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Abstract

Patients with lesions in the left prefrontal cortex (PFC) have been shown to be impaired in lexical selection, especially
when interference between semantically-related alternatives is increased. To more deeply investigate which computational
mechanisms may be impaired following left PFC damage due to stroke, a psychometric modeling approach is employed in
which we assess the cognitive parameters of the patients from an evidence accumulation (sequential information sampling)
modeling of their response data. We also compare the results to healthy speakers. Analysis of the cognitive parameters
indicates that decision threshold adjustment is impaired for patients to appropriately handle the increased item difficulty
that is introduced by semantic interference. Also, the modeling contributes to other topics in psycholinguistic theory,
in which specific effects are observed on the cognitive parameters according to: item familiarization, and the opposing
effects of priming (lower threshold) and semantic interference (lower drift) which are found to depend on repetition. These
results are developed for the blocked-cyclic picture naming paradigm, in which pictures are presented within semantically-
homogeneous (HOM) or heterogeneous (HET) blocks, and are repeated several times per block. Overall, the results are in

agreement with a role of the left PFC in adjusting the decision threshold for lexical selection in language production.

Keywords: lexical selection, stroke patients, psychometric models for patient analysis, evidence accumulation, picture

naming, prefrontal cortex
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Lesions to the Left Lateral Prefrontal Cortex Impair Decision Threshold Adjustment for Lexical Selection

Introduction

Lexical selection may be broadly defined as the process of selecting a lexical target from a number of alternatives, such
as when one names an object or a concept. Patients with chronic left prefrontal cortex (PFC) damage due to stroke often
have lexical selection impairments. In particular, it has been proposed that these patients have difficulties in overcoming
interference caused by semantically-related alternatives in lexical selection (e.g., Schnur et al., 2006, 2009; Ries et al.,
2014). However, the mechanism by which the left PFC operates to help overcome interference between semantically-
related alternatives is unclear. In this study, we use evidence accumulation modeling to investigate which computational
mechanism may be impaired in left PFC patients when performing a lexical selection task.

The left PFC, and especially the left inferior frontal gyrus, have been proposed to play a role in resolving interference
between semantically-related alternatives for lexical selection (e.g., Thompson-Schill et al., 1997, 1998; Schnur et al., 2006,
2009; Ries et al., 2014). This has been shown in both picture naming and verb generation tasks. For example in the blocked
cyclic picture naming task (Damian et al., 2001), left PFC patients are particularly impaired in naming pictures when
presented in semantically-homogeneous (HOM) versus heterogeneous (HET) blocks (e.g., Schnur et al., 2006, 2009). In
this paradigm, pictures are repeated several times per block and performance is typically impaired in HOM versus HET
blocks from the second presentation onwards, leading to a semantic interference effect. This semantic interference effect
has been shown to be larger in left PFC patients compared to controls, which has been interpreted as being due to a greater
difficulty for these patients to overcome interference between semantically-related alternatives.

Different mechanisms have been suggested to underlie the capacity of the left PFC in resolving this interference, includ-
ing a “booster” mechanism helping to tease lexical representation apart (Oppenheim et al., 2010), a top-down mechanism
allowing to bias the levels of activation of the task-relevant alternatives (Belke & Stielow, 2013), or more generally a
proactive interference control mechanism proposed to operate across cognitive domains (Jonides & Nee, 2006; Kan &
Thompson-Schill, 2004; Ries et al., 2014). However, additional developments are needed for the assessment of these mech-
anisms, as none of them have yet been integrated into quantitative models that can for example, rigorously analyze PFC
patient data at the response time (RT) distributional level. In this paper, we demonstrate such a development: using evidence
accumulation as a means to quantitatively analyze PFC patient data at this level of granularity, and so far it most closely
provides a means to implement, or further research, a style of the “booster” mechanism suggested by Oppenheim et al.
(2010, p.8) in PFC patient performance data.

This project builds upon recent work by Anders et al. (2015), who in the context of traditional psycholinguistic theories
(e.g., see Chen & Mirman, 2012; Howard et al., 2006; Levelt et al., 1999; Oppenheim et al., 2010), advanced a theory that
evidence accumulation may be an underlying component of the lexical selection process (see also Roelofs, 1992; Van Maa-
nen & Van Rijn, 2007). Furthermore with experimental data, they newly demonstrate how the cognitive parameters of
psychometric applications of evidence accumulation models can be used to progress psycholinguistic theory. Evidence

accumulation (also known as sequential sampling) may be defined as an information processing paradigm for how behav-
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iors are selected in the context of time. Particularly, the paradigm postulates that behaviors, or processing choices across
cognitive domains, are enabled through a sequential sampling of signal information (with noise at each sample), up until
a sufficient triggering threshold is reached (Busemeyer & Townsend, 1992, 1993). Such sequential sampling approaches
that are aimed to model signal interpretation, have experienced continued support since their beginning conception in the
1960s (Stone, 1960; Laming, 1968; Gerstein & Mandelbrot, 1964; Ratcliff, 1978) in both theoretical (e.g., simulation explo-
ration) and real data applications of experimental psychology (e.g., Anders et al., 2016; Buckley & Gillman, 1974; Donkin
& Van Maanen, 2014; Mulder et al., 2013; Ratcliff et al., 1999, 2004; Ratcliff & McKoon, 2008), as well as neuroscience
research (e.g., Dehaene, 2008; Kelly & O’Connell, 2013; O’Connell et al., 2012; Mulder et al., 2014).

The evidence accumulation approach allows for a number of advantages. Specifically, the approach can provide cog-
nitive psychometrics (Batchelder, 1998; Riefer et al., 2002) and quantitative modeling contributions for observed RT data
that can be tied to existent psycholinguistic theory. Furthermore, the observed RT distributions can be simultaneously mea-
sured with the approach (e.g., see Anders et al., 2016), providing advancements over classical measurement (mean, s.d.)
approaches (Luce, 1986; Balota & Yap, 2011). Evidence accumulation can be implemented to analyze lexical selection, by
quantitatively modeling the appropriate experimental tasks that can elicit a minimally-biased (e.g., from language-neutral
stimuli) lexical selection procedure, such as a sequential picture naming task (Cattell, 1886; Carroll & White, 1973; Oldfield
& Wingfield, 1964) previously discussed.

In summary, Anders et al. (2015) provide the first application of evidence accumulation to the domain of lexical selection
(in healthy speakers). Then in this study, we provide a first application of the approach to the domain of PFC patients
performing lexical selection. Furthermore we examine replicability of the previous findings for healthy speakers. The
paper is organized as follows. First, a description of the evidence accumulation paradigm and the psychometric model used
to analyze the data is developed. Then the methods are outlined for the picture-naming experiment that contains the PFC
patients and healthy speakers. Next, specifics are detailed about how the proposed cognitive-behavioral modeling is applied:
fitting methods are outlined, and appropriate model fit is assessed, according to proper correspondence with the observed
data. Then the model analysis results are interpreted in relation to the underlying cognitive mechanisms. Finally, the paper

concludes with the general discussion.

Evidence Accumulation for Lexical Selection

In this section, we acquaint the reader with the paradigm of evidence accumulation, and specifically a model previously-
proposed to analyze lexical selection in the context of picture-naming, the shifted Wald model (SWM, Anders et al., 2016;
Folks & Chhikara, 1978; Heathcote, 2004; Luce, 1986; Ricciardi, 1977). The SWM, which involves only one accumulator
with one threshold, and positive drift rates, could be considered a canonical, simplest case of racing accumulation that
models the activation of the lexical target spoken, and not the alternatives (see Anders et al., 2015). Racing accumulation
may hence consist of many SWM accumulators that are involved in a single trial (for each alternative), and the first that
reaches the threshold is the lexical item activated. The race versions have been respectively proposed and simulated by

LaBerge (1962) and Usher et al. (2002); however these approaches are currently not developed as quantitative data anal-
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ysis techniques (e.g. psychometric models) in present lexical selection experiments, due to data limitations of insufficient
observation numbers. Lastly, it is also worth noting that the accumulation process of the SWM involves nearly exactly the
same kind of random-walk process as the popular drift diffusion model (or diffusion decision model, DDM, Ratcliff, 1978;
Ratcliff & McKoon, 2008; Ratcliff et al., 1999), except there is only one absorbing threshold, and the drift rates are positive.
While the DDM is appropriate for two-alternative forced choice paradigms, the SWM is appropriate for paradigms in which

one characteristic response is observed across varying latencies (e.g., a picture’s name).

a=40—
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Figure 1: The SW as a cognitive-behavioral model, describing the RT data in the context of a latent quantity (e.g. signal) accumulating to threshold, o,
at rate, ¥, where 6 accounts for the time lapsed outside of (around) this process. Left, a single trial is modeled with the parameters. Right, many trials
(e.g. an experimental design cell) are modeled with the same parameter values, and these ultimately form a SW distribution shaped with the same signal

accumulation parameters.

An illustration of the SWM, and how it may be used as a simple cognitive-behavioral model for lexical target activation,
is provided in Figure 1. In the left plot of the figure, a single trial is modeled. The fluctuating black line is a representation of
evidence (or activation) that is accumulating over time for the lexical target, X;; note that the evidence begins at a value of 0,
and increases (with noise) over time, until it hits the necessary threshold value, here a value of 40. The evidence accumulates
at every time step (¢, millisecond, ms) with sequential samples from a Gaussian signal distribution, with mean signal 7, and
noise modeled by a standard deviation of 1.!'? Upon reaching the threshold, the lexical target has been sufficiently activated,
and the verbal response behavior is hence initiated. Parameter 7y indicates the rate of activation accumulation, « is the value
of the threshold needed to initiate the behavior, and 0 is the time to perform the behavior, such as for response encoding to

execution (here abbreviated TEA for time external to the accumulation process), and may also include time for perceptual

I The standard deviation (SD) of 1 is used as a scaling parameter. For example if a value of SD = 2 is used when fitting data, all other parameters

(v, ct, 0) would scale up, but be identically correlated to the parameters fit with SD = 1.
>The LATER model (Carpenter, 1981) is a variant that is typically used for visual saccade RT modeling. It accumulates evidence without noise

(SD = 0), but rather samples the drift rate with noise from trial to trial. Its race extension is known as the extended LATER (Nakahara et al., 2006) or
Linear Ballistic Accumulator (LBA, Brown & Heathcote, 2008).
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processes.

In the right plot of Figure 1, many trials (e.g. a subject within an experimental design cell) are modeled with the same
three parameters that simulated the single trial in the left plot. Note that all of these finishing times, of when the evidence
accumulates to the necessary threshold, plus the TEA (0)3, are the response times (RTs), and these are quantified directly
by the probability density function of the SW distribution, also known as the three-parameter inverse Gaussian distribution.
Then, quantitatively one can think of any given RT;, j € 1...N, N being the number of RT observations, as having a
probabilistic likelihood of arising based on the evidence accumulation parameters of the corresponding experimental design

cell ¢ in which RT; resides, as
RT; ~ shifted Wald(¥., o, 6.), (1)

in which each cell ¢ may have various contributions based on experimental factors f, participant p, and item i. Hence in
this kind of fitting approach (Anders et al., 2016), parameters are estimated per cell, as ¥, ¢, 6., and these cells may vary
according to such contributions. Each cell may be considered as corresponding to the right plot of Figure 1. The likelihood

function of the SWM for a given RT; in the context of an experimental design cell ¢ is

(0% .ex {[ac_Yc(RTJ_QC)]z }
V2r(RT,—0)F T 2(RT; —6c) ’

with expected value ¢, /Y. + 6., and variance «. /¥, for RT ; € (6c,0) and ¥, o, 6. > 0.

JS(RT; | e, 0, 0c) = 2)

Herein, each evidence accumulation parameter distinctly quantifies a unique RT distribution shape effect: 7y for distri-
bution tail length, o for variance around the mode, and 0 for the distribution onset. Furthermore, it is important to note that
each of these shape qualities can uniquely change an RT mean, as E(RT) = o /Y. + 6. (see Figure 2 in Anders et al., 2016).
Hence this kind of analysis goes beyond assessing the RT mean, which is not identified in the case of skewed distributions
(like RT distributions). For example an RT mean can be greater due to a later distribution onset, a bigger tail, or more
variance around the mode; two RT means can be equal (500 ms) but one distribution can have a larger tail and a faster onset
E(RT) = (10/.1) +400 = 500 ms, while the other a smaller tail and a later onset E(RT) = (10/.2) +450 = 500 ms (the
threshold, though equal in both cases as value 10 here, could also play a role in this issue). Furthermore, these opposing
effects can be linked to distinct experimental predictors, and potentially disentangled. In the case of lexical selection ex-
perimental conditions (blocked-cyclic picture naming), which indeed has been proposed to have experimental predictors
with opposing facilitatory and interference effects (e.g., semantic context and repetition, Navarrete et al., 2014; Oppenheim
et al., 2010), then such a disentanglement provided by this modeling approach can be a notable advantage of the technique

(see also Anders et al., 2015).

3For illustrative simplicity, here 8 (TEA) is placed before the evidence accumulation begins (at 8 = 200 ms). However note that whether 6 is placed
here, or split around the actual accumulation process (e.g. accounting for both concept/visual recognition and response execution time), these options are

quantified equally by the model likelihood function.
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Lexical Target Activity versus Activity of Alternatives

The succinctness and tractability of the SWM, makes it a useful cognitive psychometric model for the empirical data that
can inform psycholinguistic theory, and how experimental predictors (e.g., semantic context, repetition) may affect lexical
activation dynamics. Furthermore, since the model does not require many observations, we can fit these predictors jointly,
and also simultaneously account for between trial effects (e.g., lag), which can improve model fit validity (see Baayen,
2004; Baayen et al., 2008; Barr et al., 2013). Picture naming typically consists of correct responses among n-thousand
possible alternatives, the correct responses having variability in latency. The model provides a sufficient, though simplistic
account (activation rate, threshold, non-selection time) of the observed behavior (the lexical target), particularly via its
accumulation dynamics. This kind of approach is compatible with research by Zandbelt et al. (2014), that demonstrate how
focusing on the relevant, single accumulator among a large ensemble (e.g., thousands)—such as the behavior-triggering
accumulator—can provide a sufficient cognitive-behavioral account of an observed response.

Though while we gain a suitable, tractible psychometric model through parameter succinctness (¥, &, 6), and through
focusing on only the lexical target’s accumulation, it is worthwhile to clarify that other neurologically-plausible dynamics
(e.g., decay, inhibition—or competition) that may often be sourced by modeling the activation of lexical alternatives, can still
be integrated in the fitted model parameter results (if present). That is, the SWM fit is non-discriminating in the sense that
it does not force the presence nor absence of competition dynamics (e.g., by additional/constraining parameters), but will
rather integrate these effects within the existing accumulation parameters {y, o, 0} that provide an account of the overall
accumulation trends. For example, if inhibition from lexical alternatives occurs, depending on how these factors manifest
in accumulation dynamics, this may reduce the overall drift rate fitted by the SWM, and/or alternatively, may increase the
threshold needed—we note that psycholinguistic theories have different accounts in whether or not inhibition occurs, and
how so (Dell, 1986; Mahon et al., 2007; Oppenheim et al., 2010; La Heij, 1988; Levelt et al., 1999; Roelofs, 2003)—these
will be discussed later after our data modeling results.

We note that in contrast to having high tractability by modeling only the behavior-triggering accumulator, there exist
multi-accumulator racing models that could simulate the n-thousand alternatives in lexical selection, and have added param-
eters that quantify decay/inhibition dynamics (e.g., Usher & McClelland, 2001; McMillen & Holmes, 2006). These models
can resemble single-layer neural networks, and similarly, some also do not include motor/non-selection time parameters.
However, these more complex models are currently too intractable or demanding of observation numbers to be fit as psy-
chometric models along experimental predictors, even for n > 4 alternatives.* However, it would be ideal if one could use
these models as data measurement tools, and this is hence a desirable goal for future work.

Therefore, a primary difference between the SWM and these more complicated evidence accumulation models, is that

it does not have additional parameters that will parse out these more specific dynamics separately (e.g., a repeated decay on

4See work by Miletic et al. (in review), where /0,000 or more trials are needed from a single subject, to measure inhibition effects in a 3 alternative
modeling case (and without experimental manipulations): this analysis involved the Leaky Competing Accumulator (LCA) model and some of the most
advanced fitting methods currently developed. However, it is a future goal to achieve psychometric applications of such models, either through bigger data

and/or further optimized fitting methods.
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drift, or by inhibition, a repeated reduction on drift, or increase in threshold) from the three standard accumulation dynamics
parameters, {¥, o, 0}. Hence, to learn about the potential presence of competition (e.g., lateral inhibition) and its effects on
the accumulation dynamics of lexical selection (drift rate, threshold, non-selection time) with the SWM (psychometrically),
appropriately-planned experimental predictors may be used. For example, by holding target difficulty constant (e.g., easy),
one could examine changes in {y, ¢, 6} for the lexical target between two experimental conditions, where one condition has
another alternative(s) that is likely to be partially activated, but rarely selected. Fortunately in the case of lexical selection,
observing unrelated versus shared semantic context conditions across trial repetitions, has been the corollary for this kind of
analysis. Specifically, they have been the precedent experimental manipulations for examining effects of partial activation
of alternatives, and if activation of these alternatives provides interference (Damian et al., 2001). Therefore we will utilize
these kinds of manipulations to demonstrate how a psychometric modeling of these predictors may help us learn about the

activation dynamics of the target, as well as how it may be influenced (e.g., inhibition) by non-target activations.

Experiment Methods

This study uses a subset of the data published in Ries et al. (2014) and only includes the data of the participants tested at
UC Berkeley. This study differs from the previous work in that the analyses performed are of a completely different nature.
To more deeply investigate how computational mechanisms may be impaired, or altered, in left PFC patients following
damage due to stroke, herein a psychometric modeling approach is employed in which we assess the cognitive parameters
of left PFC patients, which are obtained through a sequential information sampling (evidence accumulation) modeling
analysis of their response data. Furthermore we compare the PFC patient results to healthy speakers in the experiment,
assess replicability of previous analyses performed on healthy speakers (Anders et al., 2015), and interpret the findings in

the context of current psycholinguistic theory.

Farticipants

The study was performed in agreement with the Declaration of Helsinki. All subjects gave informed consent approved
by the University of California, Berkeley Committee for Protection of Human Subjects. The data of 9 PFC patients (5
females; mean age: 59, SD = 12.09 years old) and 14 healthy speakers (8 females; mean age: 66, SD = 8.79 years old,
t(13.41) = 1.50, p = .158) matched in age, gender, and education were collected. Patients had on average 17 years of
education (SD = 2.30) and controls had on average 16 years of education (SD = 1.74;1(13.81) = —1.21, p = .245).

All patients had left PFC lesions due to stroke caused by infarction of the left precentral branch of the middle cerebral
artery (providing the major blood supply to the left PEC). All were tested on the neuropsychological tests (mentioned below)
and for the current study at least 6 months post-stroke (chronic stage). Their lesions were delineated onto the MRICRO
templates by a neurologist using input from T1, T2, and Flair scans acquired at least 6 months post-stroke on a Siemens
Allegra 3.0 T MRI scanner. Of the 9 patients tested, 3 PFC patients (2 males) could not perform the experimental tasks
adequately due to markedly poor performance: they either did not understand the instructions properly or their error rate on

the experimental tasks was over 40% (mean score on Sequential Commands: 68/80, SD = 6.08, individual scores: 64, 65,
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and 75; mean score for Spontaneous Speech: 18/20, SD = 1.00, individual scores: 18, 17, and 19, respectively). The data
of these 3 left PFC patients were excluded from the analysis. The remaining 6 left PFC patients had a mean Spontaneous
Speech score of 18.83/20 (SD = 0.75), reflecting overall good production abilities despite some articulation problems (two
patients had a score of 18 reflecting a lack of detail in the picture description or in answering one of the questions). The
mean Sequential Command score was of 74.9/80 (SD = 8.88 based on the 5 patients for which we had the Sequential
Command score. The last patient had an overall Comprehension score of 9.8/10 reflecting good comprehension abilities).
We note that 3 out of the 6 patients had a perfect score of 80, only one had a relatively low score of 59.5 and the other had a
score of 75. The patient with the low comprehension score was nevertheless able to perform the naming task correctly. Thus
the language production deficits of the left PFC patients included in the analysis were overall mild in nature allowing the
patients to perform the task adequately. Lesion overlaps of the 6 patients included in the analyses is presented in Figure2;
and Table 1 provides by patient, information about total lesion volume and percent damage in and outside the left PFC.

Particularly, the left PFC patient lesions were centered in both the inferior frontal gyrus and the middle frontal gyrus.

Figure 2: Lesion overlay of the 6 patients. The color coding indicates the amount of overlap between the different patients’ lesions (red corresponds to

100% overlap and purple to 0% overlap).

% Damage in PFC % Damage outside the PFC Total lesion volume (cm?)

Insula Basal ganglia Temporal lobe

P1 82.85 9.45 247 5.23 134.02
P2 81.46 7.00 8.40 3.14 72.53
P3 78.68 6.42 6.63 8.27 187.29
P4 69.35 4.46 0.52 25.67 96.98
P5 44.87 6.99 3.83 4431 167.00
P6 70.20 10.89 0.25 18.66 59.96
Average 71.24 7.54 3.68 17.55 119.63
Standard Deviation 14.10 2.29 15.68 16.37 51.62

Table 1: Percent damage in the PFC and outside the PFC (to the insula, basal ganglia or temporal lobe) derived from manual delimitation onto the MRICRO

templates by a neurologist, and total lesion volume per patient included in the study.

Materials and design
As described in Ries et al. (2014), the stimuli were 252 line-drawings of common objects or animals selected from

published collections (Snodgrass & Vanderwart, 1980; Bonin et al., 2003), the Internet, or constructed by us (mean name
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agreement: 91.25%, SD = 8%). For purposes unrelated to the present study, participants also performed a Simon task
(Simon & Rudell, 1967) using the same stimuli as in the picture naming task. Therefore, the stimuli were colored in green
or purple presented on the left or on the right of the fixation cross. These dimensions were however not relevant here.
The stimuli were issued from 6 semantic categories (e.g. human dwellings, means of transportation). Each member (e.g.
house) was represented by 7 different items (e.g. 6 different houses: 5 used as experimental items, 1 for familiarization).
In the blocked cyclic naming task as generally used, pictures are repeated several times per block (5 or 6 most often; e.g.,
Damian et al., 2001; Maess et al., 2002). The semantic interference effect emerges only after the first presentation of the
stimuli. We reasoned that repeating the same pictures several times may cause the stimulus-response associations to be
over-learned. Therefore, we used different pictures to represent the same member of a category (e.g. different types of
houses) to minimize stimulus-response associations that could bypass lexical access. Importantly, the semantic interference
effect has been shown to extend to new items (Belke et al., 2005). We were therefore confident this design would give
us a reliable semantic interference effect. The items were presented in a pseudo-random order (using the software MIX;
Van Casteren & Davis, 2006) within each experimental run with the constraints that consecutive items were phonologically
unrelated (i.e., two pictures in a row never had the same initial phoneme) and items sharing the same name would be at least

3 trials away from one-another.

Procedure

The procedure was the same as described in Ries et al. (2013, 2014, 2015). We repeat relevant aspects for the current
study. Participants responded by making verbal answers to pictures presented on a computer screen situated 148 cm in
front of them while seated comfortably in a sound-attenuated dimly-lit environment. Stimuli were presented using Eprime
2.0 Professional (Psychology Software Tools, Inc., Pittsburgh, PA), allowing on-line recording of verbal responses. A trial
consisted of the following events: (1) a fixation point (“plus” sign presented at the center of the screen) for 500 ms; (2)
a picture for 2000 ms (3) a blank screen for 2000 ms. The following trial started automatically. As above-mentioned,
participants also performed a Simon task but did so in separate blocks. The order in which the tasks were performed was
counter-balanced across participants. In both tasks, participants had to add the possessive determiner “my” (e.g. “my
house”) before their answer. This was done to reduce variability in vocal onsets and because we also recorded EMG activity
of three facial articulators for unrelated purposes. The response-onset measure were the vocal-onsets. The task was split into
4 blocks of 108 trials each. Participants could take breaks whenever they needed and two built-in pauses were equally spaced
within each block. Participants had to respond as fast and as accurately as possible. Before the experiment, participants
were familiarized with the picture names.

The results of the Simon task are not considered here. In the Simon task, participants were asked to say “my right” or
“my left” depending on the color of the picture while ignoring the side to which the picture was presented. Thus interference
is greater for a picture presented on the left of the fixation cross when the response to be given is “my right” and vice-versa.
The stimulus-response association rule (i.e., saying “my right” for a green picture and “my left” for a purple picture or

vise-versa) and the order in which the tasks were performed were counterbalanced across participants.
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Data post-processing and analysis

Response accuracy and verbal response times were measured offline using CheckVocal (Protopapas, 2007). Trials were
excluded from the analysis if the participant did not respond, or produced any kind of verbal error: partial or complete
production of incorrect words, omission of the pronoun “my”, verbal dysfluencies (e.g., stuttering, utterance repairs: 4%)
and hesitations (e.g., if the experimenter perceived the production of the possessive pronoun to be abnormally lengthened
or separated from the production of the noun by a pause). Finally in the main effects and interactions analyses, and also to
provide results that translate to previous analyses (Anders et al., 2015), we follow the common practice to exclude the first
occurrence of each stimulus (namely, repetition cycle 1) on each block (Ewald et al., 2012) in contexts of analyzing semantic
interference, as the semantic interference effect can be absent or even reversed in the first presentation (e.g., Damian et al.,
2001; Belke et al., 2005; Rahman & Melinger, 2007). However, we provide a supplementary analysis afterward that indeed
examines the contrasts between repetition cycle 1 and subsequent repetitions (e.g., 2-3 and 4-6), with semantic context, in
order to bridge our model-based results to more recent literature that involves the topic (e.g., Navarrete et al., 2014; Mahon

et al., 2007; Rabovsky et al., 2016).

Application to Lexical Retrieval Patient Data

Fitting Approach

The fitting method utilized for the SWM combines techniques of maximum likelihood and deviance criterion mini-
mization. In this approach (see Anders et al., 2016, for a tutorial and code), an independent SWM is fit for each unique
experimental design cell (each possessing an RT distribution), in which main effects and interactions can be observed on
the parameters of evidence accumulation. Note that for every design cell, the cognitive parameters: drift 7, threshold «,
and TEA 0 are estimated. The design cells consist of the possible combinations of the relevant factors of the task: semantic
context, repetition, and lag between item repetition. Furthermore, we fit these cells by participant (20 total), in which six
participants are PFC patients, and the other fourteen are healthy speakers. In order to provide comparison and replicability
analysis of the modeling with the previous data researched (Anders et al., 2015), we similarly collapsed the repetition factor
into two levels (2-3 and 4-6) and the lag factor into two levels (2-5 and 6-12). Then the resultis N =20 x 2 x 2 x 2 = 160
experimental cells fit, each having an appropriate average cell size of 40 trials, with standard deviation (SD) of trials 10,
and range (20,64). A supplementary analysis also compares semantic context effects of pictures in their first repetition
(naming) with the other two repetition levels (2-3 and 4-6) for both healthy speakers and patients, resulting in 40 = 20 x 2
additional experimental cells (one lag level), with average cell size of 28 trials, standard deviation 6, and range (14,35).
This totals in 200 experimentals cells being fit by the model.

Finally before fitting, on each cell a very light processing of potential contaminant RTs (see Barnett & Lewis, 1994;
Ratcliff & Tuerlinckx, 2002) was performed by an elimination criterion of below three or above six median absolute devi-
ations (MADs, see Leys et al., 2013) from the cell RT median (preserving the long tail RT values), resulting in 6,506 trials
for analysis out of the original 6,543 (0.5% of trials omitted). Then to fit the model, for each cell, maximum likelihood

method of moment estimators were used to calculate the three SW parameters when a shape parameter is proposed (£, as in
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Anders et al., 2016). Then searching across the near-entire range 3, the optimal parameter set is selected according to the
minimal difference between the data to model-predicted RT quantiles, by 100 equally-spaced quantile points in the range of

(.01,.99).

Hllustration of the Observed Response Time Distributions by Design Cell

The analysis approach hence consists of modeling the observed RT distributions corresponding to each experimental
design cell (partitioned by subject as well). After the model is fit, values for the process parameters are obtained for each of
these cells. Then a formal comparitive analysis of these parameters (e.g. an ANOVA), can quantify the significant differ-
ences and/or interactions between the experimental conditions. Particularly, we obtain information on how these conditions
modulate the dynamics of the underlying process modeled. In this section, we illustrate the observed RT distributions of the

experimental design cells from sample subjects of each group: healthy speakers and left PFC patients.

0.010 - Healthy Speakers

—— HET Repl
—— HET Rep2
—— HOM Repl
—— HOM Rep2

400 600 800 1000 400 600 800 1000 400 600 800 1000 400 600 800 1000
RT RT RT RT
0.010 - PFC Patients 0.010 0.010 0.010
—— HET Repl
_| — HET Rep2 ] ] ]
00084 Z7 1M Rept 0.008 0.008 0.008
—— HOM Rep2
20006 20006 20.006
z z Z
j5) j5) j5%
20.004 2 0.004 2 0.004
0.002 0.002 0.002
0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
400 600 800 1000 400 600 800 1000 400 600 800 1000 400 600 800 1000
RT RT RT RT

Figure 3: An illustration of the experimental cell distributions by subject that the SWM fits. The four distributions in each subject’s plot respectively

correspond to the HET/HOM conditions at repetition levels 1 (cycles 2-3) and 2 (cycles 4-6) for one lag level (>5).

The top row of Figure 3 provides the observed data distributions obtained from four example subjects of the healthy
speakers group, and the bottom row provides the same for four subjects of the left PFC patient group. The four distributions

in each subject’s plot respectively correspond to the HET and HOM conditions at repetition levels 1 (cycles 2-3) and 2
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(cycles 4-6) for a single lag level (>5).°> Keeping in mind that of the SWM parameters: 7y quantifies the tail length, a
quantifies the variance around the mode value, and 6 quantifies the onset of the distribution, some elementary predictions
can be made about what one might see when the model is fit to this data. For example, in comparing the healthy speakers
versus patients (top and bottom rows), the healthy speakers clearly show an improvement in RTs at the second repetition
of HET conditions by narrower distributions/higher modes, while the patients do not. This distribution effect would most
likely correspond to a lower o value obtained in the model fit with increased HET repetitions for healthy speakers. Another
observable difference between healthy speakers and patients exists in how the healthy speakers have notably slower RT
distributions between the HET versus HOM conditions (by being wider around the mode), while the patients do not have
this specific modulation in their distributions. This is another effect in which one could expect that the model fit will derive
an o change (here increased) for HOM conditions in healthy speakers, and this kind of threshold adjustment would not be
present in patients.

Through visually inspecting these by-cell observed RT distributions, these are just a few examples of speculations one
could make about the results that will be obtained by the model fit. However from only eye-balling these plots, it is difficult
to capture all such differences, and be right about them, especially when one is tasked to also consider changes in distribution
tail and onset. This is especially the case since the unique cells provide for as many as 200 distributions total. Alternatively
if one wanted to reduce these cells into a single distribution across subjects in order to make such conclusions, unfortunately
this can blur the precision of the distributions (widen them) and can hence can mask or distort the underlying effects. In
contrast, the proposed approach consists of applying a model to these distinct data cells, which will quantify each of these
distribution features according to an objective function. Then comparison analyses of the posterior results will indicate what
significant differences there are between the conditions and subject groups for the parameters. First before examining these
posterior parameter results however, the following section provides important model fit diagnostics based on quantifying
the fit error (observed distributions vs. the estimated distributions) at the specificity of all of the distribution deciles (e.g.
0.1,0.2, ..., 0.9). This is done for every cell (200 total). These diagnostics hence provide a systematic method to assess

quality of fit (and if the parameter results are appropriate to interpret).

Model Fit Checks

In this section, model fit diagnostics are examined to assess the degree to which the model appropriately fits the data,
and hence if the parameter results may be appropriate to interpret. Then following a satisfactory fit, the next section reports
the main parameter differences. Thirdly, an interpretation of these parameters and their relationships to psycholinguistic
theory is provided.

The first plot in Figure 4 provides the quantile-quantile (QQ) matching of the deciles of the fit-simulated distributions
against the observed distributions; it contains all 200 cells. The QQ plot may show overall trends in systematically misfitting

quantiles of the distribution, as well as misfit outliers. It also gives an idea about the scale and range of the data. The

3Since plotting the four other distributions that correspond to the remaining lag level (<5) would considerably complicate comprehension of these

illustrations, we do not plot them here.
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importance of this check is to observe critically any curvatures in the plot, which is a strong sign of misfit. As one can see
in the figure, there is no systematic curvature in the plot and the SWM performs systematically well on the data set, with
minimal outliers.

The middle plot provides the distribution of standardized residuals for each of the nine deciles across the 200 cells fit.
In this model fit check, one might optimally see a distinct ordering of decile residual distributions, due to the property
that residual magnitude tends to correlate with RT data variance and magnitude (e.g., see Anders et al., 2016). In this
application, such an ordering is present, and it is nicely shown that most standardized residuals are near 0.05 and below,
similar to previous applications. Finally the third plot provides the sum standardized residual, A, by cell. One can see that
there are not many large residual outliers, A=0.87is suitably low, and the correlation between the standardized residuals
and the deviation of the data, pac = —0.16, is also satisfactorily low (see Anders et al., 2016). Thus the three model fit

diagnostics demonstrate appropriate results.
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1200 2.0+ rasp = —0.16
= 95%
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g 1000 = =]
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= 53 o~
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Reaction Time (data) Std. Residual (per Decile) Cell

Figure 4: SWM fit to the observed data. The top-right plot shows the quantile-quantile match for the nine deciles (0.1 to 0.9) for each of the 200 cells.
The bottom-right plot shows the distribution of residuals for each of the nine quantiles across the 200 cells; where the residual is the absolute difference
(in ms) between the observed quantile and the model-predicted quantile. The left column provides mean parameter values with bars representing standard
error of the mean (N = 160) grouped by experimental factor. From top to bottom are respectively the parameter values for activity accumulation rate, 7,

inverse baseline activation (or threshold), ¢, and time external to activity accumulation (TEA), 6.

Results

In the model fit analysis of the 14 healthy speakers (left) and 6 left PFC patients (right) of Figure 5, the following results
were observed. Firstly, overall group differences were shown to have marginal effects: the PFC patients were found to
have overall higher accumulation rates ¥ (or excitability) than healthy speakers #(104) = —1.8, p = 0.07, which may be
compensating for their overall slower non-accumulation delays 6 (e.g., motor output) than healthy speakers #(73) = —1.5,
p = 0.12. Then the most substantial effects were found along the experimental factors, as well as their interactions.

At the detail of the experimental manipulations, a main effect of semantic context (HET vs. HOM blocks) was found,
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providing a decrease in the signal accumulation rate parameter, ¥ (Fy(1,18) = 15.3,p = .001,1} = 0.46,nZ = 0.080)°,
and an increase in the threshold parameter, o (Fy(1,18) =2.26,p = .15, = 0.11,n% = 0.012) for HOM over HET, but
no effect in external time 6 (Fy(1,18) =0.18,p = 0.69, 771% =0.01, né = 0.000). Critically, a significant interaction was

discovered between groups regarding this o effect (K 1,18) = 4.36,p = .04, 71,% = 0.21711(23 = 0.026), particularly

ntera(
the PFC patients were impaired to adjust their threshold appropriately according to semantic context. Hence this increase
in threshold by HOM vs. HET blocks, occurs only in the healthy speakers (#(110) = —2.2, p = 0.032). Furthermore, a
significant interaction was found between groups concerning 6 (Fjero(1,18) = 5.84,p = .03,71,% =0.24, né =0.011),
suggesting semantic interference (HOM) for the PFC patients also introduces added motor output difficulties.

In regard to repetition between levels 2:3 to 4:6, a main effect was also found, providing a decrease in signal criterion
level, o (Fy(1,18) =4.05,p = .O6,n1% = 0.18,7]% = 0.025) with increased repetition, which could be interpreted as a
residually higher starting activation for the lexical target by its repetition. Here, no significant interaction was found between
groups in regard to repetition. However a significant interaction was evident for repetition crossed with semantic context,
on accumulation rate y (Fintery(lv 18) =7.32,p = .01, 71;% =0.29, 11(2; = 0.014. Particularly semantic interference (HOM)
provides decreased accumulation rate over repetition levels #(73) = 2.1, p = 0.037, see Figure 6 (Row 1, HOM 2:3 to 4:6).

Thirdly, no significant effects were found in lag.
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32 32
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Figure 5: Left column: healthy speakers, right column: left PFC patients. The cognitive parameters from the model fit for each experimental condition:

semantic context for semantically-unrelated conditions (HET) and semantically-related conditions (HOM), repetition level (2:3, 4:6), and lag (<5,>5).

SFor an explanation of effect sizes n; and né, see Bakeman (2005).
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Supplementary Analysis with First Repetition (Naming) Level

In an ANOVA of the model parameters between the first repetition level to the next, crossed with semantic context
and group, the model-based analysis accounts for the ‘known’ boost (or notable improvement) in RTs after the the first
repetition, through the main effects of enhanced activation rate y (Fy(1,18) = 18.64, p < .001,n3 = 0.51,n = 0.107) and
reduced TEA 0 (Fp(1,18) =8.25,p = .Ol,ng = 0.31,11% = 0.029), see Figure 6 (Rows 1 and 3). In contrast, a slowing
in RTs occurs by increased threshold o (Fy(1,18) =3.58,p = .07, n; =0.17,m2 = 0.056), up to a level that corresponds
to relative condition difficulty (lower for HET vs. larger for HOM, see Healthy Speakers), as in Figure 6; while the LFC
patients have increased threshold means (from 1 to 2:3) as well in HET/HOM, these levels do not adequately adjust for
semantic context difficulty like in healthy speaker levels. Thirdly, no significant interactions were found. Finally, no

significant pairwise differences were found between 1st repetitions in HOM versus HET.

o7 Health; ki o017 PFC Pati
0.16 o Healthy Speakers 0.16 C Patients
=015 =015
£ 0144 £ 0144
013 013
g 0124 g 0124
< 0114 ﬁ[ ,H[ I < 0114
0.10+ 0.10+
T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2:3 4:6 1 2:3 4:6 1 2:3 4:6 1 2:3 4:6
Repetition Cycle HET Repetition Cycle HOM Repetition Cycle HET Repetition Cycle HOM
34 34
s 32 s 32
= 30 - - = 30
E 28 g 28
& 264 i 5 26 i
£ 244 i 4 £ 24
224 22+ J |
20 T T T T T T 20 T T T T T T
1 2:3 4:6 1 2:3 4:6 1 2:3 4:6 1 2:3 4:6
Repetition Cycle HET Repetition Cycle HOM Repetition Cycle HET Repetition Cycle HOM
640 640
620 620
o 600 o 600
< 580 < 580
jsal j<al
=560 ] 1 = 560 J
540 540 9 [
520 T T T T T T 520 T T T T T T
1 2:3 4:6 1 23 4:6 1 23 4:6 1 2:3 4:6
Repetition Cycle HET Repetition Cycle HOM Repetition Cycle HET Repetition Cycle HOM

Figure 6: Left column: healthy speakers, right column: left PFC patients. A more detailed contrast provided for the semantically-unrelated conditions
(HET) and semantically-related conditions (HOM) over each repetition level modeled (1, 2:3, 4:6). Used to further examine how the cognitive model

parameters for HET/HOM adjust over repetition, and by subject group.

Summary

Replication Regarding the healthy speakers, we replicated the findings described by Anders et al. (2015): shared se-
mantic context (HOM, or semantic interference) reduces the rate of lexical target activity accumulation () and increases
the amount of activation needed for the lexical target to be selected (¢r). Repetition decreases the amount of activation
needed for the lexical target to be selected (&), and likewise, no significant effects were found in lag. Though similar to

the previous study, a mean increase in threshold was observed with increased lag levels. We wonder if non-significance
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here is an issue with power, and if improvements in experimental design that balance observation numbers per lag level,
may improve analysis of this predictor and/or its interactions. Alternatively, we note that in previous analyses based on RT
means, lag has not been found to have a significant effect.

Accounting for Differences Between PFC Patients and Healthy Speakers New findings in left PFC patient data are
the following. With respect to semantic context, left PFC patients have an impairment from healthy speakers in appropriate
threshold adjustment. Although the patients have a much more pronounced drop in evidence accumulation rate between
semantic context conditions HET/HOM than healthy speakers, they do not differ significantly from healthy speakers in
accumulation rate during semantic interference. Rather, they fail to up-adjust the threshold to deal with the increased
difficulty that semantic interference provides, as in healthy speakers, and instead appear to need less activation to select the
lexical target (threshold) o during semantic interference, but are then slowed by the interference at either a process before
this decision process can take place, or during the post-selection stages (e.g. articulation), by 6.

Although parameter 0 includes both pre- and post-selection delays, given the location of these patients’ lesions, it may
be reasonable to infer that the additional slowing in 8 occurs post-selection (such as in articulation) for these patients. This
is because their left PFC lesions also encompassed part of the premotor cortex, and in some cases, the insula. Several
studies (e.g., Dronkers et al., 1996; Guenther et al., 2006) have discussed the relevant role of these regions in speech motor
programming/functioning. Here (and as in, Kello et al., 2000; Fink et al., submitted), we are suggesting that these regions
operating down-stream from the word selection process are affected by word retrieval difficulty, with the idea that processing
difficulty in lexical selection can cascade into articulation difficulties.

Another notable difference involves that overall conditions, PFC patients have higher accumulation rates and non-
accumulation times than healthy speakers. This tentatively suggests that PFC patients may compensate for such pre- and
post lexical selection difficulties (increased 0) by exhibiting an increased overall excitability () in the lexical network,
which in combination with their impairment in appropriate threshold (@) modulation during semantic interference, could
potentially account for their higher error rates. For example, Usher et al. (2002) demonstrate how in racing accumulation
models, an increased threshold is needed to maintain accuracy levels when relevant alternative numbers are increased, which
has also been replicated in fits to real data by Van Maanen et al. (2012); correspondingly, PFC patients do not appropriately
increase threshold in the case of semantic context, which has more alternatives active, and hence according to this modeling
framework, this finding predicts a higher error rate. Additional applications of this modeling (and advancements thereof) to
patient data may further sharpen these inferences.

Disentangling Facilitatory and Interference Effects Through Different Dynamics in Lexical Activation Next, the
significant interaction analyses between semantic context and repetition have revealed valuable findings for psycholinguistic
theory. Navarrete et al. (2014) have argued that semantic interference (from shared semantic context, HOM) in cyclic
naming depends on (and hence accumulates with) repetition. We have reproduced this result (in both healthy speakers and

PFC patients), and furthermore we newly link this repetition-based interference with decreases in the lexical target activity
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accumulation rate, y.” Secondly, Navarrete et al. (2012) relate this accumulated interference not as through competition,
but by the negative effects of incremental learning: through naming semantically-related targets, that overcome the positive
learning effects, as forwarded by Oppenheim et al. (2007, 2010).

While Oppenheim et al. (2010) consider two kinds of possible racing mechanisms, one competitive and one non-
competitive (the latter having a threshold that is not forced to be negatively-correlated to the booster accumulation rate),
Anders et al. (2015) showed that the non-competitive version is supported by their similar psychometric modeling of these
experimental data predictors in a different data set. Our work herein also supports/replicates these results of our previous
modeling analysis, and further disentangles how these opposing effects of learning may be occuring in the lexical activation
dynamics. That is, a deeper analysis of the cognitive parameters derived from the data here, shows how they are able to
disentangle the positive effects of learning (reduced thresholds, by repetition priming in general) from the negative effects
of learning (reduced activation rate, by weakening closely-related-but-incorrect targets by repetition priming in semantic
context).

These results, that cumulative semantic interference occurs with repetition (by a reduction in lexical activation rate, )
are in contrast to the account by Belke & Stielow (2013), who propose that semantic interference does not accumulate with
repetition in the blocked naming paradigm (for young healthy speakers). This difference in conclusion may be attributed to
several reasons. First, Belke & Stielow’s claim pertains only to young healthy speakers, in which our study involved older
healthy adults as well as patients, each of which demonstrated cumulative semantic interference effects—though we note
that Anders et al. (2015); Mulatti et al. (2014); Navarrete et al. (2014) have also observed the cumulative interference effect
for young healthy speakers in their experimental data as well. Secondly, Belke & Stielow’s conclusions pertain to analyses
involving mean RT analyses. Since our response process (and RT distributional) modeling disentangles the priming effect
of repetition (quickening) from the semantic interference effect (slowing) on RTs, the methodology is in this respect less
prone to Type II errors than an analysis on RT means (see the final paragraph of the SWM explanation section). Hence,
more information on this debate might be yielded by re-analyzing Belke & Stielow’s discussed data sets with this kind of
modeling, and seeing if similar opposing effects (facilitation and interference) occur on the RT means, which leaves room
for future work.

Accounting for How a Network May be Calibrated, Adjusted for Difficulty The supplementary analysis across repeti-
tion levels demonstrates how a naming system (or lexical activation) can become quickly calibrated after the first repetition.
First, a commonly known result is a large boost (reduction) in RTs after the first repetition (Belke, 2013; Belke et al., 2005;
Navarrete et al., 2012, 2014). Here the model-based results specify that the dynamics of this boost relate to a quickly

calibrated network (e.g., through positive learning) by increased target activation rates y and decreased external times 0

7Support for this claim is also evident in our previous analysis by Anders et al. (2015), which used a different data set. Though since the experimental
design therein included three shared semantic conditions and only one non-shared semantic condition, the conditions of shared semantic context had
greater influence over the main effects of other predictors (e.g., repetition). Hence it is likely that for this reason, the ANOVA did not retrieve a significant
context/repetition interaction of reduced 7y over repetition in shared semantics, but rather a significant main effect of reduced y simply over repetition, since

most conditions therein involved shared semantic context.
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(e.g., articulation preparation). Secondly, we show how the network is also simultaneously calibrated to the difficulty, in a
way that slows RTs for increased selection caution by a magnitude relative to the difficulty level. For instance, while the
initial threshold ¢ states are nearly the same between HET/HOM conditions during the first naming (repetition), afterward
the network adjusts the threshold according to the condition difficulty (e.g., by learned interference), such as increasing the
threshold to be more cautious in HOM than in HET. This idea ties into work by Navarrete et al. (2014) who demonstrate how
different “baselines” may be determined according to the presence or absence of semantic context within the first repetition,

from which subsequent positive/negative incremental learning effects may act regularly.

Discussion

A number of current psycholinguistic theories consider lexical selection as a process related to selecting a lexical target
from a number of lexical alternatives which each have varying activations (or signal supports), that are largely resultant
of an initial stimulus recognition. How these activations develop into influencing the decision process of selecting the
appropriate lexical target, can be described as a racing evidence accumulation process (e.g., see Anders et al., 2015). Herein
we utilized data-derived (or psychometric) implementations of evidence accumulation modeling to provide a mechanistic
account for lexical selection dynamics, as modulated by factors of semantic context and repetition cycles in the data, for the
blocked-cyclic naming paradigm. We hence focus on studying the mechanics of the increased semantic interference effect
observed in left PFC patients versus controls, through cognitive parameters that are estimated from the experimental data.
Using this paradigm, our results suggest that it is the decision threshold adjustment that is specifically impaired in these
patients. These results therefore shed light on the computational role of the left PFC in lexical selection.

A Cognitive Psychometric Modeling of Left PFC Patients and Healthy Speakers We hence provide a first psychometric
evidence accumulation application to left PFC patients performing semantic (e.g., picture/concept) lexical retrieval. We do
so by applying a simplest case model of racing noisy evidence accumulation (due to observed data size constraints), called
the shifted Wald model (SWM), and examine the cognitive parameters along the experimental predictors (both main effects
and interactions). We also apply the SWM to a control group of healthy speakers on the task, examining the replicability of
the SWM parameters in a previous experimental study of only healthy speakers, by Anders et al. (2015).

Left PFC Patients The left PFC patients primarily differed from the healthy speakers in regard to semantic interference
effects. While healthy speakers are slowed in both evidence accumulation rate (y) and threshold (@) during semantic
interference, the left PFC patients appear to show only a slowing effect in evidence accumulation rate (), and hence have
an impairment in decision threshold adjustment (¢¢). It may therefore be reasonable to speculate that for these patients, a
module in the pre-frontal cortex may not be accumulating semantic interference anymore in a similar way as in healthy
speakers. Furthermore, left PFC patients suffer semantic interference through difficulties (or modulations) of prior or
posterior processes to lexical selection (e.g., lexical target articulation), as suggested by our finding of their slower non-
accumulation function times () during semantic interference contexts. A third finding is that the left PFC patients may be
compensating for these slowings/impairments by exhibiting an increased overall excitability (or lexical target activation rate,

7) in the lexical network. This increased excitability, in combination with the other impairments, primarily the threshold
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modulation impairment of left PFC patients, may lead to increased error rates. For example, Usher et al. (2002) demonstrate
how in racing accumulation models, an increased threshold is needed to maintain accuracy levels when relevant alternative
numbers are increased, which has also been replicated in fits to real data by Van Maanen et al. (2012). Correspondingly,
PFC patients do not appropriately increase threshold in the case of semantic context, which has more alternatives active,
and hence this finding predicts a higher error rate.

Healthy Speakers In the healthy speakers, the main effects in the previous experiment by Anders et al. (2015) were
replicated, and through deeper analyses here, notable interaction effects were newly revealed. For example, while repetition
itself provides a priming benefit in less activation needed () for the lexical target to be selected, it is the increasing semantic
interference that reduces the evidence accumulation rate () with increased repetition. Furthermore, we provided a new
supplementary analysis that examined the first repetition (previously excluded) and its transition to subsequent repetitions.
The parameters for first repetitions were close (nearly equal) between unrelated and related contexts, however the large
boost in faster RTs occurring in subsequent repetitions (commonly observed in such experiments, see Belke, 2013; Belke
et al., 2005; Navarrete et al., 2012, 2014) were accounted for by the model with faster drift () and TEA (0) acquired
after the first repetition cycle. In contrast, subsequent repetitions also have a slowing effect: thresholds are heightened in
accordance to condition difficulty—this can relate to the kind of “baseline’ adjustment for semantic context that Navarrete
et al. (2014) refer to. Furthermore, PFC patients had similar patterns as healthy speakers in calibration between the first
repetition to subsequent ones (see Figure 6), except fail to set a heightened threshold to account for difficulty, which is
compatible with the main results of the patient analysis.

Going Deeper into Modeling Left PFC Patient Errors Although we were able to obtain psychometric indications for
why PFC patients may make more errors, unfortunately due to observation size limits, we were not able to fit the errors
themselves, and more deeply analyze them with the cognitive modeling. Hence an important development for future work,
is to collect enough observations to jointly fit the PFC patient errors as another contrast to compare, either as another mixture
(or factor) added onto the current modeling, or ideally with a racing evidence accumulation model, which can jointly model
multiple kinds of errors (e.g., articulation, or specific word alternatives, LaBerge, 1962; Usher et al., 2002). While full
racing models (e.g., quantifying n > 4 alternative accumulators) are technically not used as data measurement models for
experimental data (at least not currently), we can certainly learn from them instead as data-producing models for comparing
PFC patients versus healthy speakers and their errors. For example, one could examine simulated data for two groups, in one
model that adjusts threshold higher for semantic context (healthy speakers), and another group in which thresholds remain
the same (PFC patients). Alternatively, to maintain the data-derived cognitive modeling approach used herein, perhaps a
doubly-sized experiment with PFC patients may provide enough errors to fit them as another mixture/factor. However we
note that since many kinds of errors (articulation, studder, semantic versus phonological, etc. are possible, it is difficult
to obtain enough observations of any single error type, in order to study it with such modeling across the experimental
predictors. Ideally larger experimental studies with more patients, and more observations, should be performed to more

sharply develop these results.
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Implications to Current Psycholinguistic Theory One of our primary experimental findings here, that left PFC pa-
tients have threshold adjustment impairment during semantic interference contexts of lexical retrieval, builds upon current
interpretations for how lesions to the left PFC may impair word selection processes in language production (reported for
example, in Thompson-Schill et al., 1997, 1998; Schnur et al., 2006, 2009). In particular, our finding sits well with the
proposal that the left PFC, and especially the left inferior frontal gyrus (IFG), are involved in modulating a proactive in-
terference control mechanism, which has been considered to operate across cognitive domains (Kan & Thompson-Schill,
2004; Ries et al., 2014, 2015, see also Jonides & Nee, 2006). In this way, the adjustment of response threshold could be
operating in response to interference that arises from closely-related semantic contexts, and maintains a similar accuracy
rate despite greater task difficulty, through a cost of higher caution (slower RTs). However, if this mechanism is indeed
more domain-general than previously-believed, then it may be less specialized to just lexical networks than the mechanisms
proposed by Oppenheim et al. (2010) or Belke & Stielow (2013), though it is nonetheless informed of such interference
dynamics. For example the lower lexical activation rates, ¥, probably do not scale up the threshold as in learned interference
(Oppenheim et al., 2010), since we observe how repetition priming instead scales down the threshold (in both HET and
HOM) while 7y scales down only during semantic interference (HOM, see Figure 6).

Relationships to Broader Model-Based Neuroscience Literature Our findings can also be related as being in agreement
to the broader neuroscience literature that also combine neurosciences and evidence accumulation, and similarly find the
PFC to be principally implicated in decision threshold adjustment—oparticularly in perceptual decision-making (Boehm
et al., 2014; Domenech & Dreher, 2010; Forstmann et al., 2008, 2010). These recent studies, which also discuss decision
threshold modulation by the PFC, are in turn similarly grounded by much earlier work. For example as described by Luria
(Chapter 7, 1997), one of the primary functions of the frontal cortex is to regulate mental activity, or cortical tone, depending
on the task to be accomplished; notably supported by the discovery of “expectancy waves,” or contingent negative variation,
initially found by Walter et al. in 1964. This specific electroencephalographic (EEG) potential, shown to originate from
the frontal lobes, arises in preparation for the processing of a task-relevant stimulus, and disappears when this stimulus
stops to be reinforced—with the interpretation that cortical activity is increased to facilitate the processing of task-relevant
information.

Such previous studies, with evidence accumulation models similar to the one we used (e.g., the DDM, LBA), provide
support that the frontal cortex, and especially the medial frontal cortex, are engaged in decision threshold adjustment in
perceptual decision making (Boehm et al., 2014; Domenech & Dreher, 2010). In particular, trial-by-trial modulations of
medial PFC activity (EEG theta power, 4-8 Hz) have been related to an increase in decision threshold adjustment as a
function of conflict (Cavanagh et al., 2011). In our study, the patients tested generally did not have medial frontal damage.
It is therefore possible that the distinction between the roles of the left lateral PFC and the medial PFC may be somewhat
different in lexical selection compared to the more traditionally used two-forced choice tasks in cognitive control studies
outside of language. After all, the choice made in language production and in picture naming (as opposed to two-choice
perceptual decision) include a larger number of alternatives and the neuronal basis underlying this type of choice may be

different. Another possibility may be linked to the connectivity patterns between the left lateral PFC and the medial PFC
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in the patients we studied. Indeed, given the damage to the lateral PFC, connections between these two regions were also
damaged. It is therefore possible that the deficit in decision threshold adjustment we observe may be a consequence of this
disruption. Further studies will need to be conducted to specify the precise frontal anatomical basis for decision threshold
adjustment in lexical selection for speech production.

Data-Derived Sequential Sampling Models for Brain-Damaged Patient Cognition Study This study has provided an
important first step, for how evidence accumulation models may provide insight into brain-damaged patient cognition and
their observed data—here specifically on left PFC patients and their threshold-adjustment impairments in a multiple choice
lexical retrieval task (picture naming). Such a development for how evidence accumulation may be extended to patients
in general, is precedented by several previous works which have also demonstrated success in using quantitative model
parameters, rather than raw performance data comparisons, to account for aspects of patient cognition. For example, a
diffusion model study on low and high anxiety individuals in a two-alternative lexical decision task (White et al., 2010), also
found principal effects in threshold adjustment. There is also the notably-related work of the neural network model designs
by Dell et al. (2013), which use quantitative model parameters to handle well the accuracy patterns of aphasic patients in a
word-repetition task, and in tandem also draw relationships to neural structures. Hence an interesting development may be
to consider integrating elements of this proposed evidence accumulation approach into these kinds of neural network models
(see Anders et al., 2015), to further develop the networks into accounting for the RT distributions as well (see Oppenheim
et al., 2010, for a beginning development in accounting for mean RT with accuracy). The limiting factor for achieving such
advanced methodologies however, as well as the reliability of the patient cognition conclusions (as ours reported here), is
the problem of often working with so few patients or patient observations, and hence future work would do well to pursue
augmented numbers.

Limitations and Possible Improvements for Future Work We propose therefore that the current results be used to
advance theory, and stimulate subsequent psychometric modeling applications to explore further replication. While we did
replicate previous results on healthy speakers, it is worthwhile to note how various modifications to the fitting approach
may be used in future work to sharpen results or improve reliability. Firstly the most straightforward method would be
to include more brain-lesioned PFC patient numbers. We note that our analysis involved only six left PFC patients, in
which power in the significance tests was more difficult to achieve. Secondly, in contrast to augmenting patient numbers,
one can perform more reliable (and advanced) modeling by augmenting observation numbers in the experimental design.
Specifically, increased observation numbers would allow jointly modeling additional factors in tandem, which will parse out
variance assigned to the experimental predictors that may actually be due to other factors (Barr et al., 2013). For instance,
our modeling here and by Anders et al. (2015), experienced better model fit along the experimental predictors, semantic
context and repetition, by parsing out (jointly modeling also) lag effects, also known as trial distance (see Barr et al., 2013).
Hence along this line, a modeling improvement for future work is to jointly model also the items (here 36) with the subjects
and experimental predictors (see Baayen, 2004; Baayen et al., 2008), though here it was not possible, as it would leave
near only 1 observation per experimental design cell, and 3 model parameters to fit it. Lastly, one should also note that the

strength of the conclusions provided by these data-derived cognitive models also depends on the quality of the model fit,
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for which there are a variety of estimation options (e.g. hierarchical Bayesian by likelihood functions, or quantile-residual
minimization, Rouder & Lu, 2005; Brown & Heathcote, 2003), each with their respective strengths (e.g. how error can be
constrained by grouping assumptions, Rouder et al., 2007) and weaknesses (e.g. to what extent outliers perturb model fit,

Ratcliff & Tuerlinckx, 2002).

References

Anders, R., Alario, F.-X., & Van Maanen, L. (2016). The shifted Wald distribution for response time data analysis. Psycho-
logical Methods, 21.

Anders, R., Rigs, S., van Maanen, L., & Alario, F.-X. (2015). Evidence accumulation as a model for lexical selection.

Cognitive Psychology, 82, 57-73.

Baayen, R. H. (2004). Statistics in psycholinguistics: A critique of some current gold standards. Mental Lexicon Working
Papers, 1, 1-47.

Baayen, R. H., Davidson, D. J., & Bates, D. M. (2008). Mixed-effects modeling with crossed random effects for subjects
and items. Journal of Memory and Language, 59, 390—412.

Bakeman, R. (2005). Recommended effect size statistics for repeated measures designs. Behavior Research Methods, 37,

379-384.

Balota, D. A., & Yap, M. J. (2011). Moving beyond the mean in studies of mental chronometry the power of response time

distributional analyses. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20, 160-166.
Barnett, V., & Lewis, T. (1994). Outliers in statistical data volume 3. Wiley New York.

Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random effects structure for confirmatory hypothesis testing:
Keep it maximal. Journal of Memory and Language, 68, 255-278.

Batchelder, W. H. (1998). Multinomial processing tree models and psychological assessment. Psychological Assessment,

10, 331.

Belke, E. (2013). Long-lasting inhibitory semantic context effects on object naming are necessarily conceptually mediated:

Implications for models of lexical-semantic encoding. Journal of Memory and Language, 69, 228-256.

Belke, E., Meyer, A. S., & Damian, M. F. (2005). Refractory effects in picture naming as assessed in a semantic blocking

paradigm. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 58, 667-692.

Belke, E., & Stielow, A. (2013). Cumulative and non-cumulative semantic interference in object naming: Evidence from
blocked and continuous manipulations of semantic context. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 66,

2135-2160.

URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/pcgn



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Cognitive Neuropsychology Page 24 of 29

Running head: PFC ROLE IN THRESHOLD LEXICAL SELECTION 24

Boehm, U., van Maanen, L., Forstmann, B., & van Rijn, H. (2014). Trial-by-trial fluctuations in CN'V amplitude reflect

anticipatory adjustment of response caution. Neurolmage, 96, 95-105.

Bonin, P., Peereman, R., Malardier, N., Méot, A., & Chalard, M. (2003). A new set of 299 pictures for psycholinguistic
studies: French norms for name agreement, image agreement, conceptual familiarity, visual complexity, image variability,

age of acquisition, and naming latencies. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 35, 158-167.

Brown, S., & Heathcote, A. (2003). QMLE: Fast, robust, and efficient estimation of distribution functions based on quan-

tiles. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 35, 485-492.

Brown, S., & Heathcote, A. (2008). The simplest complete model of choice response time: Linear ballistic accumulation.

Cognitive Psychology, 57, 153-178.

Buckley, P. B., & Gillman, C. B. (1974). Comparisons of digits and dot patterns. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 103,
1131.

Busemeyer, J. R., & Townsend, J. T. (1992). Fundamental derivations from decision field theory. Mathematical Social

Sciences, 23, 255-282.

Busemeyer, J. R., & Townsend, J. T. (1993). Decision field theory: a dynamic-cognitive approach to decision making in an

uncertain environment. Psychological Review, 100, 432.
Carpenter, R. (1981). Oculomotor procrastination. Eye Movements: Cognition and Visual Perception, (pp. 237-246).

Carroll, J. B., & White, M. N. (1973). Word frequency and age of acquisition as determiners of picture-naming latency. The

Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 25, 85-95.
Cattell, J. M. (1886). The time it takes to see and name objects. Mind, 11, 63-65.

Cavanagh, J. F.,, Wiecki, T. V., Cohen, M. X., Figueroa, C. M., Samanta, J., Sherman, S. J., & Frank, M. J. (2011).
Subthalamic nucleus stimulation reverses mediofrontal influence over decision threshold. Nature Neuroscience, 14,

1462-1467.

Chen, Q., & Mirman, D. (2012). Competition and cooperation among similar representations: toward a unified account of

facilitative and inhibitory effects of lexical neighbors. Psychological Review, 119, 417.

Damian, M. F.,, Vigliocco, G., & Levelt, W. J. (2001). Effects of semantic context in the naming of pictures and words.
Cognition, 81, B77-B86.

Dehaene, S. (2008). Conscious and nonconscious processes: distinct forms of evidence accumulation. Better than con-

scious, (pp. 22-49).

Dell, G. S. (1986). A spreading-activation theory of retrieval in sentence production. Psychological Review, 93, 283.

URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/pcgn



Page 25 of 29 Cognitive Neuropsychology

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Running head: PFC ROLE IN THRESHOLD LEXICAL SELECTION 25

Dell, G. S., Schwartz, M. F.,, Nozari, N., Faseyitan, O., & Coslett, H. B. (2013). Voxel-based lesion-parameter mapping:

Identifying the neural correlates of a computational model of word production. Cognition, 128, 380-396.

Domenech, P., & Dreher, J.-C. (2010). Decision threshold modulation in the human brain. The Journal of Neuroscience,

30, 14305-14317.

Donkin, C., & Van Maanen, L. (2014). Piérons law is not just an artifact of the response mechanism. Journal of Mathemat-

ical Psychology, 62, 22-32.
Dronkers, N. F. et al. (1996). A new brain region for coordinating speech articulation. Nature, 384, 159-161.

Ewald, A., Aristei, S., Nolte, G., & Rahman, R. A. (2012). Brain oscillations and functional connectivity during overt

language production. Frontiers in Psychology, 3.
Fink, A., Oppenheim, G., & Goldrick, M. (submitted). Flexible interactions between lexical access and articulation, .

Folks, J., & Chhikara, R. (1978). The inverse Gaussian distribution and its statistical application—a review. Journal of the

Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological), (pp. 263-289).

Forstmann, B. U., Anwander, A., Schifer, A., Neumann, J., Brown, S., Wagenmakers, E.-J., Bogacz, R., & Turner, R.
(2010). Cortico-striatal connections predict control over speed and accuracy in perceptual decision making. Proceedings

of the National Academy of Sciences, 107, 15916-15920.

Forstmann, B. U., Dutilh, G., Brown, S., Neumann, J., Von Cramon, D. Y., Ridderinkhof, K. R., & Wagenmakers, E.-J.
(2008). Striatum and pre-SMA facilitate decision-making under time pressure. Proceedings of the National Academy of

Sciences, 105, 17538-17542.

Gerstein, G. L., & Mandelbrot, B. (1964). Random walk models for the spike activity of a single neuron. Biophysical
Journal, 4, 41-68.

Guenther, F. H., Ghosh, S. S., & Tourville, J. A. (2006). Neural modeling and imaging of the cortical interactions underlying
syllable production. Brain and Language, 96, 280-301.

Heathcote, A. (2004). Fitting Wald and ex-Wald distributions to response time data: An example using functions for the
S-PLUS package. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 36, 678—694.

Howard, D., Nickels, L., Coltheart, M., & Cole-Virtue, J. (2006). Cumulative semantic inhibition in picture naming:

Experimental and computational studies. Cognition, 100, 464—482.

Jonides, J., & Nee, D. E. (2006). Brain mechanisms of proactive interference in working memory. Neuroscience, 139,

181-193.

Kan, I. P., & Thompson-Schill, S. L. (2004). Effect of name agreement on prefrontal activity during overt and covert picture

naming. Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral Neuroscience, 4, 43-57.

URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/pcgn



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Cognitive Neuropsychology Page 26 of 29

Running head: PFC ROLE IN THRESHOLD LEXICAL SELECTION 26

Kello, C. T., Plaut, D. C., & MacWhinney, B. (2000). The task dependence of staged versus cascaded processing: An
empirical and computational study of stroop interference in speech perception. Journal of Experimental Psychology:

General, 129, 340.

Kelly, S. P., & O’Connell, R. G. (2013). Internal and external influences on the rate of sensory evidence accumulation in

the human brain. The Journal of Neuroscience, 33, 19434—19441.
La Heij, W. (1988). Components of stroop-like interference in picture naming. Memory & Cognition, 16, 400-410.
LaBerge, D. (1962). A recruitment theory of simple behavior. Psychometrika, 27, 375-396.
Laming, D. R. J. (1968). Information theory of choice-reaction times. London: Academic Press.

Levelt, W. J., Roelofs, A., & Meyer, A. S. (1999). A theory of lexical access in speech production. Behavioral and Brain
Sciences, 22, 1-38.

Leys, C., Ley, C., Klein, O., Bernard, P., & Licata, L. (2013). Detecting outliers: do not use standard deviation around the

mean, use absolute deviation around the median. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49, 764-766.
Luce, R. D. (1986). Response Times: Their Role in Inferring Elementary Mental Organization. 8. Oxford University Press.
Luria, A. R. (1997). The working brain: An introduction to neuropsychology. Basic Books.

Maess, B., Friederici, A. D., Damian, M., Meyer, A. S., & Levelt, W. J. (2002). Semantic category interference in overt

picture naming: Sharpening current density localization by pca. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 14, 455-462.

Mahon, B. Z., Costa, A., Peterson, R., Vargas, K. A., & Caramazza, A. (2007). Lexical selection is not by competition:
a reinterpretation of semantic interference and facilitation effects in the picture-word interference paradigm. Journal of

Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 33, 503.

McMillen, T., & Holmes, P. (2006). The dynamics of choice among multiple alternatives. Journal of Mathematical
Psychology, 50, 30-57.

Miletié, S., Turner, B., Forstmann, B., & van Maanen, L. (in review). Parameter recovery for the leaky competing accumu-

lator model, .

Mulatti, C., Calia, C., De Caro, M. F., & Della Sala, S. (2014). The cumulative semantic interference effect in normal and

pathological ageing. Neuropsychologia, 65, 125-130.

Mulder, M., Van Maanen, L., & Forstmann, B. (2014). Perceptual decision neurosciences—a model-based review. Neuro-

science, 277, 872-884.

Mulder, M. J., Keuken, M. C., van Maanen, L., Boekel, W., Forstmann, B. U., & Wagenmakers, E.-J. (2013). The speed and

accuracy of perceptual decisions in a random-tone pitch task. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 75, 1048—1058.

URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/pcgn



Page 27 of 29 Cognitive Neuropsychology

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Running head: PFC ROLE IN THRESHOLD LEXICAL SELECTION 27

Nakahara, H., Nakamura, K., & Hikosaka, O. (2006). Extended LATER model can account for trial-by-trial variability of
both pre-and post-processes. Neural Networks, 19, 1027-1046.

Navarrete, E., Del Prato, P., & Mahon, B. Z. (2012). Factors determining semantic facilitation and interference in the cyclic

naming paradigm. Frontiers in Psychology, 3, 38.

Navarrete, E., Del Prato, P., Peressotti, F., & Mahon, B. Z. (2014). Lexical selection is not by competition: Evidence from

the blocked naming paradigm. Journal of Memory and Language, 76, 253-272.

O’Connell, R. G., Dockree, P. M., & Kelly, S. P. (2012). A supramodal accumulation-to-bound signal that determines

perceptual decisions in humans. Nature Neuroscience, 15, 1729-1735.
Oldfield, R., & Wingfield, A. (1964). The time it takes to name an object. Nature, 202, 1031-1032.

Oppenheim, G. M., Dell, G. S., & Schwartz, M. F. (2007). Cumulative semantic interference as learning. Brain and
Language, 103, 175-176.

Oppenheim, G. M., Dell, G. S., & Schwartz, M. F. (2010). The dark side of incremental learning: A model of cumulative

semantic interference during lexical access in speech production. Cognition, 114, 227-252.

Protopapas, A. (2007). Check Vocal: A program to facilitate checking the accuracy and response time of vocal responses

from dmdx. Behavior Research Methods, 39, 859—-862.

Rabovsky, M., Schad, D. J., & Rahman, R. A. (2016). Language production is facilitated by semantic richness but inhibited

by semantic density: Evidence from picture naming. Cognition, 146, 240-244.

Rahman, R. A., & Melinger, A. (2007). When bees hamper the production of honey: lexical interference from associates in

speech production. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 33, 604.
Ratcliff, R. (1978). A theory of memory retrieval. Psychological Review, 85, 59.

Ratcliff, R., Gomez, P., & McKoon, G. (2004). A diffusion model account of the lexical decision task. Psychological
Review, 111, 159.

Ratcliff, R., & McKoon, G. (2008). The diffusion decision model: Theory and data for two-choice decision tasks. Neural
Computation, 20, 873-922.

Ratcliff, R., & Tuerlinckx, F. (2002). Estimating parameters of the diffusion model: Approaches to dealing with contaminant

reaction times and parameter variability. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 9, 438-481.

Ratcliff, R., Van Zandt, T., & McKoon, G. (1999). Connectionist and diffusion models of reaction time. Psychological
Review, 106, 261.

Ricciardi, L. M. (1977). Diffusion processes and related topics in biology, .

URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/pcgn



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Cognitive Neuropsychology Page 28 of 29

Running head: PFC ROLE IN THRESHOLD LEXICAL SELECTION 28

Riefer, D. M., Knapp, B. R., Batchelder, W. H., Bamber, D., & Manifold, V. (2002). Cognitive psychometrics: Assessing
storage and retrieval deficits in special populations with multinomial processing tree models. Psychological Assessment,

14, 184.

Ries, S., Greenhouse, 1., Dronkers, N., Haaland, K., & Knight, R. (2014). Double dissociation of the roles of the left and

right prefrontal cortices in anticipatory regulation of action. Neuropsychologia, 63, 215-225.

Ries, S., Karzmark, C., Navarrete, E., Knight, R., & Dronkers, N. (2015). Specifying the role of the left prefrontal cortex in
word selection. Brain and Language, 149, 135-147.

Ries, S. K., Xie, K., Haaland, K. Y., Dronkers, N. F., & Knight, R. T. (2013). Role of the lateral prefrontal cortex in speech

monitoring. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 7.
Roelofs, A. (1992). A spreading-activation theory of lemma retrieval in speaking. Cognition, 42, 107-142.

Roelofs, A. (2003). Goal-referenced selection of verbal action: modeling attentional control in the stroop task. Psycholog-

ical Review, 110, 88.

Rouder, J. N., & Lu, J. (2005). An introduction to Bayesian hierarchical mdoels with an application in the theory of signal

detection. Psychonomic Bulletin and Review, 12, 573-604.

Rouder, J. N., Lu, J., Sun, D., Speckman, P., Morey, R., & Naveh-Benjamin, M. (2007). Signal detection models with

random participant and item effects. Psychometrika, 72, 621-642.

Schnur, T. T., Schwartz, M. F., Brecher, A., & Hodgson, C. (2006). Semantic interference during blocked-cyclic naming:
Evidence from aphasia. Journal of Memory and Language, 54, 199-227.

Schnur, T. T., Schwartz, M. F.,, Kimberg, D. Y., Hirshorn, E., Coslett, H. B., & Thompson-Schill, S. L. (2009). Localizing
interference during naming: convergent neuroimaging and neuropsychological evidence for the function of broca’s area.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 106, 322-327.

Simon, J. R., & Rudell, A. P. (1967). Auditory sr compatibility: the effect of an irrelevant cue on information processing.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 51, 300.

Snodgrass, J. G., & Vanderwart, M. (1980). A standardized set of 260 pictures: norms for name agreement, image agree-

ment, familiarity, and visual complexity. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Learning and Memory, 6, 174.
Stone, M. (1960). Models for choice-reaction time. Psychometrika, 25, 251-260.

Thompson-Schill, S. L., D’Esposito, M., Aguirre, G. K., & Farah, M. J. (1997). Role of left inferior prefrontal cortex in

retrieval of semantic knowledge: A reevaluation. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 94, 14792-14797.

URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/pcgn



Page 29 of 29 Cognitive Neuropsychology

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Running head: PFC ROLE IN THRESHOLD LEXICAL SELECTION 29

Thompson-Schill, S. L., Swick, D., Farah, M. J., DEsposito, M., Kan, 1. P., & Knight, R. T. (1998). Verb generation in
patients with focal frontal lesions: A neuropsychological test of neuroimaging findings. Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences, 95, 15855-15860.

Usher, M., & McClelland, J. L. (2001). The time course of perceptual choice: the leaky, competing accumulator model.
Psychological Review, 108, 550.

Usher, M., Olami, Z., & McClelland, J. L. (2002). Hick’s law in a stochastic race model with speed—accuracy tradeoff.
Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 46, 704-715.

Van Casteren, M., & Davis, M. H. (2006). MIX, a program for pseudorandomization. Behavior Research Methods, 38,
584-589.

Van Maanen, L., Grasman, R. P, Forstmann, B. U., Keuken, M. C., Brown, S., & Wagenmakers, E.-J. (2012). Similarity

and number of alternatives in the random-dot motion paradigm. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 74, 739-753.

Van Maanen, L., & Van Rijn, H. (2007). An accumulator model of semantic interference. Cognitive Systems Research, 8,

174-181.

Walter, W., Cooper, R., Aldridge, V., McCallum, W., & Winter, A. (1964). Contingent negative variation: an electric sign

of sensori-motor association and expectancy in the human brain. Nature, 203, 380-384.

White, C. N., Ratcliff, R., Vasey, M. W., & McKoon, G. (2010). Using diffusion models to understand clinical disorders.
Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 54, 39-52.

Zandbelt, B., Purcell, B. A., Palmeri, T. J., Logan, G. D., & Schall, J. D. (2014). Response times from ensembles of

accumulators. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111, 2848-2853.

URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/pcgn



