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Are individual differences in top-down Ganong Task Flanker Task
' ‘ Early-stage inhibiti
lexical processing a stable perceptual style “Does the vowel in each sound file sound more like (Early-stage Inhibition)
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“academic” — “acabemic” Go/No-go Task
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. . . . . . : * not time-reversed,
Lexical information influences speech perception throughout the entire windows
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perceptual time course in the TRACE model. Lexical information « lexical effect found with this token
influences speech perception at the decisional stage in the MERGE N time-reversed token
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Ishida, Samuel & Arai [1] indicated that individual differences in lexical L 0 W e
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Background

First token:

processing correlated highly within the individual.

Inhibition-related functions refer to the ability to suppress irrelevant
information and responses [2]. They can be categorized into several
subgroups:

* resistance to distractor interference inhibition operates during
the early stage of perceptual processing

 prepotent response inhibition operates during the late stage of gow LTRS Task - Flanker RT Positive correlation
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perceptual processing = ° means that those LTRS Task - Go/No-go d' Score
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Participants effect effect
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= Mg .
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Materials § Ganong effect stage inhibition had a larger lexical effect.
. . o 60 suggesting that
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word condition continua - had a larger lexical | Ganong Task - Go/No-go RT
L fast effect. S,EW o
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The relationship between individual lexical processing and individual cognitive abilities was investigated |Zr;:!| ! : : : : inhibition had a larger lexical effect.
by running two mixed effects logistic regression models, One for the LTRS task and one for the Ganong effect  smalllexical non-LTRS item d' Difference Score aree lexical
task. effect effect
LTRS Task Ganong Task
regteqs e st Jo o W feedsers Jesmmae s e
(Intercept) 0.4 0.08 5.17 < 0.001 *** (Intercept) 0.33 0.12 2.81 0.01 **
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Flanker Difference Score (RT) 0.02 0.11 0.24 0.81

Flanker Difference Score (RT) 0.08 0.05 1.82 0.07. [
Flanker Median Log RT 0.09 0.11 0.89 0.38 ‘ O n C u S I o n
Flanker Median Log RT 0.03 0.05 0.63 0.53
Non-LTRS Difference Score (d’) 0.23 0.10 2.27 0.02 *
Ganong Difference Score 0.11 0.05 2.45 0.01 *
(Proportion Correct) Signif. codes: 0 “***’ 0.001 “**' 0.01 “*’ 0.05‘"0.1 "1
Go/No-go d’ Score x Non-LTRS -0.14 0.03 -4.05 <0.001 *** . L . . ]
\eriical Sratve . Ganong task and LTRS task were significant main effects in each other’s models suggesting a
stable perceptual style. [1] ° ° °
Go/No-go Median Go Log RT x Non-  -0.15 0.04 -3.88 < 0.001 *** . Significant Flanker RT x Non-LTRS Lexical Status interaction effect and positive trend of the I n IVI u a S W I t WO rs e e a r y-Sta g e a n
LTRS Lexical Status Flanker Difference Score x Non-LTRS Lexical Status interaction effect in the LTRS model :
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Lexical processing occurs in parallel to
perceptual processing, supporting the

non-ltrs d' difference score 0.5
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