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1.1
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15.1%1.5 ), 10 6 , (Bonferroni ,6
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1
20~ 29 30~ 39 40~ 49 50~ 59 60~ 69 70~ 79
(n= 35) (n= 28) (n=31) (n= 26) (n=28) (n= 24)
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
() 23.7 2.7 33.6 2.8 43.3 2.7 55.6 3.2 63.5 2.3 73.6 3.3
() 15.3 1.4 14.7 1.9 14.6 1.5 14.9 1.5 15.5 1.2 15.7 0.9
7.00 2.24 5.04  2.17 5.03 2.29 5.58 2.72  5.07 2.28 4.08 1.69
1
(%) 98.3 5.7 98.9 4.2 98.4 4.5 98.5 6.1 99.6 1.9 97.1 6.2
() 1.01 0.46 1.09 0.72 1.47 0.94 1.67 0.92 1.31 0.56 1.92  0.91
3
(%) 96.9 5.3 94. 6 7.9 92.6 9.9 95.4 7.6 88.9 11.7 87.1 1.2
() 2.38 1.13 3.10 1.61 3.59 1.88 3.84 2.31 3.55 1.75 4.56 3.12
7
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() 3.57 1.44 4.26 1.89 4.95 1.93 5.40 2.72 5.95 2.78 8.42 5.51
13
(%) 94.9 8.2 87.9 10.6 84. 8 10.9 87.3 12. 1 88.2 9.1 81.7 13. 4
() 4.58 2.02 5.00 1. 89 6.18 3.86 6.98 3.01 6.97 2.85 9.33 3.40
17
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;(4) (hierarchical regression analysis) .
2
5 1
, [ F(5,166)= 5. 62, P< 0.001],
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, 5 )
5 (LWM)(92 ), 5
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. MANOVA , ( :F(5 160)=
6.39, P< 0. 001; :F(1,160)= 13.33, P< 0.001; : F(4,640)= 168.93, P<
0.001; ); [ x :F(4,640)= 6. 74, P< 0.001;

x cF (5, 160) = 3.26, P< 0.01; x : F(20,640)= 3. 59, P<
0. 001; x x :F(20,640)= 2.39, P< 0.001]. ,
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, 3 13 17 35.3%
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2
/ R? R? F
1
0. 068 12.427 "
0.043 7.56"
0. 087 0. 044 8. 13"
3
0. 125 24.25"
0. 147 29.20" "
0.210 0.063 13.60" "
7
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13
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* P<0.01;% * P< 0.001.
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The Role of Working Memory in Age Differences in Mental Arithmetic

. 1,2 . .1
Liu Chang”~ LiDeming
(Y Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy ¢ Sciences, Beijing 100101)
(2 Dep artment of Psychology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079)

Abstract Previous research’ established that there were two mediators which appeared to be rela-
tive to memory component and speed component of cognitive processing respectively in mental arith-
metic in aging. This study, involving a totl of 172 adults between 20 and 79 years of age, were con-
ducted to evaluate the relative importance of working memory in mental arthmetic in aging. Three in-
teresting findings were obtained in this study. First, there were the significant interactions among age,
working memory, and mental arithmetic com plexity. Second, regression of mental arithmetic efficiency
in higher working memory on in lower working memory revealed that mental arithmetic efficiency in
higher working memory was 1. 32 times as high as lower working memory approximately. Third, Hi-
erarchical regression analysis was used to evaluate the contribution of working memory to mental arith-
metic in aging which was in the range of 30% ~ 50% . These results led us to conclude that working
memory play an important role in adult age differences in mental arithmetic.
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