not 

relevant for our measure of morphosyntax.  

 

Instructions for this test are as follows:  

“Escoja una respuesta que completa la frase correctamente. Si no hay un cambio y la frase ya es 

correcta, escoja (d) No hay cambio.”  

 



 20 

English translation: Choose the answer that completes the phrase correctly. If there is no 

change and the phrase is already correct, choose (d) no change. 

 

An example question on the Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency Test is as follows:  

 

“Hay _____ mil personas aquí.”  

 

English translation: “There are _____ a thousand people here.” 

 

The following are possible answers:  

 

a. un b. una c. uno d. no hay cambio.  

 

Results were scored identically to the MLA-DELE assessment: 1 for the correct answer, 

and 0 for an incorrect answer. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha value for our 31 morphosyntax items was .784, as in Figure 2, 

which is considered good internal reliability (Cronbach, 1951). 

 

 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.784 31 

 

Figure 2: Cronbach’s Alpha for Wisconsin 



 21 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

The following table summarizes the participants’ responses to our three measures. 

 Inhibition (BRIEF-A) 

N = 92 

Morphosyntax (Wisconsin) 

N = 51 

Lexicon (DELE) 

N = 41 

Mean Score (SD) 11.37 

(2.67) 

29.61 

(4.58) 

31.15 

(8.18) 

Table 1 – Descriptive Statistics of Morphosyntax, Lexicon and Inhibition Measures, Means and 

Standard Deviations 

Inferential Statistics 

Here, we present a table of Pearson Product Moment Correlations of Inhibition and 

Lexicon and then of Inhibition and Morphosyntax. Separate calculations are of course necessary 

because of our between-subjects design, in which participants either took lexicon or 

morphosyntax measures, but not both. 
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 Inhibition 

Lexicon r = -.055, p = .734, n = 41 

Table 2 – Correlation of Inhibition and Lexicon 

 

 Inhibition 

Morphosyntax r = -.313, p = .025, n = 51 

Table 3 – Correlation of Inhibition and Morphosyntax 

In Figure 3, we see a scatterplot representation of the relationship between inhibition and 

morphosyntax in our sample. Note that a lower score on the BRIEF-A Inhibition scale indicates 

greater inhibition abilities, while a higher score on the Wisconsin test indicates higher 

morphosyntactic ability. It is for this reason that a negative correlation is consistent with 

increased morphosyntactic knowledge correlating with increased inhibition. 
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Figure 3 – Scatterplot of the Correlation Between Morphosyntax and Inhibition 

 

Discussion 

RQ1: Can an executive function self-report instrument predict adult L2 acquisition? 

The data does seem to suggest this is true, to a certain extent. While there is no 

statistically significant correlation between the BRIEF-A Inhibition Scale and our measure of 

lexicon (p=.734), the correlation between the BRIEF-A Inhibition Scale and our measure of 

morphosyntax looks promising. For this relationship, p=.025, demonstrating a statistically 

significant correlation between the two. Along with this, r= -.313, meaning for every 1 unit of 

negative change on the BRIEF-A Inhibition Scale (indicating higher inhibitory ability), the 

Wisconsin test (indicating higher morphosyntactic ability) is .313 points higher. While our 

chosen executive function self-report instrument (BRIEF-A) did not show a significant 

correlation with both lexicon and morphosyntax components, a significant relationship with our 
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measure of morphosyntax was found, signifying executive function (specifically inhibition 

ability) does have influence on at least some aspects of adult L2 acquisition. This result is 

consistent with findings from the previous literature (e.g. Green 1998, Bialystok, Craik & Luk 

2012, Suárez et al. 2014, Vega-Mendoza, West, Sorace & Bak 2015, and Long et al. 2020), 

which all showed results demonstrating a relationship between inhibition and second language 

acquisition. Critically, the previous literature all used direct measures of inhibition. Our study 

makes a novel contribution by showing that a self-report measure, capable of being used online, 

even during the global pandemic, has similar properties. 

RQ2: If so, is lexicon or morphosyntax or both predicted by EF self-report components? 

As stated above, lexicon was not predicted by our executive function self-report measure 

and no significant relationship between the two was found. This goes against findings from 

Gangophadhay (2019), which concluded that there is a relationship between inhibition and 

lexicon. However, it is important to note that Gangophadhay (2019) worked with children who 

were either monolingual or bilingual, and not adult L2 learners, as in our sample. Further, 

Gangophadhay used a direct measure of inhibition, in contrast to our self-report measure, and she 

used a lexical decision task, as opposed to a multiple-choice lexicon test. Our measure of 

morphosyntax was indeed predicted by the BRIEF-A Inhibition Scale. It seems possible that this 

correlation may be due to morphosyntax having a lexically stored component, meaning 

morphosyntactic components are subject to inhibition when they compete for the expression or 

interpretation of the associated meaning.  
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Conclusion 

Based on our results, we conclude that executive function ability, specifically with 

regards to inhibitory ability, can be a predictor of adult L2 acquisition. However, this applies 

only to the morphosyntactic component of L2 acquisition and not the lexical component. As 

inhibitory ability increases, morphosyntactic ability follows in adult second language learners. 

Our L2 being Spanish may have also had an impact on our results, due to its complex 

morphosyntax for L2 learners to master. 

 Some remaining questions regarding the contrast between our results and those from L1 

development include whether the lack of an inhibition-lexicon connect in our results is the 

consequence of measurement differences or differences in the actual role played by inhibition in 

L1 vs. L2 language development. We note that domain-general inhibition is thought of as having 

at least a somewhat conscious dimension to it, which one could imagine would be more 

developed in adults than it is in children. That is, while adults may decide that learning new 

words is not interesting or worthy of their attention, children who do not yet speak any language, 

are not in a position to make such a choice. In future research, more focus should be placed on 

analyzing the individual components of L2 acquisition and their unique relationships with 

executive function, to shed much needed light on this fascinating topic.  
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Appendices 

Start of Block: Diplomas de Español como Lengua Extranjera (DELE) - Modified 

 

Instructions: Each of the following sentences contains a blank indicating that a word or 

phrase has been omitted.  Select the choice that best completes the sentence. 

 

 

 

Q69 Al oír del accidente de su buen amigo, Paco se puso _____ . 

o alegre  (1)  

o fatigado  (2)  

o hambriento  (3)  

o desconsolado  (4)  

 

 

 

Q70 No puedo comprarlo porque me _____ . 

o falta  (1)  

o dan  (2)  

o presta  (3)  

o regalan  (4)  

 

 

 

Q71 Tuvo que guardar cama por estar _____ . 

o enfermo  (1)  

o vestido  (2)  

o ocupado  (3)  

o parado  (4)  
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Q72 Aquí está tu café, Juanito.  No te quemes, que está muy _____ . 

o dulce  (1)  

o amargo  (2)  

o agrio  (3)  

o caliente  (4)  

 

 

 

Q73 Al romper los anteojos, Juan se asustó porque no podía _____ sin ellos. 

o discurrir  (1)  

o oír  (2)  

o ver  (3)  

o entender  (4)  

 

 

 

Q74 ¡Pobrecita!  Está resfriada y no puede _____ .  

o salir de casa  (1)  

o recibir cartas  (2)  

o respirar con pena  (3)  

o leer las noticias  (4)  
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Q75 Era una noche oscura sin _____ . 

o estrellas  (1)  

o camas  (2)  

o lágrimas  (3)  

o nubes  (4)  

 

 

 

Q76 Cuando don Carlos salió de su casa, saludó a un amigo suyo: -Buenos días, _____ . 

o ¿Qué va?  (1)  

o ¿Cómo es?  (2)  

o ¿Quién es?  (3)  

o ¿Qué tal?  (4)  

 

 

 

Q77 ¡Qué ruido había con los gritos de los niños y el _____ de los perros! 

o olor  (1)  

o sueño  (2)  

o hambre  (3)  

o ladrar  (4)  
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Q78 Para saber la hora, don Juan miró el _____ . 

o calendario  (1)  

o bolsillo  (2)  

o estante  (3)  

o despertador  (4)  

 

 

 

Q79 Yo, que comprendo poco de mecánica, sé que el auto no puede funcionar sin _____ . 

o permiso  (1)  

o comer  (2)  

o aceite  (3)  

o bocina  (4)  

 

 

 

Q80 Nos dijo mamá que era hora de comer y por eso _____ . 

o fuimos a nadar  (1)  

o tomamos asiento  (2)  

o comenzamos a fumar  (3)  

o nos acostamos pronto  (4)  
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Q81 ¡Cuidado con ese cuchillo o vas a _____ el dedo! 

o cortarte  (1)  

o torcerte  (2)  

o comerte  (3)  

o quemarte  (4)  

 

 

 

Q82 Tuvo tanto miedo de caerse que se negó a _____ con nosotros. 

o almorzar  (1)  

o charlar  (2)  

o cantar  (3)  

o patinar  (4)  

 

 

 

Q83 Abrió la ventana y miró: en efecto, grandes lenguas de _____ salían llameando de las casas. 

o zorros  (1)  

o serpientes  (2)  

o cuero  (3)  

o fuego  (4)  
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Q84 Compró ejemplares de todos los diarios pero en vano.  No halló _____ . 

o los diez centavos  (1)  

o el periódico perdido  (2)  

o la noticia que deseaba  (3)  

o los ejemplos  (4)  

 

 

 

Q85 Por varias semanas acudieron colegas del difunto profesor a _____ el dolor de la viuda. 

o aliviar  (1)  

o dulcificar  (2)  

o embromar  (3)  

o estorbar  (4)  

 

 

 

Q86 Sus amigos pudieron haberlo salvado pero lo dejaron _____ . 

o ganar  (1)  

o parecer  (2)  

o perecer  (3)  

o acabar  (4)  
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Q87 Al salir de la misa me sentía tan caritativo que no pude menos que _____ a un pobre 

mendigo que había allí sentado. 

o pegarle  (1)  

o darle una limosna  (2)  

o echar una mirada  (3)  

o maldecir  (4)  

 

 

 

Q88 Al lado de la Plaza de Armas había dos limosneros pidiendo _____ . 

o pedazos  (1)  

o paz  (2)  

o monedas  (3)  

o escopetas  (4)  

 

 

 

Q89 Siempre maltratado por los niños, el perro no podía acostumbrarse a _____ de sus nuevos 

amos. 

o las caricias  (1)  

o los engaños  (2)  

o las locuras  (3)  

o los golpes  (4)  
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Q90 ¿Dónde estará mi cartera?  La dejé aquí mismo hace poco y parece que el necio de mi 

hermano ha vuelto a _____ . 

o dejármela  (1)  

o deshacérmela  (2)  

o escondérmela  (3)  

o acabármela  (4)  

 

 

 

Q91 Permaneció un gran rato abstraído, los ojos clavados en el fogón y el pensamiento _____ . 

o en el bolsillo  (1)  

o en el fuego  (2)  

o lleno de alboroto  (3)  

o Dios sabe dónde  (4)  

 

 

 

Q92 En vez de dirigir el tráfico estabas charlando, así que tú mismo _____ del choque. 

o sabes la gravedad  (1)  

o eres testigo  (2)  

o tuviste la culpa  (3)  

o conociste a las víctimas  (4)  
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Q93 Posee esta tierra un clima tan propio para la agricultura como para _____ . 

o la construcción de trampas  (1)  

o el fomento de motines  (2)  

o el costo de vida  (3)  

o la cría de reses  (4)  

 

 

 

Q94 Aficionado leal de obras teatrales, Juan se entristeció al saber _____ del gran actor. 

o del fallecimiento  (1)  

o del éxito  (2)  

o de la buena suerte  (3)  

o de la alabanza  (4)  

 

 

 

Q95 Se reunieron a menudo para efectuar un tratado pero no pudieron _____ . 

o desavenirse  (1)  

o echarlo a un lado  (2)  

o rechazarlo  (3)  

o llevarlo a cabo  (4)  
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Q96 Se negaron a embarcarse porque tenían miedo de _____ . 

o los peces  (1)  

o los naufragios  (2)  

o los faros  (3)  

o las playas  (4)  

 

 

 

Q97 La mujer no aprobó el cambio de domicilio pues no le gustaba _____ . 

o el callejeo  (1)  

o el puente  (2)  

o esa estación  (3)  

o aquel barrio  (4)  

 

 

 

Q98 Era el único que tenía algo que comer pero se negó a _____ . 

o hojearlo  (1)  

o ponérselo  (2)  

o conservarlo  (3)  

o repartirlo  (4)  
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Start of Block: Wisconsin Spanish Proficiency Test - Modified 

 

Q28 Instructions: Choose the answer which correctly completes the sentence. If the 

sentence is correct as is, select the option No hay cambio. 

 

 

 

Q29 Hay _____ mil personas aquí. 

o un  (1)  

o una  (2)  

o uno  (3)  

o No hay cambio  (4)  

 

 

 

Q30 X: Mi tío tenía un coche muy bonito.     Y: ¿De qué color?     X: _____ rojo y negro. 

o Era  (1)  

o Fue  (2)  

o Estaba  (3)  

o Eran  (4)  

 

 

 

Q31 Cuando yo _____ joven, fui a Chile. 

o fue  (1)  

o soy  (2)  

o era  (3)  

o fui  (4)  
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Q32 Juan me dijo _____ su hermana iba a visitar España el año que viene. 

o que  (1)  

o cual  (2)  

o quien  (3)  

o No hay cambio  (4)  

 

 

 

Q33 – ¿Quisieras ayudar a la gente pobre? 

     – Sí, quisiera _____. 

o ayudarla  (1)  

o ayudarlas  (2)  

o la ayudo  (3)  

o los ayuda  (4)  

 

 

 

Q34 Cuando necesito dinero, _____ pido a mi padre diez o quince dólares. 

o le  (1)  

o lo  (2)  

o les  (3)  

o los  (4)  
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Q68 _____ un examen el viernes. 

o Ha  (1)  

o Es  (2)  

o Está  (3)  

o Hay  (4)  

 

 

 

Q35 – ¿Cuando es tu cumpleaños?  

      – Es _____ tres de abril. 

o a  (1)  

o en  (2)  

o el  (3)  

o No hay cambio  (4)  

 

 

 

Q36 ¿Conoces a alguien que _____ bien? 

o cante  (1)  

o cantes  (2)  

o cantas  (3)  

o cantar  (4)  
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Q37 Si no estuviéramos en clase, _____ en la playa. 

o estamos  (1)  

o estaremos  (2)  

o habríamos  (3)  

o estaríamos  (4)  

 

 

 

Q38 No hay duda de que ellos _____ dinero. 

o ganan  (1)  

o ganen  (2)  

o ganasen  (3)  

o hayan ganado  (4)  

 

 

 

Q39 – ¿Debo decirte la verdad?  

       – Sí, ¡ _____ la verdad! 

o dime  (1)  

o me dice  (2)  

o me dices  (3)  

o me digas  (4)  
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Q40 – Anoche hablé con Ricardo. 

       – ¿Y qué dijo?  

       – Que _____ hoy. 

o él te llame  (1)  

o te llamo  (2)  

o te haya llamado  (3)  

o te llamaría  (4)  

 

 

 

Q41 Su esposa esperaría hasta que él _____. 

o volviera  (1)  

o volvería  (2)  

o haya vuelto  (3)  

o había vuelto  (4)  

 

 

 

Q42 Paco es _____ alto _____ Juanita. 

o tan, de  (1)  

o tan, que  (2)  

o más, de  (3)  

o más, que  (4)  
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Q43 El edificio es alto pero la montaña es más alta. 

       – El edificio es _____ la montaña. 

o alto como  (1)  

o más alto que  (2)  

o tan alto como  (3)  

o menos alto que  (4)  

 

 

 

Q44 Cuando la vi, _____ triste. 

o estás  (1)  

o estaban  (2)  

o estaba  (3)  

o estuviera  (4)  

 

 

 

Q45 Voy a buscar _____ mi abrigo. 

o a  (1)  

o por  (2)  

o para  (3)  

o No hay cambio  (4)  

 

 

 



 45 

Q46 Enrique compró unas rosas y _____ las dio a sus padres. 

o me  (1)  

o le  (2)  

o se  (3)  

o les  (4)  

 

 

 

Q47 ¡Cuidado! ¡No _____ caigas! 

o se  (1)  

o te  (2)  

o tú  (3)  

o ti  (4)  
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Start of Block: BRIEF-A (ONLY INHIBITION ITEMS) 

Q336 We would like to know if you have had problems with these behaviors over the past 

month. Please answer all the items the best you can. Please DO NOT SKIP ANY ITEMS. 

During the past month, how often has each of the following behaviors been a problem? 

 Never (1) Sometimes (2) Often (3) 

I tap my fingers or 

bounce my legs (5)  o  o  o  
I have trouble sitting 

still (16)  o  o  o  
I have problems 

waiting my turn (29)  o  o  o  
I make inappropriate 

sexual comments (36)  o  o  o  
I make decisions that 

get me into trouble 

(legally, financially, 

socially) (43)  
o  o  o  

People say that I am 

easily distracted (55)  o  o  o  
I rush through things 

(58)  o  o  o  
I am impulsive (73)  o  o  o  

 

 


