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M OE R Y5 B R R 1 AR ARG AR ATE DG L AR i R s, LR
BEFEP AN RE 0068 T LTI A A el o i 44 R Ay . S5 B TR T IRIRI AT R 1 AR A
ol m g B, BT TR, X — %00 ST RE A AR AR SV HEER B B, B AR PRI BE 1 2R
FALETTE, BN R BTN, X AT BB T8 4F AR5 B AR AE R S BCHA R 1A B 1 £
B, SRR TR AR AR AN AR AR PRI R RE 2 me 184 R P i — 3l A 55 v e i
AT, ARTEPEVEANHIRE J7 055, 1T i 44 I ]S4, SR — e RIRE ) BBy 18 7 A e
ES < 41 I B2 Rle S o o R A i Y 7 W i o W 7 IR T IR [ i e e

SES Bs42

=

WE A R AR A AR = RS A
OB R, A0 B AR AR e 4 s = U5 5%
e AR . B, BIRAEEHRESRES
B R AR AR B A (F R R BB B I
KBEF ). M AR | 10 SRk
BRI gAY T AR R R AR T AR
b TR RIS 2 i ) 0 R P T — )T R S
. (Picture-word interference task, PWI), X —iEz
e ] B S 00 P RN TP TR, SR A 2w TR 3]
AT B A T 3 P I Y 44 B ST R
M SCT RS B bs 4 PR )8 T Rl — 18 GEwst, 5
TRT PN, [RIEBET ST 25 S
TR i 44 B R], 3 —S8OW PR g i A 500
(Glaser & Diingelhoff, 1984; Schriefers, Meyer, &
Levelt, 1990; Starreveld & la Heij, 1996). & PWI
WA, AR T IS HERiR TG, 98 KM

1

WA F : 2018-11-12

R BLTE 6 T PR Z 4 E A in] 19 i 44 15 1) R TR
B3 JC 5% TP iRl (Miozzo & Caramazza, 2003), FRZ M
TS o 3K PR S 8T T 1 TR A e
R A SR IR AW s A A AR .
1.1 GACEFNE . ESHIEMEZTHIR

Ext PWI i B 2 B0 i SO Rz, A
ERE < VR T NS 3 U rons 8 S LK (85 = B 7 i b i}
PEBEAUASE T B B iE 7K, T B AR T
S o iR IR SR {F) O PR = B 7 i Ve B o S S R
OIS KBRS HE B A 1A B 0y )R
Cutting 1 Ferreira (1999)iA M3 H by i) 218 it 0
i) S v A AN 3] Y 2 [] 400 A A IR 4 R ) H AR i R
(1, BV A G 0 R 2 ) 5 7 A EAR AR, OE
B4 R B IR K = A i B e o O i1 B B B
AENC RO IR ] 1 RRAE, X e gk sy H
B o 8 SCHI 2800 S TRV 6 1 5 4 R At T SR
JIE#E(Glaser & Diingelhoff, 1984; Schriefers et al.,
1990; Starreveld & la Heij, 1996; Zhu, Damian, &
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Zhang, 2015; Zhu, Zhang, & Damian, 2016).

W H A G I — 28 5 CSE BRI AR A
PRS2 IR PR AR ST PR, A0S 2 B A
T IR BB H bRin], e 5 H T Rl g
T BTN TE G o 3% — WA H RS B 5 22 T I
OV HEBR B 15 (Response Exclusion Hypothesis, REH),
5835 I B AR BT 40 2 1) ol 58 e A A T A
H 22 w8 (response output buffer)d, R o8 &4 TE
J& ALK (Post-lexical), A& FE RN LB B o
A VI3 5 A AN TRV IO 2 ] 23 7 AL A AR
T A &2 30 41 4 FH (Finkbeiner & Caramazza, 2006;
Mahon, Costa, Peterson, Vargas, & Caramazza, 2007),
4l Mahon SFAYHRIS, v i 22 vpas b —ik 2
e — Rk R N, 7 PWIAESS H, T4
SRS A OV G vhds, T ELAE B AR R B Z T
BN Z AT S T X—IBS T
“Jz WK (Response Relevance)f & % Uk &,
BURE T rhash TR TE EE , 5J0¢
SRAFAR L, T SCRE G M0 IR] B S 0y AH G BE T,
LAY A Y B ) A2 ot rh R 10 2, DRI R R
T MO . N HEBR BN AR PWI AT 55
R I T SCAM R 280 A A AR N 2 gt Y S i)
LK

T i) 500 Ay s I HE R 15 8 0 A R T S
rUE P8 (Miozzo & Caramazza, 2003; Dhooge &
Hartsuiker, 2010), Miozzo F1 Caramazza (2003)##/f
FER R T AR, [R5 T T
)55 T A DG RN SOAH DGk 2 ) 2 AR AE A
HAE, 55 I SCI R 800 AT PG TR) AR RGO 1Y
Ao )RR AN (], 2 B o SCAT R 200 R 1) A%
RAETERNLIE A AR R KE, B AL T35 SO K
e, T AL T RN SRR B S R
TR S T B AR OO Z R AETE S HAE L, X 2E
RN AT e & AR AE DR AR AR ey [ — B B, RO
RIS B . MRS HIE, W T inl A0S L
N T S N =Y w7 W D IR 73 2 oY |5 1 w7/ W SI DO E
Frial = A a4 s BN, Mg R S A . iR

bR S N T R v W ol A A N etk S B
Pril, TR B S BT, B2 bR i fi
A% I ) Py PR 28 22— BRIV SA =00 ] G ff oz R b 41 1
TSSO i B, AR 4G T A 40 ) 1 T e T
Peinal o AR T LIRS H AR A TEE, PigET
YU -5 F A5 i 1 SR AR SSRE AT IR], A8 B Ry 2% i i

HROII T B R TRDAR ], EL2 by s A0 A P A T
PFARAIIR], 3 1K B0 2 i 1) s 2] B A8 A,
PR G410 ) k) 760 0 R Bk H 222 oo g %) s ) PR TG
AR, PR A T s ABIE OGP R 2R A Y SO i
PRSI R TP A L5281

T P BTG B (Roelofs, Piai, & Schriefers,
201 1)IA Sk 2 5 G U i 0F 55 3 01 & 2% 1 31 5 4 Ui
S R RE =1 R 00 - ST T T R 7 A JE= W
AR P A B o AR R B T G U b ) M T
HHURE, SER USR] LU R TR0 . 7R
3 T 1 R 7 v A= W I ¢ SO N S T 7 A G i R 5d
BRI TS, LS b TP, FnHEfS B
s TR) Y J4 0 R 2 4 i (Duncan, 2004), #1418
F8 3 B AR T T I 115 L O 3 2 1 ) 38 ) s 1]
(Protopapas, Archonti, & Skaloumbakas, 2007). |
S N 710 v S o N G I =E, T8 29D /1 P S R i TR T
PRI I 3 AL A 6T T v A ] 14 hm 125 5T R R TR
i, PROHGESE AP AR AE SR T, R AT X 4 i i 44
TR B 0 25 ARG . Roelofs (2005)3 33t 157 AL L
TRl PR 44 R FR A e, R 5 2 A
TP 18 I SN 1 PR — B (Miozzo & Caramazza,
2003)., i 7ETE 4 U FP I T R AT AR, B IE
J B8 3 4 DAL RE AR RS T 0 TR RONE
1.2 OEFERAMEZK

EAH T AR Z R AR NSOR 4
YERBOK, — R 358 LIT, IR BT E4E
No ZBHENB—BIAFIRE S, W TAECAZ . N T
JE L RNHERE . 2 RN RE I BE G A
B, RIGARIAEZ AL B (Schaie, 2000). HiclZFEA
AR, AZRRYTE T AR RE ) R B AR IR 1Y
K &k A2 5£3B (Burke & Shafto, 2008), HAHLHI AT fig
g —FBONFNRE 1 i IR S EON . WEFE R D A
f9 N R AE 28 Ak R AR TR R Y A% B BE (Mortensen,
Meyer, & Humphreys, 2006), &4 AN L4 A H
WEZRHRIIMER, RUIZFENNIE A CAEER
KRN, AN R B A BORC HY & E, TEH G
77 W g A B B B IR XfE (Burke, MacKay,
Worthley, & Wade, 1991),

TEDLHE R AR v, e A 3K TS D7 (2015)
I PRy 44 B TR T E AR, BN
TRV AR, RN TR RN R T AR, HoB4ENAF
TEI A R 22 EAE ], Ml 44t A A2 E.
Y, RUIBEE R, 58 Z B sk
TR, SEFAEANME, BFEANEBE PR
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ZHRE TS . MacKay Fl Abrams (1998) % 3
TEWT o S BRI, B4 NESH A AT AT Re - 4E
FERMPEE o 2R AR NI AR 4000 52 30
AN A PF S R R R, PR T AR i
WPk, MESRAATS HRIRE o e, AR
BHAAFENRIL TH 20 IS 8157 (MacKay,
Abrams, & Pedroza, 1999), XELZEIREN FFk
FAE )80 35 Bl 25 AR08 B HS T 1 55, X —45 R AT fE
JB T E AR N B iR AR R E R AR 2 (0] B A
5 T E(Burke et al., 1991), FRZ Jp& A L 5%
(Transmission deficit hypothesis, TDH), X —{&i%
IR R P2 AR AR B STE T RRSA ¢, R E
R R AR A AR T H R A S U
FRISAE R4 R Y, B9 A B A N iE A
BN, AR RN By, H AR NI SCHIHI AL
NS EAENAY, kAR EEN B, JFAE R
HEBRBY B, 7= A= BN nAE 2k E R A &
RIS W SR BE AR LT AR A58 1, X T2FEAN
A ] S 3 5 B B ) 1 SCUONG 5 8 ) g A B B 1Y
PRIV 2Z (] R R 25 08055 5 R 1Y o A 9 i
7 R B A AR B AR T R R T AR X
THAF B B0 RE S0k 55 S 300, PR TR
(Inhibition hypothesis), X —{B i IARFEMEH T
—BONAIRE R IR U, RIIEF AR S

ENIRE S R WL b SRR S B S E R eI
AR, AV R O E RN ™ A R i T S
g S R A AU R I B A R BEA
DU R A 2 B v i SORE B AR S 0T 1 B[]
HRERFHIN, SeidsiE UE R, s S HIE R,

PHZRAE B BOE A S =4 A0 B 52 (Zhu et al., 2015;

Zhu et al., 2016; Zhang, Zhu, & Damian, 2018); T
FREE T (g1 H il A s R bl RS
S R R R A E S, H 2R BT
S AR SE R, A AE R S O i ST R
A 18075 S it (Starreveld & la Heij, 1995; Dell'Acqua
et al., 2010). AHILFEHET, DOE RIS SO ASURE
T A Z [ P EREE rT RE T 55, HB el A R
SO T A& R T2 ) REARFEF H R
LA B, XA ] B AT R 2 BT
TSN, B RN R], TP am 800 vT i3z B AN [R]
T H R A AR SO T AL Y 2 [R5
Zi I, sedrut I\ o TR RO & AR A i
A IR SR R B (B S T IR R B AN ) g A ) B B
HEEALRIE AR T EENEM, mEEsE R Uil

VLB e A A BN K A B B o U 7 A B IA AR 28
PR BE IS TN Sy 2 47 N B 1) 2% 0 15 15 5 0 A 1 i AR
Z IR A I A5 8 55 (U 5 e e PR AL, sl 2 h T
A A BE 1 85 T B T AR ALY (B
ARRrSvER AL o B AR 93N, DO H IR
PR R R B T BN AR, H
B 1 AR A WP AT IR o AT R T & imi— il i T
P, FELATRTIMIAFERREL T, W
EERR SR TIR{VASZ CPu i o sp Sty 62 d o o W OTE 1 T
HARFIAEZALH] . F250 1 h B 58 A 42 A
EAR BTN, S R (] R o S 2
AR TE PR IR AN H] AE ) TR T AR NFIE AR A
F 1 i — )31 e =X b A 1 i 44

2 SR 1 HAENMEAE AR T
TR AR

21 FHE
2.1.1 #Hik

25 B RFARHE MBS A(FR 19~28 %, 7
2, PR 232 %), FRZHFERN 16.2 4,
24 ZAFLLL 5 BRI B (AR 63~79 %,
%10 &, PR 68.5 2), FHZHEFER N
15.8 4F, M B ES, BN AT, A
BRI VFIE 7 AT o 52 90 HiT SR A 2R A
PF 4 % & (Montreal Cognitive Assessment Scale,
MoCA) 1 3CRROR & 4 N #E 47D H 5 T B9 PEAl, D
T #E (W Castro & James, 2014; Sords, Bose,
Sokoloff, Graham, & Stuss, 2011), % MoCA |3
153 /NT 26 W AERGR, IR 27,5
26~30 47), FRUZAENPNFNRE ) IEH .

2.1.2 ##

MK 55 A7 E 55 (2003 ) G 57 4 b AL P A T2
e R 54 IER AL KE A, b 2 WA K,
52 MR A E LR K o Frik HTRY B AR 24 R i)
WALTE T 15 A m Mie] GElgs > 130 /A 7). 224
HR AR (47 /BT < W < 130 /A 7). VL
Ko 15 AMEHIR Al < 47 /A 7). H50E & F T e
WA THF, S0 m i R > 130 VA TT)
AR F (% < 47 WETT), B TS5 Bis
FICWE BOR SCHCR R, 3L 104 DO TR
A R T R SR U DL RC Y, W2 Y
YIS AR 9.62.

2.1.3 it
H AR EREFFEH S ZEH), TR
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AR (R AT AIRAR), LA BRI R 5 T3 B
(1] 5% B 8] (Stimulus Onset Asynchrony, SOA) = A~A
%, SOA L =4 7KF, 4302h—100 ms (THLF56
F & 100 ms £ H), 0 ms (FHia] A 1 [w] B 52 )
F1100 ms (FHSET THF 100 ms RE), HiT
PLia A SOA Rl N AL i, AF#4 A W) A8 o
52 W H AR E R 430 55 T8 5 e AT 4 7 R0 IS AR
FHFICHE, B 104 A HbsE TPt ExX
SIER Sy SE N, BRI SOA {H A E Y,
BAAHE 104 MK, BIEE A 2K, HER
HEAT R BEALB (A R A B S i 3, — 4 3
WP AEAR AR SRR T 7 80T 78 2 1 P45 . B9k
AR SE AL 3 A SOA /KF B4R S5, 3t 312 Ml
R TR AR LR, BT R 2 B A
AR B 25> .
2.1.4 =5

E-Prime 4’5 [ 52 5072 )7, PET-SRBOX [ I &,
FR, AL B YR EAE PII-667 THEHLE
Ferp e, Bl ORI a5 RO B R Y 22 Rl
o BT SIS ARG S B . TH B N s I
TR
215 BF

RS TF IR Z H, 7E S SRR S I A R
B B X R A4 8K, TR 2 BB, S 54 1 45 50k
IRIE S50 2 R I S ] B, R iU T g ic
L X 7 14 44 R o 5 A0 S — &1 7 1 44 AR iR
s, WX AT IE, JEmIRIC B RN 2 FR . —
MR, PR s e R HH A T P LAY A 44
— BRI B B, W B A 4 SRR TR 4
HH Y A R — B

IEFRSLIRT, FEBRRE g EEELE A <4500 ms,
b5 25 5 500 ms, $%F EIE A M5, Kim A

T3 [ ek s ] By — s s R) S B, T TR A
Ay, BRI AT RE Z B TR, HE T R
Hb T (&1 AT A 44 o WSRO Y (R EFE  S T
YLl e, 0 %) S A8 T A 5 4 0 1
J&, [EIB% 1000 ms J5 FF4A F— Ml THEALIC SR
B Y S I (), S SIS R 275 2 30 44
22 %R

5% s L B A R, N R e s g RIS T
300 ms & KT 2500 ms [ ECHE DL K A 257 49 1H 2.5
ARIEZE Z AN B, SOA H—100 ms B i 4 5 4
1714, HEBIEN 4.72%, SOA = 0 ms IHHER %L
P& 177 4, BB IER 4.88%, SOA = 100 ms A
EREdE 177 4, 5 SBHR 5.38%, £ 1 il
NG BAENTEATE SOA I & i iy 4 AR W P
Y3 SIS IS K~ e ) A0 800

SR B A BT 2 B, TP a0 B, F(l,
47)=6.11, p=0.017, MSE = 626.12, n? = 0.12; F(1,
108) = 5.03, p = 0.027, MSE = 909.38, n2 = 0.04, 4F
W FRN B, Fi(1, 47) = 26.04, p < 0.001, MSE =
46576.79, ni = 0.36; F5(1, 108) = 387.32, p < 0.001,
MSE = 4762.55, 15 = 0.78 . SOA Y E5% 0 . %, Fi(1,
47) = 7.21, p < 0.001, MSE = 3067.17, n2 = 0.80;
Fa(1, 108) = 23.09, p < 0.001, MSE = 24967.22, 12 =
0.30, THLIAM . 4EI 5 SOA 28 T AR FH BBk 4 bt
N, WHSARE, Fi(l, 47) = 3.19, p =
0.080, MSE = 301.29, np 0.06; F»(2, 108) = 1.18, p =
0.312, MSE = 771.76, 13 = 0.02, HABAZ T A A .
F, ps > 0.05, Nt — LTI | FiR 5 SOA
MIOCFR, HEAT TR BN A, 4300 5 26 AN TR
SOA T iF Ml 5 4E I 58 HAEH o

SOA =—100 ms B, FHLiaMm FR0 8 E, Fi(l,
47) = 7.21, p = 0.010, MSE = 345.75, n2 = 0.13;

Fx1 FEASZEAERE SOA %DKIE?%?%E%TE"J@ﬁ%i*éﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁ(ﬁ?)’é%) (ms)

T T

LYo

SOA IREL L (ﬁwlwm Cohend
HIEN
~100 702 (64) 691 (57) 1n 0.18
0 712 (85) 691 (74) 21 0.38
100 588 (70) 580 (60) 8 0.12
BAEN
~100 847 (128) 842 (121) 5 0.04
0 827 (114) 825 (118) 2 0.02
100 725 (121) 734 (106) -9 0.08

TE: *p<0.05; %% p<0.01; *** p<0.001, FI
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Fa(1, 36) = 4.74, p = 0.036, MSE = 642.09, 1} =
0.12. 4RI F RN 3, Fi(1, 47) = 24.22, p< 0.001,
MSE = 16217.69, 3= 0.34; Fy(1, 36) = 127.76, p <
0.001, MSE = 4605.31, n2 = 0.78, FHia4i 54
HIAE HEAEIA 3, Fi(1, 47)=0.01, p=0.923, MSE =
345.75, 12< 0.01; F5(1, 36) = 0.001, p = 0.98, MSE =
718.76, M3 < 0.01,

SOA =0 ms B, NPT 200 kM|, Tk
TR R B, Fi(1, 47) = 7.91, p=0.007, MSE =
496.52, n? = 0.14; Fy(1, 36) = 6.55, p = 0.015, MSE =
762.89, M, = 0.15, 4l FROW W, Fi(1, 47) =
19.48, p < 0.001, MSE = 19594.70, 03 = 0.29; Fy(1,
36) = 138.18, p< 0.001, MSE = 4174.44, ) = 0.78
TPl 5 4E 1% 38 EAE AN B3, Fi(l, 47) =
0.01, p=0.923, MSE = 496.52, 1, < 0.01; Fy(1, 36)=
0.159, p=0.692, MSE = 780.45, 1,> < 0.01,

SOA = 100 ms Ff, SN 2200 &3, +
il E0% A B2, Fi(l, 47) = 0.08, p = 0.777,
MSE = 371.11; Fy(1, 36) = 0.06, p = 0.811, MSE =
1323.17, 4E# FR0% %, Fi(1, 47) = 27.08, p <
0.001, MSE = 16240.58, n,> = 0.37; Fy(1, 36) =
123.83, p < 0.001, MSE = 5507.89, n,> = 0.78. T4kt
WS RS EAE B, Fi(l, 47) = 4.76, p =
0.034, MSE = 371.11, n3 = 0.09; Fy(1, 36) = 4.03, p =
0.052, MSE = 816.03, n,” = 0.10,

P i 1y 44 B A TR BN T 1%, PIFRATTAR X4
BRI — AT 22 W

R T AT RO B K, FeAi i — 2R
JH Cohen d {HIFAl FLE T 4F N5 &4 AT ia i
BN OR8N (WL 1) Cohen d fH 2 & 4811
o 36 A5 SR /INRIUN H)  HE AR 2 —, BCR R RN
S0 A% N e R Bl DG KR E A HE A% (Snyder &
Lawson, 1993), TR SZFEAZ 5K/ 50 (2 &
SR /INY), AT LATEAS [6] 9 R A =[] 147 3000
LR R R, R REE, RHE, 2011), 02 <
Cohen d < 0.5 F/RHEE K/NGT, 0.5 < Cohen d <
0.8 F/RAA R/ H14E, Cohen d > 0.8 F/RAUM
15 K/Ni# (Cohen, 1988), Cohen d {HAYZRERHFEH
AE T M0 3R] 008007 1 80 i R/INE 59.(0.38), 1T
AE NI T PR am] RGN A 35 1 R/ NVERZN T 0.2,

2.3 itig

SEHS 1 A FEE R IE : 24 SOA H—100 ms 10 ms
B, FAEANPHET B0 T, H AL
o7t A T4 i [A]  SR E feok, X 5 A

%% — B (Miozzo & Caramazza, 2003; Dhooge &
Hartsuiker, 2010), % BA7EDOE CE a0 7= A o 7
T AAAE 5 EDRIGE 5 R 2SR TR s o A E
M&, ZFENTEEM—1 SOA K EHARARFRI
R/ N EIE T SIS

AV AT B8 a0 R B—, BEAN—
AR Be eiEs 5, R ZALEIE T iE A
FROYRE S0k 55, T el 75 = AR JC ¢ T4t ia) X
& i iy 4% 3 B A SE R AE >, RIITTE & 4R ok
ToR TN . X F— Al ae Sy, v
B H DX o3 Ry 3 B v 0 ) R AR B 4 P 9 ) RE )
(Forstmann et al., 2008), AEBELEPEFIHIELFE T4
W TR A A B T AR A A TR 2 R Y
N AT AL ER R RE ST, 38 E R HE 5 % 1R AT 55 (Stop-
signal task)iMl &, S B T AT ) 28 vE A5 410 J
DA BEFAAT IS A AR RE 7 o e EEPEHRE R X T H
T S I A6 U SR B A A [ LT ], A
Stroop 1145, Simon 155 DA ) Flanker {145 #4702
(Nigg, 2000), Shao, Meyer Fll Roelofs (2013)l] 3% Ff
PWI i xCRIE 5 — 45 1k 48 T e Bt i Al
A B A0 ] %) DG R A K 1 A A ] 58 g 4n e 52 e [
i 44 LR o 45 2R % BLARIE B R RE 1 51
i 24 AR A AE B A OGBS et i 45
i Bl SCTHRALON B AR OGS 1 2, X R WA &1 iy
AT 55 TR TE {5 SR B B B 5 R S R
TTEREANRREE )25 B3 %(Shao et al., 2013),

55, HARE R B3R890 0] B8 2352 M T PE 1Rl 451 3%
N BADUEPESAEMAE AN R A, B
o LR 8 ) A8 25 XoF 1] i i 44 3ok R 7 A 5 e (A% B
sKIEJF, 2015; faliEag, sKIE U7, 2017; Zhang &
Wang, 2014), &4 B brial AR B Frim) ) 52 B
(B, 772 E bRl o RIS 2 Y R i 44
L2 B HARE R & FRiEMAE B2, HZ4E
PNGORER AN GIRGIE T @ VACIR IR =TI LT E 2N = §
FEN, RITE T R e A2, 7 & -
WC TS, MEITCE TR, HiEE &
X4 3R] R E AR e AR SO, WNETRT R, X T
P11 E A 1] B30 38 R 52 B R AE DS o 7R
FLE TG ENL P2 A 2 W, Miozzo M1 Caramazza
(2003) & BT AFE N A B A ia] i) 45 A1 140 2 1A 2
MAEER, WEANEELEAEN . AD0E T2
A 783X T A A8 o 22 (8] 1 58 BAE i oK A AiE 5 ik
1T%%¢, MRy, FREFETTRES ) . Hbrin a5 A
BT/ L N 118 S 7 ] e 2 s S i D S i B B o
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R R AR B LI URN AR R SR 1Y
B BARRE T4 BRI A5 R, EIFR
VERCAA AT B H AR ECH

S 2 R A H BRI, R AR S Shao
SFRIBEFEAR, RAME S5 1O AE A RE
AR NBYARZE R PRI B D e T I, H AR E5AR
T A BE 1 A0 0TRSOV, =22 [ B 5% 28 e HEXS
FE = A R R R

30 SEE 20 ARBEFRIEIN ] AE S X K
I 177 4% 3 7 P 52

31 F&E
3.1 ik

AR 25 24 KR E o A (RIS 18~30 47,
B 7 %, FHAERR 23.28 &), FHZHFERN
16.96 4(13~22 4F), Z4F91AH 38 45 60 Ji % L) I
B4 NI 63~79 %, T3 17 £, “FI4ER 69.13
%), FEIZHFERN 13.0 4£(8~17 4F), LI
H 52 5 AR N 1 PE 46 B 22 (Montreal Cognitive
Assessment Scale, MoCA) A ST 4 A #EATIA A
J7IE RS, DAL, 8 MoCA MIITAS 43K
F 26 4y INHIBE I IEH W2 AFEHL. 38 4 EFN
(544 MoCA il 26.8 43
3.1.2 ##

KR 55 A 5 (2003) 2 37 1R AL IR F e
kPR 62 IR ELRK , H 2 I\ N B A,
60 M Ry IE LB R o BT Y H bR B 24 R ) i)
WALEE T 20 AN E A (R > 130 IVEJT) . 20 4
HR SRR (47 R/E T < AR < 130 /B TT) LA
K 20 AMESIE QR < 47 /A JT) . =41 BARE K
LRI LT FBECZ R TE 25 5, F oemn(2,
57) = 0.06, p = 0.943; F ypu(2, 57) = 2.15, p =
0.126, g & 7 CEC A T4, 430 by e A+
(% > 130 /A JNHAEII F (IR < 47 ]IA
O, BT 55 Hns s i e Ak
KFR, 120 NP TS . SR T
B 2 T AR DT C B, P A AR B B 9.57
3.1.3 it

HAR B R AR A (AR 5 4R, TIFER
R (R ATRMIRARD), D K AR ] R 44 B 1 1) 43 (5
BTN R 1 1 71 WS S W R B 7 W N i W SR AN IR G E 1)
BN AR i, AR BRI AR 5L 60 1R H AR E R4
505 TG 2 AT B RN T AR TP DR B, T Ak
120 A~ H bR B =T im) % o A0 B R 2B, XK

WHEA TR BEHLBT AR R B R 22 2 . o T b
ARSIy, R ST G Z i AR A 2R~ o
3.1.4 U35

] S2 5 1,

315 EF

SER LG P ER A, B R HME S 1k
55 A BE BRI 6 AE T (Roelofs et all.,
2011), & 3432 50 i — 1R 3 =X i 1
iy 24 A5 55, FLI R AR R S 0 1A

55— AR 55 A S — A RO 55 R — A
1EAF55 (Logan, 1994), TERWAESSH, Bidsd e
PR “+7250 ms, BfJE25BE 250 ms, BIEETE
Bt Bl — KR 1 em WIEHE, o2
—AHEBZEHR 1 om WY, ZREGAE R #1E B
I 4% <P, F PR 4 <0, BUE i
1]k 1250 ms, FrA BB T 224 T, 451k
155 RNAT 55 SR 7055 — AT 55 Bl b, 7EIE B E
[ B 5 — BEi ] PN, an SRl T ) — A~k i
[8] 4 75 ms, FFRA 750 Hz FIVF 38R, 45 kXt
RS IR T I o IR 545 1R A5 5 il 1)
A ] B (stop-signal delay, SSD)>A 250 ms, Ul
SRR T A ] T X8 L S AT S5 R R N, T —
A~ SSD (I [E] 3G H0 50 ms, LS A il 52 07 i) e
BE; A SSD MJE /> 50 ms.

SNAT: 55 DN P 2 e R S BB, 458 kAT 45 )R
SKRAMARTEWT 2 5 A 31— S 58 1 X 358 45 S iy
AT 45 A R 2 i R I 0 o 458 1155 TR 385 3k 5
IO AT: 55 14 1) s Bof ] py AN AR AE B — U458 1k S I T A
H5EYE, WA LA 85 i 455 1k )2 i 178,
DU T B B () 3, 5 R BN 5 S 45 AR 55
T S0 AR T 4 S AR A . 2R 2T B B S I By
Bt R BT — A 32 Ak, il By
Byl 3 A didk, BAEIA 64 AWK Ak
R AT 55 FVEE 1B OREAT 45 R EL iR 301, BEALSE
W g AR S PR R BE ) 915 1R —1F 5 SO )
5] Ay S AT 55 00738 S g B 55734 SSD - g s ] 22
(Verbruggen, Logan, & Stevens, 2008),

32 &R

FAENTFMBR T8 R OR 41 A4S, SR
1.49%. MR 52 B 7T+ 300 ms 2K T 2500 ms fY
KL 44 4>, Je 2.5 SD ZAMNRIIRIK 65 4, i
TRIY 3.95% &4 AN INERE R IR 77 4>, Edk
1 1.69%. MR KRS /NTF 300 ms 5K T 2500 ms
AR AL 394, J2 2.5 SD Z ANk 1104, 3%
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SRR 3.27%. £ 2 FORTFTAEARZAE NS KM
T BT X N B bR A 2

23 iR AR . H BRI ANTER EAR = A
AR N 2T R . = A AR R 2 R 58 B
YEMFE B A3 b 2, UH 3 A R 2, FRATT
i — 25 % 5 AE AR NG B bR 1) 450 T 4 1 1)
i 8] 9 28 AR RS T 43 #7 -

TN 77 22508 & 3R, B A% KR 1a) 4
FARAE R P L H A
Fi(2, 48) = 21.71, p < 0.001, MSE = 958.11, n? =
0.48; F5(2, 57) =2.30, p=0.110, MSE = 7852.42; T
Peialai s 3, Fi(1, 24) = 26.57, p < 0.001, MSE =
405.07, n2 = 0.53; F5(1, 57) = 13.31, p=0.001, MSE =
760.14, m; = 0.19; EAREA M THe i AR50 i
THAEHALZE, Fi(2,48) =2.39, p=0.102, MSE =
560.02; F5(2, 57) = 1.36, p = 0.265, MSE = 760.14,,
R SN e 7 W CI DT O Nl SR N S D IR T =R 3
()50

AN SIS B 5 2853 A B, H AR TESRL
FERR S BT b 2, MRS H A dr PR B3, Fi(2,
36) = 22.42, p < 0.001, MSE = 1812.90; F5(2, 57) =

1.65, p = 0.201, MSE = 15649.93; T3ial4iize i A
W2, Fi(1, 37) = 0.86, p = 0.358, MSE = 1374.24;
F,(1, 57) = 0.66, p = 0.420, MSE = 49751.04; H#¥x
P38 5 T PR aR] IR SASON A8 BEAE AN B3, Fa(2,
36) = 1.15, p = 0.329, MSE = 1371.51; F»(2, 57) =
0.85, p=0.432, MSE = 49751.04,
ZENWAEEEMHIBESIM = 178 ms, SD =
99 ms, Range: —4 ~ 398 ms)55 T & 4FE A (M = 100 ms,
SD = 124 ms, Range: —107~ 291 ms), ¥ 2 [A] Y22
S FEFA, 62)=17.75,p=0.007, d=0.35), ¥
CYNGE S AN RSk RS e 72 |87t & o
PR 8 7 42 75 52 e Pl i 44 oE AR, A3 I B X AR
2 12 A 20 A A 5 5 1 ) R T R ] i 44 Y R
B A T A2 43 BT (Pearson A& 2R 5L 1), KT
AN AEBE BRI RE 0, SHAE PWI 53R
R 134 SO I Z [ AH S AN i 2, r = —0.042, p =
0.841, MiZFHP XXM E Z MMM EE, r =
0.338, p = 0.038, 4L R AFAL AR LA | 5E
15 TR, Z B A G R 2, FHAE: r=
0.303, p=0.140; #4E. r=10.058, p=0.732, &1
JE R R RN REAE N AR RSP R e ) 5 &

R2 BEAMZBEAZSZFHETHTYRENms)RIFEE

bR A T FF fiﬂvﬁ% Cohen d
[REE =ik (AT~ 430
HEN

1% 752 (98) 742 (96) 10° 0.10

oR 762 (99) 750 (91) 12 0.13

= 731 (99) 703 (92) 28" 0.29

ZAEN

& 854 (86) 841 (73) 13 0.16

i 856 (87) 857 (76) -1 0.01

=] 812 (93) 809 (79) 3 0.03

#3 REMAERE. BRAEMS THRAS=ZAZTHAFAMBEAESTHER
gk 3 F MSE p na

H A ] 3] 4 Fi(2, 122) 41.03 60583 <0.001 0.402
Fa(2, 114) 3.71 11751 0.061 0.061
THeia s Fi(1, 61) 10.54 10467 0.002 0.147
Fy(1, 114) 9.506 817 0.003 0.077
AR Fi(1, 61) 21.38 40678 <0.001 0.260
Fa(1, 114) 50.30 11751 <0.001 0.306
LRI < TP I A Fi(1, 61) 3.49 993 0.067 0.054
Fa(1, 114) 3.59 817 0.061 0.031
S S 7 RGIL T YOV E R AN Rl ) Fi(1, 61) 4.87 610 0.031 0.074
Fy(2, 114) 1.36 817 0.262 0.023
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1086 IR
1200 -
1100 ]
£ 1000 - o o0 o
% 800 | _ 500 0% 9, o
= 700 IR R
£ 600 “oo ’ e
& * A
500 0 A
400 : : : : . .
200 -100 0 100 200 300 400
JEEFEHANHIEE ST (ms)
Bl 1 FAE AN BAR A AR s PR ] B8 71 5 R m iy 45
T3 I 07 B 22 [8] 14 AH 56

i 44 A SF- 25 52 I st (6] 22 ] ) A S R

1 [ i 2% FEAE IS (Age) . LR AEBR(Bdu), — %
INFTRE J1 (MoCA) FlHE 326 54 3 i 5 1 1 Bl F
Wb — A~ 75 i R 0t 25 M T S A A ] I iy 45 A
[H], % 4 P BT as R, A JE R
PEAD I R I AR AL R B 2, H 95%CI = [-0.01,
0.481], 2 B =E 3% 35 % 1 i 68 71 7T LA i 38 Ml 150 U &
GYNDHISIEEREA N

x4 FiR. THEFER. —RRINHRED RIFEF A
HRE N X ZEAE R 2 TR A AR5 4T

T AR Beta SE t
Age 0.22 2.81 0.95
Edu -0.04 6.48 -0.16
Moca -0.26 9.3 -1.68
SSRT 0.31 0.12 1.98"
3.3 itig

SE 2 KRB, B, HAEAMEFARRH I T
H AR TRIRIRL L, 2 B PRk E A i 19 1) 4 A2 1k
JeARHEURR . A ST R 6 44 4 55 TR R A B
T g ML) H FR IR RL Y (Zhang & Wang, 2014; 1
B, KDY, 2015) 55—, 7ERK BARIARMUS, X
TETF AR AR B T TR0, . S5 10 2
0 235 2R — B0 2 W 47 T D0 1) 01 0007 1) RO £
55(0.38 B 0.29), Ti-E4F N BT-PUiaBR N A &5CR
wH/NT 0.2, RUEHFANAFAERCR BB T
TR, T & AR IR K T IR . 75 4F
HER IR S A E R AN IR EIE S i e e/ R CI RS Al [HE G5 S
MR ER L EAEN, 5eAFHEF AR5
(Miozzo & Caramazza, 2003), FIFET FAH Hiw
LEIE T N T BT DR A vl R e SYN L)
KR P2 i 24 W AR W T AR, HOHAE
PEYEMHIRE T 55 TH N AREER IR B 5K

i 24 AR A OCZE T AR NP 3, AR
2, (R AR BRI A8 ) 5 T PR RN 4 A 5
TEFAEANMEFA PR R, BE AR B
il il 7 108 3 R W T I iy 44 RV R . o 4
& B S 35 BE R 1 31 BB 0 10 U85S 2 B AR Y
7

Shao 5£(2013)% %¢ T4E I8l 16 2 63 % 1FIh
= 1 i 44 AR 5 e R M 0 R e ) AR R
PEMEIRE I Z B e R, BRI, MEERS-
155 1k I I Hp T 2 B B Al R R R 4 i BE O 5 AR
PWI AT 55 Howt 18] 37 ¥ i 44 W5 AR 01 A7 A b 35 TE A
X, H5TE RN & 2 [ A AR B35 . AHE
8 AR N ISE SR 5 Shao Z5(2013) 1) & FBAHL, (5
E R YNGUE|S e e iib i WP S A N SNl
AR . ARG b AR RS B LU AE, 8D T 30~60
% Z W EE, TCk ORI B (20~70 %) (1]
FRAH 55347

4 Bk

K FH P =1 AT 55, FRATTE A S
ZEM LA T AR N FEAE N FEDUE H g nl ™
A ) RSN B HA AL, R EER R T AR
T 1R 4100 ] 3 0 0T 9 2E AR I 1) A5 ]
iy 2 AR . RN AR DEF
AR ER L B T 2 iy B ARl R 2)INAE
TARA R IL T JC T HRia i i s Ny, B4R
AR IIX —BNE 5 T A4 R AR 4 A JE o6 TP il 1)
WA H AR Z B AR 77 A AR BARE T 3)AR SRR
T RE 18 bRs e T2 AR ) [ 24 v AR, 3
E O N EC YN C SY N U e W IE 1 SO RaE 5 AL
4.1 TR

SEE 1A 2 FAE RS S BLIC G T 4 i )
WRANE, 3% BHAE 1 i —iRE T AT 45 7 AR CREWS
AP IE TSR Y 1l A5 45 2 o MR8 Sy R B 156 A 0L
R, X RO AT RE A AR TE IS RN KSE B B, BV
HEBRB B o 24T i) S U, e 03] 4 AR T
PR IR], 303K 5V 5% 1 45 174 B 280 1 AR 3]
AT gkt JEC 40 S5 B[] R HE B 18 2 i g A9 B (i) £ TG
G718 O P TS = A e 7 i T 1 O VA N s < ey
AENFAE NAR L T B ARl i, P4
B 7 PR i 24 Ao A b R AU B A5 o 3] 1Y
NG AR B T H Aran), PR v A B A i ) i
4 PR T B bRie) . A 5T 3 B TR RN
B AE TR I 2R R BCE B Y e B B Bt (Jescheniak &
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Levelt, 1994; Stemberger & Macwhitney, 1986;
Jescheniak, Meyer, & Levelt, 2003), EliX—%§ Wi {i;
FIANC K T.Br B . Qu, Zhang 1 Damian (2016)
FE T DUEBE A TP R H AR RSO, 4R %
B E brial e 45800 BT 1 i S Y 200 ms 2
Je, 2R H AR R A TR RN A A AR TR K I B
Bro AW AR LH Y H AR TR T3] 1) 4 2 ()
RIS EAR ], X R AP A 22 B ] g
TEAS[6] (4 i T B B RS A FH (Sternberg, 1969), H #5
TR AR S A= FEARN KA T R B, IR T HIE ) 1) 43t
B8N B ] g e AR AE AR TR KT AN TR B o i AR
i 4 Uk B9 48 1E W (Roelofs, 2005), & HLiI T
PRI AR 5 A5 9R e A AE RN K I TRy B, 1iiiX
55 B bR e i8] 455 3 3R A8 22 18] TG 22 BAE TR 45
HA—=2L, Dhooge, de Baene Fl Hartsuiker (2013)
K ERP FAR S BT P #4037 e 1) 5 3
) 420 ms ZJ5BYM A G, 30 KO HERR IR Ui 4
HETRYE . Hitk, 456 AR ET R, RITIAH
AR Y TP IRI AT 8 45 SRA 5] T 3 SO
HEBRER L

S 1A 2 SR R BB AE N P Y T TR R A A
B, X AR TEEAE N R 2l 2k 7 Bl AR I Y
K, MER—BOARRE 2 IR, e andm i ae
J1, TAECAL) BEARAE . AMARRY B AR RE 1 R
FETEREE R RN R LR, 5SHFEANMIL,
EAE N 2RI S SE K, HAFE S Z R
TR IR M R BRI, SRy — M RE A R
b i) 19 1 X A5 B (Fieder, Nickels, & Biedermann,
2014), A fE = BE S HCE I B B 1 E R R
(Cleary, Konkel, Nomi, & McCabe, 2010), HifE=4
i AR Y RDE T B SR PR TR IR, S —, X2
T — MO FIRE ) iR S 300y, gl BEHERR
TRTIAE R, BN THEER G ) 32 T 3L
FE A B it o 55— 15 1L AT 55 98 bn 09 TR S 14
HEBR B 04 3 B A7 Z2 PR, T A S 246 0 1Y B I 3
(Shao et al., 2013), %ML B E4F N HEE R
e 58 THAEN, BIER F2 4 NHERR T4
) [ B[R] 2 T 4R N TR S Fr Ul i BB AEZE T,
F T HERR B0 B I [B) B, 3% mT A A4 78 S i |
FIA AR A T TR I8 1Y 22 5 . IBAFE
NIEERAKE, TEm M4 BARiamm &0 T, &
AP TRI AR B by B B 52 AR /DN, T AEARR H AR A3
FAFT, AR TC O TP IR B N IR Y 5 i 22 SR
13 ms, {EORIXF| W E 2R

S, PEMCRIRIR IR MER B TS Ny A
SRR RIR, LN R BRI T BB AR Y
T SCHIE & Z A A IR 25 055, M 20T &4 A
I Z A B R BUR IR . IEANHTE Prik, 1k
AR AR A% iy A T2 T S Ak T 5 A U A BT AE 22
PR Y, RS INE BT R LE S, ST Bl LA
BT PR AT, o W58 >R 1 — )Y 40 52
AR5 R, 5 BARTFAFTE T & O T Y 2
A TR SRR, RS AE AR T
F, A0S TR E R, [HEBEN
HE R IR N T H AN, US4 A i SO
B RIEZ [H) B EE 55 T 4 N(RE, KIS DY,
2015; fifi%e, skiEJ7, 2017). AR
930 A5 B R BE 2 7E T ) Y A B B pl 4 Ry
(Miozzo & Caramazza, 2003; Kandel, Alvarez, &
Vallée, 2006), Miozzo Fl1 Caramazza (2003)AJHF5%
KPR EYE R, T T SO G Z
[FMJEsZ HAEM, H5HEE M2 A W2 52 E.
YERT, X R B0 0] B 3R] AR50 TT g & A 1 & ) 4
BB o FRATIA AR F 387 A v i 2 1 i B B
AR N W RAE 1Y 8055 AT RE AU A5 1R BE 52 i
/v O 7/ LR G 57 =S N~ i w7 W Y A
HRAPA TR, E4E NRYIE R e
TIRIBEAR, DL R A N\ W AR AR il s i 457
R A5 BT A AR B0
4.2 JEIREHNFIEE N 3 E R AR 2R R

S3 AR SRR PRI R RE ) 5 B R T Y 44 AR
WIRYASC R BB AE NP P A G35, 113 53 A ik
— S RWIHTH V] DL P S . AR,
NP MFAA A BE, RUHEREEEMGIfE 52
AR YN SN o = N SR = e SN e
M, Shao 4§(2013)R &3 T du U 515 1k
JLAH LT PRI ) B8 S AR B ] Y O
F, LASWRR ] A8 77 -5 1 i iy 44 AR 3 22 1] YOG
F o APR R BAR SR EI GE 11 15 P 6 44 B TR A
FETE B A SG, MR BE 7 5 AR 68 11 Z 4] 1 A0
KA, WX P00 1] B8 %k 14 i i 44 3 A 1Y)
SNSRI . AR BB (2018) A Y =
ATIRE: @Ak MIBRFEINA T, HoHom s AU
BRIDBEXS 5 45 NFIEAE NRSEm, 25 R, 24
NP G GE AR, B2 THAE B2, mikH
(ESONEEINEITOF 2 R e =) | W WA R IE |87 e S 1]
At s Z Bl 22 P AL A EL 2, Spaulding (2010)R FI{&
S5 AT 55 X A REE TR RS (Special Language
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Impairment, SLI)AYJL FIE W JLE#HATHF5E, 45
&I SLLEE AR B il 58 ) 22 B BARF 1E
WL, R, ASHFST 4S5 3 B Ak e B4 i B
(1R U553 23 R M A AR (R385 7

AT T AN AR BB B RE 5 P
24 W0 AR 3 TG 0 3 A DG 7 X ] B S5 AR A P T R
IR AR N AR B LU e v, BT i 44 VR AR BT Y 34
B BB/ N O, DR & B A G . B AR
341 44 TR AR I A 800 ms (SZE 1)F0 838 ms (SL4
2), HyBRIK FHAANM 677 ms (L5 1) 740
ms (S5 2), XHESZF AN — Bl FIRE )i iR
(Schaie, 2000)F1iH 5 = A= 1 #2 A9 3238 (Burke et al.,
199143 K. IR MoCA I EAE N A HIfE
JIALFIEFE I, (A SO REHERR &4 A — B Al
RE S (CTARICAZ . R B ATRE S 3 FIE =M
THE 7 (AN A5 AR Ak vl R = AR i s m . F —
Ao B ST TP B B X 45 A AT I B ) 83K (18~80), SR
LAATR R AR T . AREBEEMEIRE T1, LA
el iy 24 VAR 0, B4R A TRE ) Z M QR I H 5
P iy 24 SRR OE R

55— 1R AT 55 ) S R PR AR RGN
6] B4 A SEAE T AR L M B AR E A W25 . X R AR T
P/ S e N CIE: QU | Srre dct I i wA RO R=IE TR L AR
TR AR 2 A 24 8 . Shao %5 (2013)IFFT F %
g e N A E I SVESE | Suwe 2 il
il BE 1 Z [5G 2R, 1 SCAM A 2550 4 11 2 7 ] 1 —
W TR, A S H bR AA e SCHCH T
i s L TC i Hin, A BT W e T
RN R A R VN €170 a8 | Bk 1 N =
550 SCHI IR0, 22 18] B AH EAS $2 %, Shao S5 IA hiX
F RSB A HI R8BSR AR BRI, TR
W SR SR 1 LTE TP, JEsEREtE il e
X SR Y Y . SRR, AEARREE AT
S B BE B 100 1 BE 52w T gk i 1] i 44 2o AR
A5 TR RN 5 /N T o

5 &g

T 1 B2 A1 FI 37 9 3 BT 0 T 75
CONEZONTIE RS s N T S S
G . AR TR 9 ol 3 T4
RIS T A AR A 4L, T
R IS, kO O T A A S BRI B
LT A T 0 50 2 A 40 4
ORI AT 77, A48 A T ST B R

XA] RESE T AR S R R AE R R B A AR
AP iR s 8, SCRE T HEFE AN
FEIAG A AR o FEIE BRI S RE S5 T 48
N B Ve Ty 44 VAR D, AR SRR AN BE s, &
I 177 4% R S, 3% B — MR DA AT R O 1) 28R 5
M TGS N Tad . N — 2 Mo 75 Z 5 2R R Y
T BE 7 GRe PR AN AR e 8 1 BE 7 )0 454~ 4 i
Br(18~80 %) &l i fiiy 44 7 A i #5200
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Aging effect of picture naming in Chinese:
The influence of the non-selective inhibition ability

YANG Qun, ZHANG Qingfang
(Department of Psychology, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China)

Abstract

Older speakers frequently report more linguistic dysfluencies, verbose and even anomia in speech
production than young speakers. The transmission deficit hypothesis assumes that normal aging reduces the
activation transmission between the meaning and the word form of target words, which results in more failures.
By contrast, the inhibition hypothesis assumes that the inhibitive ability about irrelevant information in older
adults is decreased in comparison with young adults, thus more word retrieval failures in the old than in young
adults. On the other hand, semantic interference effect and distractor word frequency effect have been observed
in picture-word interference (PWI) task. Researchers interpreted the two effects via the competitive (i.e., lexical
selection competition during lemma retrieval) and the non-competitive hypotheses (i.e., response exclusion
hypothesis). The present study aims to investigate the influence of non-selective inhibition ability in picture
naming by examining distractor frequency effect in young and older native Chinese speakers.

In the PWI task, participants were instructed to name pictures as quickly and accurately while ignoring
distractor words. In experiment 1, we manipulated age (young vs. older), the frequency of distractor words
(High vs. Low), and the onset interval between distractors and target pictures (-100 ms, 0 ms, and 100 ms). In
experiment 2, we manipulated age, the frequency of distractor words, and the frequency of target names (High,
Medium, and Low). The non-selective inhibition ability was measured by stop-signal task in both groups.
Distractors and pictures were presented simultaneously.

Results indicated a target name frequency effect in both young and older groups. Importantly, we found
distractor word frequency effects in young adults, but non in older adults. The distractor frequency effect in
older adults was absent due to weaker phonological activation of distractor words, and thus support the
transmission deficit hypothesis. The correlations between the ability of non-selection inhibition and distractor
frequency effect were not significant in both groups, indicating this kind of ability did not affect the magnitude
of distractor frequency effect. However, the ability of non-selection inhibition positively correlated with mean
naming latencies only in older adults, indicating that the decrease of non-selective inhibition ability influences
naming latencies in older adults, while the absence in the young due to the small variations of naming latencies,
which need to be investigated further by covering a wide age range (18~80 years).

Key words aging of speech production; picture-word interference task; distractor frequency effect; word frequency
effect; non-selective inhibition





