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Objectives: The purpose of this study was to investigate age-related differences in word
recognition tasks according to visual interferences using dynamic visual noise (DVN) and
noun imagery. Methods: A total of 62 participants (young participants: 31, elderly partici-
pants: 31) participated in the study and each of those two groups were randomly classified
into two sub-groups, 15 with visual interference and 16 with no visual interference respec-
tively. The word stimuli consisted of two syllable words, including concrete and abstract
nouns. The visual interference was created based on the DVN. Results: First, the main effect
on all age groups was statistically significant in hit rate, false alarm rate, and sensitivity. Sec-
ondly, the main effects on the imagery were statistically significant in both hit rates and
sensitivity. Also, all age groups exhibited a concreteness effect because the secondary in-
teractions between age and imagery are not significant. Thirdly, the secondary interactions
between visual interference and imagery were statistically significant in the hit rate but not
sensitivity. Fourthly, in the age-controlled partial correlation analysis, there was a strong
correlation between the working memory capacity and the hit rate and sensitivity of ab-
stract nouns in the group with DVN. Conclusion: The decline in cognitive ability due to ag-
ing makes language processing difficult, thereby affecting the performance of word recog-
nition, but the concrete effect was found to appear in all age groups regardless of the ag-
ing in the process of language processing.

Keywords: Aging, Word recognition, Concreteness effect, Dynamic visual noise

fect)ol| A =tof| whE £A4Fo] A=AIE Lo 7] flsf TholAel
TAIE AABEAEE AR A ES ok =2 A/ (imag-
ery)< 7} Thoj= AAF A H (imagery information)7} 5714 0.
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71 QEH o] & 5 51l 0]F 5 35} 0] 2(dual coding theory)
cholafe] Al = 7FA] AIAIQ] Aol & (linguistic) | A2 1

QUAPol G uA A Amagistic) A Lprlo] Aelgickar ek 2 s thofo] chal
Qloj] ust 71oke SIS BEET B9, ¥ WIS

;

Bhojiz 271202 414 e Bl b et vk, U
L AAAIS 71R] thol= T18X] EE)C)(Paivio, 1986, 1991). James
(197532 FARAP} 2 AT} Aje) £527) o e 2, Hels)
Al 719 == & wAsk it

e

https://www.e-csd.org 313

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Non-Commercial License (https://creativecommons.org/licens-
es/by-nc/4.0) which permits unrestricted noncommercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.



HyeJin An,etal. *+ Aging and Word Recognition

TA Bk= 7] 2
et ARS 7|95k EHEo] AR Eth= URkEQl 719
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4, 444 o] gon, 938 Ko R Korenn
version of Mini-Mental State Exam, K-MMSE; Kang, 2006)2] 2

37} 1% 9 megeof ]3] 44 Wil 16%ile o]l St
1, (6) LU |0l 4] 40 cm H ot 7] Stof|A] AT} gl 524 57H,
ol 57 AAS T US4 9 272 HAHE Al A

NZHA B A= 2 WAL Aol whE =

29] TholAe] 57 « Ot 9

Qo] ™, Seoul-Instrumental Activities of Daily Living (S-IADL; Ku
et al,, 2004) 2 ¢1017]93HA} (Seoul Verbal Learning Test, SVLT;
Kang & Na, 2003)5 AA|5}o] H4=7F g 9 w8 4o v]s) A
A3 91e] 16%ie o) 40] ez tlAALE Aalch ek A
25 el ] B2 SIS el 2 A et el A B4
02 DVNS o481 A|2H WAt A4 ek 1578, AJ2H4
AT AAISHA] = ek 167 0 & UHEGITh 2 dqtof] 7o
SF Ak th At 7 = Table 10f] AJAJSFGTE ek w130
oIt akol7t Ql=Al BR151] flaf U Hf Al AL A (one-way
ANOVA)E AASHT 11 A3 7 Ao a5d4=2] Zpol7} &
A0 2 F-OJSHA] 92 210 2 YR THF, 60 = 1159, p>.05).

Py
chof Xt M

o] park (2004)2] Lo A RIS Bhto] thojo] AA)
7F R W R garske] ©hol AgE& A skSIT) Park

(2004)2 A2 2Fl5l7] 98] Institute of Language and Infor-
mation Studies (1998)2] ‘&t}] $h=to]9] o3| Bl H 3145 v
0 7 A} o] 66575 AAEH 0, 10078 tjAke. 2 Al
£ 74 =2 sto] 17 E2)FE 7R =) 5 2 ol
7} oGt A& 71551 sisitk o Tl 447kl 3
2 486, FEZWAE 1312 \/}EME} ol % el
shof YA Tholo] AAHAde] =2 B FAIBARR,
ZdTEARR Herow Thojzo], /\H“ﬂ L, é‘%ﬂ%
Hol 5 2t 407H”“ & 807115 AT ATBARS] -9 437

>

¢
N
N
©

§lo] 9% % Sl TARE MBIk wFe) A 2R G Bl 64l AU A% WF 27502 F WAL ZE Ao
=% 1=9]-9-2F % (Korean Form of Geriatric Depression Scale, A BAHLZ {23t 2o 7} THE, 75 = 3,513.432, p <.0001).
KGDS; Jung, Kwak, Joe, & Lee, 1997)5 AlA[3to] A7k 18 1] Wt 7 270 AMREL ol 52 E) o] AR HlE %A} 2
Table 1. Participants’ characteristics
g Young (N=31) Elderly (N=31)

rou

P DVN (N=15) Control (N=16) Mean DVN (N=15) Control (N=16) Mean

Gender (N)

Male 1 0 - 3 5

Female 14 16 - 12 "
Age (yr)

Mean (SD) 21.73(3.35) 21.44(3.22) 21.59(3.29) 66.87 (5.26) 69.19(4.86) 68.03 (5.06)

Range 19-31 19-28 19-31 60-77 62-80 60-80
Education (yr)

Mean (SD) 13.40(1.06) 13.69(1.54) 13.54(1.30) 14.27(1.98) 13.75(1.91) 14.01(1.95)

Range 13-16 13-18 13-18 12-16 12-18 12-18

DVN=dynamic visual noise.
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(Natlonal Institute of the Korean Language, 2005)E %315}

4ol BS BAGLn, TS 25 Houl 7
78.50, =AFEALS] AL tholdl: B4t 1379002 EA Ao 2
Ofgt ko] 7h GIRTHFq, 75 =2.325, p>.05). oJuf] IpAof AHg-H
BHo]5S 1E 2802 AEIc AT AF8H A Bl
A] S A7k W] T A Table 20] AJAI31
ch

Az ghsixt=

DVNE 0|83} A| 24 vl A4=2] -2 Chubala $-(2018)2] &
Foll A AAIRF DVNS HFg-C 2 A2 Qlek Matlab-2- ©]-8-5}o]
SIAFE 1,920 X 1,080 (7H2 X Al 2) ZAlo] 1 otof| A 4,5007]2)]
AFZYE ZAo] 250 msulth U3 SHEE S AT Wil o 2 L)
U= a1l om, thol= SPHO) Fofoll IxIgH A7A vt &
A ZAL= A AT ARl A AHERE A2 s Ab=2] ¢l A]
+ Figure 17} 2t}

AT |AES I

B ABE ARp] 1 A1k gaks 246 9ja) Bl
SOl S U P10} S A4 S (KOWALS; Hiwang,
Kim, Park, Chey, & Hong, 2012)& AA|8}%.0H, 5+ A 2] 4=
(score) TS Zol7|d @ek8 Lfehl = A F 2 ARSIk ZF o
3 e ) A2 A ol T s 7 Aeplel el
e Aole] A5 AdBolH FAH LR Sroft Aot gl
(Fu.29=0.003, p>.05), .l Z IE3H A2 0. 2 F-0I5k 2}o]7} ¢1%]
ChF 1 =2.340, p>.05). ThA2} Ak 210l7]0] 4o A Ta.
ble 36] AAI3Hch

Table 2. Examples of stimulus

COMMUNICATION SCIENCES & DISORDERS

e o
z
_\g
=~

A A|A+= Psychopy (ver. 2020.2.8)2 A 2[5t AE]
&3l o]l AT Psychopy<= Python 22 “12f7) <1
Aupsl gl Algjat Als] 8.0 2 A EShE T2 o)
E]‘(PEII‘CC 2007). A& Eko 2 H A o] thol 2}l o] §)
thol 4715 A7gsto] shub AJAIRE 3= A1 A S AATSHITE
O]'IH Aol A w =g AlgstEA BAlE F28] olsfieh &
BoI 5 ES BT 2 AR 3 807)e] o] 412 % 2
3 ol = FAYAR 1571, T/ TEAL 157) 5 307]12) Thof7t 29
(randomization) & A& x=|o] SRR A A| =]k = AFo] AJZfst
A2 BhgabE ool SAIHR + BAIZF 127 et 19
A7F AAE 17T S QLR shgltk o] % 3hd el 254
o} Ap=ro] 227 YRt F AR, Fojo] -g-A|flo] A|A]E
1 ThS o} b e S B9k B ol A ), A2}
SRl e 7oA olol AIZE WAl 4]
| e, Ak Aol e gie 2ol thol
7} e ueo] 218 M= ekl dopr} of AXE Foll 4
27 R0 A ol 2] IS AAskel dAE Azt
Y2 %4 o] 28 W SRR S9ick ol Holdiel T|mL
% 807)9] ol A= B0 2 AN B Tl A9
Sk 5070e] Thol % FAIRAL 2AEA 212} 15744 % 3074e] ol

2

Examples of  Imagery mean  Frequency mean
stimulus (SD) (SD)
Concrete nouns (N=40)  Butterfly (Lttl) 6.41(0.126) 78.50(115.841)
Abstract nouns (N=40) Effort(.=21)  275(0370)  137.90(217.420) Figure 1. A sample of visual interference (Dynamic visual noise).
Table 3. Participants’ working memory capacity scores
Young (N=31) Elderly (N=31)
DVN(N=15)  Control (N=16) Mean DVN(N=15)  Control (N=16) Mean
Working memory capacity score® Mean 2093 2097 18.13 15.94 17.04
SD 384 349 297 475 3.86
Range 11-26 11-26 15-25 10-27 10-27

*The digit span test (sum of forward and backward span tasks) (Seoul Verbal Learning Test, SVLT; Kang & Na, 2003).

DVN=dynamic visual noise.
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TR AR &, 532 dof 3074k A F 60719 Hols
2R AASFATE. A AJ2E Al 2 e gl A ‘ol o] Hord
U7 Bhz o] AIAEZOH, ql A E b Hokd o
A 735 ofl, A o H wholdd 79 o @ vk S 319
H A8 94| 9] oA == Figure 29} 2tk

ue S U L I

EEA
ASEFX[O|2(SDT)0l| [ME K12 2
*]iﬁzloli(Signal detection theory, SDT)-= Z{Q1 THA|| H-A4]
T (sensitivity, d )2} HaFE S H2] A=ol
ol S ArelE A2 e 4= 9lom, o=
HA] k- ‘ﬁf‘écd %% (Hit rate), 27 -8 (False alarm rate) o
A

ol e Qlek R W o vk R S

fuorSe
M
)

b
lo

fu

= A T 3o T AdALe] RIZe st whE
ZRNA], 22 W3- HEFe] $to]| w2 ZRIA] whotat 4= Qlrh(Lee
& Lee, 2007).

ARV A Al S EHAREZ oll/ohd @ 2 Whg-ak o= glom, AT %
Ao| 2ol whE Bhe = A EH b33 2k A, 2ol 2}
=o] HEAFSY w(Old) ‘el(Y)'2hal SH3k 735 A5(Hit), =4,
H3AF0] obd wj(New) ‘ofl(Y)' 2}l 353t 79 27 K. (False

S

&
[e)
T

alarm), 17, E-F2}=o1d|(Old) ‘o] ©.(Ny 2} 25 J
23 2}1550] 0P wl(New) ‘R & (N) 2kt

(Miss), YA,

1,000 ms

Figure 2. Experimental procedures.
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A2 WA

A AP e o] wollel Y - ot

£ A7]ZH(Correct rejection) 5 AL HH--2 47X FE o2
43 22 ek olefe-§ 9] AT Table o] AA]E]o] Itk

B R AN A 7} ) T A2 A S ol 2, 351
S (Hit rate) ¥} BF5-8-(Miss rate)2] g2 &4} 1.000] 11, 2
Y-5-(False alarm rate) 1} 712} (Correct Rejection) 2] 31 3

L000Ick % 43 B SR BRRE U4 UL 0304
Al A714ES T 5 Ao B R, YHHA 07 AF-E(Hit rate)
1} @ 741 -g-(False Alarm rate) & 5FS- G812 0]-835}o] HI7 =
(d) 2} HHS-HEK(0)S AAFEE 4= QItH(Lee & Lee, 2007; Shin & Yang,
1996). 2155 (Hit rate) 7} 273 1 -&-(False Alarm rate)= -5}= 3
/KLQ_ ]:]—.9_37_]‘- 7z H:}'

Hit rate = (Yes 5>/ A|A)E E-FA=H01d) 4°) X 100

False alarm rate = (Yes 5~/ A| A1 A 2-& AF=+(New) 5 X 100

=
O

[¢)
A%

on. 1o

A
s}

-

]

=)

W7 (sensitivity, d')+ S-HEAFHOIld) T} A 22 ZAF=H(New)=
Aupt 2 lsk=A] HojEoh v d )7t 245 t A F A

== B & sz b, 00 A3 Rk ekE ondtitt.

Table 4. Response types of signal detection theory

Test stimulus: Old Test stimulus: New

Respond: Yes Hit False alarm

Respond: No Miss Correct rejection
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O

=

H 8k (criterion, o) g AF=o| I AR S Htsli=
A4 Jolef Bh3- e 0> 02 o) 54
205 o 132 BEATFolehn @ F3oHe B A
F(conservative bias)2 2|u|s}H, 0H T} AH2 42 Sl A4S 2
FAFol|glal ¢ &5 3291 Hok(liberal bias)S- ofw| g}
(Stanislaw & Todorov, 1999). #3732 0]-8-5} o] W7he W vk
-’4501:'5 o= AL o2t ZHoH(Macmillan & Creelman, 2004).
"=z(H)-z(FA)
c=-1/2 X {z(H)+z(FA)}

[e)
w4

e

Bl oot O

Xz2o| EAIH Xz|
A2 0] FAIA A= SPSS 26.05 AT £ ¢t
Aol whet grojfel IA] Al AJZHA B RS (- vs. 5 H T

2

:'7_
ol

g

AP vs, 3ol Tt ARCIE vs. 1) 7S 9
o] Z|=E-(Hit rate), 25F2-5-(False alarm rate) ¥} 1715 (sensitiv-

ity, d’) 2 W3- 3k (criterion, ¢)ol] 3-2]8F 20| 7} l=x] Lol 7
Yl AFHETHEARL A (3-way mixed ANOVA)S AAJ81SC]E o

g 9 A et 2] e FHA} 7F 8% (between sub-
jects factors) &=, TYAF A2 TlRlAF W 2% (within subjects
factors) © 2 d7grt ok A, 27198 v 3 (3
TE QAES), U, v e IF AUEAE YolE7] el
1] of¢> AFHA|4=(Pearson correlation coefficients) S A A| 5} T

HMEE(Hit rate)

chojafjel ZiAol| A AJZHA wsAb= 7-4
1 ASES] ApolE ?21'01'57] ?lst

), BAF AAGA vs. =4, 0434(%‘%% vs. lc%i%)% =99
, TFojAHQl A &) 2155 (Hit rate) THHACRE o= 419

ro o ot

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of hit rate (%) on the word recognition task for
each condition of young and elderly groups

G I DVN Control
o fagery Mean SD Mean SD
Young Concrete 82.67 16.09 85.42 147
(N=31)  Apstract 81.33 1452 7667 18.70
Mean 82.00 15.31 81.04 15.09
Elderly Concrete 68.44 26.00 65.42 20.69
(N=31)  Abstract 68.00 2141 52.50 2359
Mean 68.22 23.71 58.96 22.14

DVN=dynamic visual noise.
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SLELAREL A (three-way mixed ANOVA)-& A8t AJZHA
AT 9 WAL O] T2 QTR A R 00 B BE
H 2= Table 5, Figure 30} A|A|5}9.0. AF EgHE AR A (three-
way mixed ANOVA)©]| tj gt A 1}+= Table 69 A| A5
oAl Aol A AlZFA] wEsiAb= B AL Aol e A
g AFEY A A Aol tigt =Rt sAA = -9
SFATHE, s =17.139, p<.001). = ijjT,] ZE(81.52%)°] =
W5-9] 25-5(63.59%)01 Hlsl F+-2J5HA| 2 Ao = UEyith ®
o BAF A o*é"ﬂ et a7t Eﬁﬂ”££ OIS (Fu, 59 =

L
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Figure 3. Hit rate on the word recognition task for each condition of young
and elderly groups (error bar based on standard error).
DVN =dynamic visual noise.

Table 6. ANOVA results from hit rate on the word recognition task

Distributed source SSqLiJrQrZ]; ?‘?gggm()f ;\[;IS;Z

Between factor
Age 9,956.278 1 9956.278  17.139***
DVN 808.984 1 808.984 1.393
AgexDVN 534.056 1 534.056 0919
Error 33693519 58 580.923

Within factor
Imagery 1,063.823 1 1,063.823 5.740%
Imageryx Age 20.795 1 20.795 0.112
Imagery=DVN 765.615 1 765615  4131*
ImageryxAgex DVN 49468 1 49.468 0.267
Error 10,749.074 58 185.329

DVN =dynamic visual noise.
*p<.05, ***p<.001.
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Figure 4. Hit rate between noun imagery and visual interference (DVN) (error
bar based on standard error).

DVN =dynamic visual noise.

Table 7. Descriptive statistics of false alarm rate (%) on the word recognition
task for each condition of young and elderly groups

G I DVN Control
o magen Mean SD Mean SD
Young (N=31)  Concrete 6.67 8.36 5.00 8.61
Abstract 5.78 791 6.25 5.15
Mean 6.22 8.14 5.63 6.88
Elderly (N=31)  Concrete 10.22 13.30 10.00 13.77
Abstract 13.33 14.03 7.92 851
Mean 11.78 13.67 8.96 11.14

DVN=dynamic visual noise.
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Figure 5. False alarm rate on the word recognition task for each condition of
young and elderly groups (error bar based on standard error).
DVN =dynamic visual noise.

Table 8. ANOVA results from false alarm rate on the word recognition task

Distributed source SSqL:Jrng]; ?‘?gers(fn?f S“(;'S:g

Between factor
Age 611.708 1 611.708 4.049%
DVN 90.376 1 90.376 0.598
AgexDVN 38232 1 38232 0.253
Error 8,763.148 58 151.089

Within factor
Imagery 3.734 1 3.734 0.058
Imageryx Age 0.860 1 0.860 0.013
Imagery=DVN 18.070 1 18.070 0.279
Imagery = Agex DVN 104.086 1 104.086 1.604
Error 3,763.148 58 64.882

DVN =dynamic visual noise.
*p<.05.
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3 SRS Aol ok Sistel Az
AR A GA vs. 77, "13"(3 HSvs. ed9)& %%‘; %‘?l, s
oAl T I =) E S|
(three-way mixed ANOVA)E AA|SFALE A1 24 WafjAl= 4
AR Aol whE o W1 o] ot} A= Table 9, Fig-
ure 60]| AJAJ8F% 0 AF SRR AR A (three-way mixed ANOVA)
ol thek 23} Table 100] A4}k
crojafQl Aol A Az iRl Bl AL A el whE <
B ko] 24 A Aol did Faspt $AA o2 9
SFATH(Fu, s =24.204, p<.001). & HE39] WIAE(2.874)7F =
<9 W (1.983)0]] H]sh o5l 2 A= UERdth et
AR Ol iRt FEIP HEAA 02 FofSt i Fo sy = 10472,
p<.01). = FATYAF A2 RIFHE(2.586)7F /T8 Aol A <] wIZE
E2.271)°]) B3} w2l =2 A2 YERd T RE Al v
Skt ohgt a7 SAR 0 2 fofab) ergkom, Az )
A AR A 0 ¢l 7 oA Wl A
R S ECERELEbDE

Table 9. Descriptive statistics of sensitivity (d') on the word recognition task
for each condition of young and elderly groups

G I DVN Control
rou mage
P L2t/ Mean SD Mean SD
Young(N=31)  Concrete  2.921 1.021 3123 791
Abstract 2842 971 2.608 866
Mean 2.882 996 2.866 829
Elderly (N=31)  Concrete ~ 2.250 808 2.048 761
Abstract 1.936 556 1.696 596
Mean 2.093 682 1.872 679
DVN=dynamic visual noise.
35 -
3.0 m Concrete
m Abstract
— 25
=
£ 20
=
2 15
w
1.0
0.5
0
DVN Control DVN Control
Young Elderly

Figure 6. Sensitivity (d") on the word recognition task for each condition of
young and elderly groups (error bar based on standard error).
DVN = dynamic visual noise.
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Table 10. ANOVA results from sensitivity (d") on the word recognition task

Distributed source sSqLﬁQrgs Efisgrzf S'\éll?:;

Between factor
Age 24.595 1 24595  24.204***
DVN 0.437 1 0437 0.430
AgexDVN 0.325 1 0.325 0.320
Error 58.937 58 1.016

Within factor
Imagery 3.069 1 3069  10472**
Imageryx Age 0.010 1 0.010 0.034
ImageryxDVN 0.435 1 0.435 1.484
Imageryx Agex DVN 0.307 1 0.307 1.046
Error 16.998 58 0.293

DVN=dynamic visual noise.
**p<.01,***p<.001.

Table 11. Descriptive statistics of criterion (c) on the word recognition task for
each condition of young and elderly groups

DVN Control
Mean SD Mean SD

Concrete 0.269 0.485 0.389 0.455
Abstract 0.641 0.601 0.352 0.369
Mean 0.455 0.543 0.370 0412
Concrete 0432 0.759 0573 0572
Abstract 0.504 0.597 0.770 0.594
Mean 0.468 0.678 0.672 0.583

Group Imagery

Young (N=31)

Elderly (N=31)

DVN=dynamic visual noise.
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Figure 7. Criterion (c) on the word recognition task for each condition of young
and elderly groups (error bar based on standard error).
DVN = dynamic visual noise.

Table 12. ANOVA results from criterion (c) on the word recognition task

Distributed source SSqLﬂerfS Esfgggrgf S’\(;IS:PG F

Between factor
Age 1.478 1 1.478 3575
DVN 0622 1 0.622 1.503
AgexDVN 0.116 1 0.116 0.280
Error 23.981 58 0413

Within factor
Imagery 0.245 1 0.245 1.228
Imagery x Age 0.062 1 0.062 0313
Imageryx DVN 0.004 1 0.004 0.021
Imageryx Age x DVN 0.079 1 0.079 0.397
Error 11.585 58 0.200

DVN=dynamic visual noise.

S T AUAS Pl

il o/ = L =
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SRFEHS vs. 5] HEREE 271 7]e] Tl 44 v wpepar
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S 7P 28 A Ro] Ak WalFo] Qi ATt A9
FRATE 67%, A7 Bt ol gl WEe] B FHAL
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NZHA B A= 2 WAL Aol whE =

0] TolAl9l 58 o OtsEl

Table 13. Correlation coefficients between age and working memory capacity
and hit rate and age-controlled partial correlation

Concrete word Abstract word
DVN Control DVN Control
Zero-order correlation
Age -256 -504** -325 -536**
WM 142 156 4947 215
Partial correlation
WM .060 -182 431* -127

DVN=dynamic visual noise; WM =waorking memory.
*p<.05, **p<.01.

Table 14. Correlation coefficients between age and working memory capacity
and false alarm rate and age-controlled partial correlation

Concrete word Abstract word
DVN Control DVN Control
Zero-order correlation
Age 161 244 262 098
WM -181 -180 -159 -132
Partial correlation
WM -136 -052 -076 -09%4

DVN=dynamic visual noise; WM =working memory.
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Table 15. Correlation coefficients between age and working memory capacity
and sensitivity (d') and age-controlled partial correlation

COMMUNICATION SCIENCES & DISORDERS

Table 16. Correlation coefficients between age and working memory capacity
and criterion (c) and age-controlled partial correlation

Concrete word Abstract word Concrete word Abstract word
DVN Control DVN Control DVN Control DVN Control
Zero-order correlation Zero-order correlation
Age -273 -575** - 464* -536** Age 070 172 109 .389*
WM 331 226 570%* 238 WM 006 026 -3 =117
Partial correlation Partial correlation
WM 263 -148 4947 -094 WM 032 152 -325 137

DVN=dynamic visual noise; \WM = working memory.
*p<.05, **p<.01.
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DVN=dynamic visual noise; WM =waorking memory.
*p< .05.
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