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Conversational turn-taking is characterised by a high degree of temporal precision, with interlocutors

frequently planning their responses while still comprehending the incoming turn [6, 8, 9]. This overlap

between speech comprehension and production has been shown to incur increased processing

costs for production [2, 3]. However, it remains unclear whether comprehension processes are

likewise impaired during concurrent speech planning, and if so, at which level of linguistic processing

[4, 10]. Competing accounts propose either that comprehension is prioritised to ensure accurate

input processing, or that speech planning takes precedence to enable timely turn transitions [1, 5].

The present study tests these alternatives by examining whether phonological input processing

is reduced during concurrent speech planning. Across four experiments, participants performed

phoneme or tone detection tasks while listening to quiz questions that either allowed for response

planning during the question (early-planning) or only at the end of the question (late-planning). In

Exp. 1a, participants simultaneously monitored the question for a target phoneme and answered the

question verbally. Exp. 1b served as a baseline without speech planning. Exp. 2 replaced phoneme

detection with tone detection to assess domain-general auditory processing.

Phoneme detection accuracy revealed a significant interaction between planning and task demands

(Fig. 1a). In the dual-task condition (Exp. 1a), but not in the control condition (Exp. 1b), phoneme

detection performance was significantly reduced in early-planning trials, where response planning

overlapped with phoneme perception, compared to late-planning trials, where planning and per-

ception did not overlap, indicating that reduced performance reflects interference from concurrent

planning. Crucially, tone detection in Exp. 2 was not significantly affected by planning, suggesting

that the interference is specific to phonological processing rather than general auditory attention.

Latency data further support this interpretation (Fig. 1b). In Exp. 1a, but not in Exp. 1b, phoneme de-

tection responses were slower in early-planning trials than in late-planning trials, indicating increased

processing difficulty during concurrent planning, demonstrating that concurrent speech planning dis-

rupts phonological input processing rather than merely adding a uniform processing delay.

Additionally, verbal response latencies confirmed that participants engaged in early planning: Re-

sponses were faster in early-planning than in late-planning conditions across experiments, indicating

that planning was initiated during comprehension whenever possible. These findings show that par-

ticipants trade off comprehension accuracy for production efficiency in time-critical turn-taking.

Overall, the results provide converging evidence for the planning-prioritised hypothesis. When com-

prehension and production compete for limited cognitive resources, phonological input processing

is reduced to facilitate timely response planning. This supports accounts positing shared repre-

sentational and processing resources between comprehension and production, particularly at the

phonological level [e.g., 7]. The absence of comparable effects in tone detection suggests that this

interference is domain-specific rather than purely attentional. These findings suggest that the effi-

ciency of rapid turn-taking is achieved at the cost of reduced accuracy in low-level input processing.



The presented evidence indicates that not only is planning less efficient in overlap with comprehen-

sion but comprehension efficiency is also reduced during concurrent planning.
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Figures and Tables

(a) Detection accuracy by Experiment. Dots indicate
mean detection rates by subject. Lines between dots
connect subjects’ detection rates across conditions.

(b) Model predictions of detection latencies in all Ex-
periments. Error bars represent one standard devi-
ation from the mean. Overlaid dots represent pre-
dicted means by participant and condition.


