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Abstract

In order to explore whether parafoveal processing was regulated by foveal load for older readers,
we used the boundary paradigm to manipulate the previews of character N + 2 (identical and
pseudocharacter) in parafovea, and selected target words with low and high frequency to mani-
pulate foveal load. The results showed that: 1) all readers can process the information of the cha-
racter N + 2, and the amount of the preview information acquired by younger and older readers
showed no significant difference; 2) parafoveal information processing was not regulated by fo-
veal load for younger and older readers. These findings suggest that the parafoveal processing of
older readers shows no decline and it is not regulated by the foveal load.
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1. 5|8

BEAE FR I, ZF AR PR EIC. RSB AR E SN RS RN R AN, 5
FHENHE, ZFEANERN LR, ERXESEEL . RMREES, FEHRRSCER, §5% 307
LA T T TR) L R s K =00 2 —, DR 33 PR [ S B ) 20 52 R 3 I P A% (L et all,
2019; Rayner, Reichle, Stroud, Williams, & Pollatsek, 2006; Warrington, Mcgowan, Paterson, & White, 2018).
WAER,  BIFFEFE TT IR I 2 AR 3 ) S A P B DAL A1) DA 7 L ] 13 R0 BT 0 s AT

B P R — AL AT RE SR S B Va , BOD IRt B, R R s ORI — A 4R
PO EFR], 574, 2007; K020, BALEN, H594, 2020)0 AT BEACESE R R AL,
T BLAE 2 VA A 0 PR BT 9 ] ) R MR X)) o 1 o e THT A DX R R A5 S0 T 58] 3 e A o ) R 5l 4
BB EEZM/EM (Schotter, Angele, & Rayner, 2012; HY¥Z, XIIE, LR, ke, FEmeis, =EA,
20115 RN, B, WEEL AN, 2017). BRI AT A RS A a2 (boundary paradigm) (Rayner,
1975) % &l b S MHE BN TREATHR T, RIAE H AR RT3 B — AN Rl S (el 78 B 12 5) 7 I AN 2200
0y, BAAREN SR I S, B AR 53— AT B (RSO P B A, T A e i
RLER, AR 2 LRI AT . o TR R AR AR S A HI R IR B ), 33 — A 2=
WENZAA . AR T PR BRI 7T, 10t A2 18 1 DA o SR U g B P A R0 B 1) 45 U8, e dil oD
XPAZ AR (R (], WARTRARALS., — M ] LIS 3 30~50 ms (Rayner, 2009). S Ub[RINF, 13235 2R A
HR VIR A TSGR, SRk R Bk, R TR RE 5 R i b B 2 AR v ) 3
R WAL, R b SR Y SRR R, 3 I R 52 R 22 K B2 T B (Rayner, Inhoff, Morrison, Slowiaczek,
& Bertera, 1981) HIBEFI ML, 5832 4F N H I A S [ SOIR AT R T30 7 JH ] 15k 22 eI i i K]

SRIM, B NBITUIN 68 12 Ik SS U3PR A B o 0N A% B AL 2 7 T I I (%) 30 Bl AN T A5 6
2/, —SPiE R AR, EE AR T R MR E R R E D THEN, IR BN 1
(Rayner, Castelhano, & Yang, 2009, 2010; Rayner, Yang, Schuett, & Slattery, 2014). Rayner %5 A (2009) bb#¢
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T HEFEFE T EE W), R R IH N R AN, T AN, 1K
RPFZENPTTEE AN T o BJE, BFFREERI TR RMET N + 1 PR L% 52 AR+
PRI TS B E R SR, SR KI, ZFENMNERFLME N + 1 ESAG0 G B 20
THEEH IR 7 A2 B 7 R I, &4 N BTN T 68 21598 PR-AF 5€ I (Choi, Lowder, Ferreira, Swaab, &
Henderson, 2017; Risse & Kliegl, 2011; Whitford & Titone, 2016). %l Risse F1 Kliegl (2011)R A AE R L
BT PR U A M R N E AL A A N+ 2 TS O, RIS TR AL, 2 A A
RIFA N + 2 FIHE S, TR A RECD . OB R AR AR, ZFENNRR ESH5E
AL B2 % 7(Xie, Wang, Hao, Zhang, & Warrington, 2020), i BAAATAS ] 5 350 196 [ T B /=2 AH AL
). Choi 55 \(2017)%5 %% 1 24 NAIFEAE AW B A e [M138] N+ 1 TR, A A TP & B R AEs 22 5
Zr BT, AR N A SR IR R TR B A 15 ek 3 7 g — PR

R E-Z S AR BGs,  Fnve ) BEYE R B3 2 e A L, S R R R .
H RT3 (RN T A DRI, 152 o IO A 3] 00 TR TR, SRR R R 1 @ AR e MR, RSO
AN TR D, UM EE S B AR A PR . R U, R R N T AR R R N, S e
B E] AR g3 b, T e B0 & ] B R AR D, s AR 2> . Henderson 1 Ferreira
(1990)$2 Hi ) 7 Y U] 41 i {2 15 (Foveal Load Hypothesis) 5 iZAR % —%. 1% B 2 &) A SR VHE N + 1 B
TR BEA L LA SE % B IA R, VER SRS IE R B E IR N + 2 b, dE i R v
457N Veldre il Andrews (2018) T CRE T iR WHICE BRI 1 rb S I35 A0, AR 430 im] ) T
HUL R N+ 1 R TRAR B R (R R, TR iR AR TR, 3] FOURR ) ARG B rr ke 1 7 e (R o 45 SRR
PR U0 AR DRI, 323 AN ke (R P T AE B B Y K T S D T AR A N B P . 3K
B R g VN T A gy 2 TR O E BN T, R E KRR &R

Zi b, RTZFENERNSE BN LR S IRGGEA B, wIReR MERT FE A 5 i v e v
AR AR RN BRI o 8 AR N L 2 R AN ] 75 A IS B], SRV A N A, AR B AR
KBRS 18 R B BN (N ZE, 1224, HEF], 54, 20125 Zang, Zhang, Bai, Yan, Paterson,
& Liversedge, 2016; Li, Li, Wang, Mcgowan, & Paterson, 2018), 383 g [Uin T 44y b A2 38 K.
TXFPAL A 75 22 S B rh S S BN, S EOL R R NE B TRE I PEAC? BTSSR A ORI X —
. P, AR AR, GEEEA AR AR g R SRR A S A e,
[ R 20 ) A SR T N+ 2 () PR B (A TR 7 TR DA 88 2240 N R rp e [T 8 T FRATM
W, WA R M T A R YR R R MYE BN T, IR A BN FEN + 2 BT 2 52 B Je U A 5
W) . A EEAARILE TLTE Bl AR, B e R VR D S AAL Y, SR BRI T N+ 2 TIRLE R, T
2 MR D ICARRN N, VRS N+ 2 TR AT AR IRAE TR & By, BIAH B T4 ] ,
2 e MR Dy AR N, SR SRR N + 2 BT s B R i SR e [ 7 AN TR S B g 4 B
T, A2 SRR S AN AL 2 [AANAELEAE HAEH

2. 5%
2.1. #ik

40 43K H KRBT R A (AR 18 %, g 25 %, TFIF M = 21.28 %, SD = 2.18),
PLK 40 %K 3 REETH BAE X 2 E NORIRER 65 %, e tFwd 72 %, P4 M = 66.93 %, SD = 2.06)
S5 7R . AR ERES N IGE, WA IEMAIER, BA TSR . 254 )5 n sk
B 2555002 FR R E R AL 1.
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Figure 1. Age distribution of older participants
E 1. ZEHKER SR
i F01# H Block Letter Eye Chart (Schneider, 2002)XF #3840 AT i &, SR 3 R NE J1 56
WAIS-III {7743 §: 38 (Wechsler, Chen, & Chen, 2002) &% HE 7)™ & 43 8 (Wechsler, 1997)#E47T RV A TAE
WAZMR . Heah, 8 AE TR SRR RN HTTE AL B R (MoCA) X 2 4E NI T INEI I REIINR, FrA 25 500
2 NP1 M =26.43 (SD = 1.63), {EINFIT HSAAAFAER S 22 1 B IEe %o .

Table 1. Summary of participant characteristics

= 1. IR

L HEN ZEN t{H
Bt Y| 20/29 20/36 2.48%
bli Wl 16/26 16/49 5734

Wi 15.38 15.70 1.58

Hr T B 15.85 12.08 —7.59%*

FE: #EEIR p<0.001, KR p <001, *Fopp<005, §FRp<0.1. FH.

2.2. RS’

SE6 R 80 AN i XTI (M = 387/F i, SD =207)F1 80 MEAIXUFR(M = 7/ Ji, SD = 10){F A
R U E AR A N), P42 B B3 (1 = 16.64, p < 0.001). ARFRSFHEML TR E FEEGEH: M=
6.06, SD=2.20; f&4: M=6.21, SD=1.98)ERMEFEmE(FM: M=7.26, SD=2.53; {Ek4i: M=
7.11, SD=2.46)Z R A EE (s <0.82, ps>0.05). WAL H i RN 2IH [F B A FAHESLF, 17 N AT
AT 17 N 5 — A, AR R R MHE GE N+ 1),

IESCIRHT A SEEG AP RLHEAT 1 PFE . 18 30 B ASINIE S5 (1 R 2 AL )l v R 4T 7 s sE

“17 REIAEFA@EM, 77 REIAEF @I S5RFR, miE a7 @ity M = 5.90 (SD = 1.13),

AR )7 B P M = 5.82 (SD = 1.12), PR A~ &) B@ i TG 2.3 7 7= (¢ = —1.00, p > 0.05),
BRFESLIRER, thAth, 28 &R AT TR VY o rp SR 9] s i) 5 R AT I) 11 T 14 TG Y 3 222 S (PR AT
M=0.02, SD=0.03; 1&#: M=0.01, SD=0.03; =123, p>0.05), &IFHN]Hbria 7w 58
TR T TR TG 3 22 (R A: M= 0.02, SD =0.08; fi&#5i: M =0.02, SD=0.7; r=0.58, p >0.05).
SR R A Windows RGN L FRE w4 2 AR 2]
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Table 2. An example of stimulus

2. LMK

Fh R TIRL A - @R R N+ 2 TS GER
- H AR L SR B AR AR SR T Wi A — LT K ) R
B EER T T B RSP TAR (IS T e o LT A 1) A
IR0 - H AR FRL T AR B A RS ORENT ER T e o LT 4 1) A
A - - FRL T AR B AR RN T3 T i o T 4 1) A
e ) NS, ERFRAAER.

ARFFORA 2 (FE#E: HENS BEN) < 2 (FFRMEEH: &, KA50) x 2 (3 R MF7 N+ 2 Fif:
HERTAL, R T)ATR G 9ege it Hrr, A de[Mal i & gl P V1% N + 2 T AR L&, &
B 4 R ) A
2.3. (UBEEF

Eyelink 2000 % 7= %% IR 5} /X (SR Research Inc., Toronto, Canada), SEAESIE N 1000 Hz. #3280

AL FEIR I 18] A 6~12 ms. RN FERIRIET RN 120 Hz, 43¥8% A 1024 x 768 K. #ik 5%
B FIEE BN 60 ecm, AJFLL 26 5 RAFEA R, BMNNFERRE LRI NIS x 354K, BPMNTFE
1I"FLA o

Bl NS = 5, EIRX A BATEA A48 T, # IR B SRR R . R REAT = RURCHE,
R JE PR SE S, BT aa s hf e B 2R A7, IEskserh, P galE e 108 M1,
8 NRSIA), 80 ANSERA L 20 MERRA (R BILH), ZakinfSHE LRI, Hh 40
ANEITIRHEA A R B8R BT, R T B DU DR 3R 1 R) e SEIG P 0 N
W ATROHE, B SLI I RE KL 7 2 25~45 min.,

3. &R

LA A1 0] B IERA 2R (M = 91%, SD = 0.06){X T HEE#A(M = 93%, SD = 0.04), —#XEREZE
(1=-2.28,p=0.03), H_FEMFBIERT 90%, KMUFEW XS ZFPRENELF L 7 A)F, HIEH
PR T A) RIS o TR EdERT, MR T 80 ms 8T 800 ms AUVEM AT BbAh, MIBR T AR AR &
BRI 1) A7 EREA AT 5 1MN0.05%); 2) 7EH S [Uia] bk AR AR HE R (9.60%); 3) i
TEIL FAS AN B b i) B L A7 AR (2.89%)s 4) 14 51 5(0%) B AE IR AE46.(6.59%) - MR i o e ik 1)
19.13%. MG, B8 N+ 1 B0 AL & i N B iskise it 2o

SR EFEA) P T AR 4. R A B4 N A7 N+ 15t AP
e bn 45 & BRI [A] (Sentence reading time). P-4V EMLI 7] (Average fixation duration). JERLIKEL
(Number of fixations). [ AR Bk K & (Forward saccade length) 1 [5] 4 /X #(Number of regressions). Jaj#li73#T
{ERPIFebr LTS : B IRERLRT [H](first fixation duration, FFD). H.—yE AL [H](single fixation duration, SFD)+
BERILIN 18] (gaze duration, GD). BkiZz#% (skipping probability, SP). i N I/ & b5 A CLIE Bk .

5 H R &S (R Development Core Team, 2018)7 [ Ime4 %4 4 PE 3 (Bates, Michler, Bolker, &
Walker, 2015)FTH4 & i 2814 R &8/ (Linear Mixed-Effects Models, LMEMs) (Baayen, Davidson, & Bates,
2008)%F EHE AT 43 M o BTG T A B b S N+ 2 TSR A AN AR S 2 S L AZ AR AR I e
R AT 8T, F-48 F MASS A48 “contr.sdif()” THRESEAT ST EL . 5 2 il A I B 75 A58 XBEHLAL
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82, FFAEHEA Lmer pREILNE IR GRS AL D W AL (8], A BT glmer BRI 26 METR SRR 74
BRI, B ATIR G SR T A KRS B A BARHEAT T log Betfe. BATHURIN 02 WA KRl
B S # (5 B R T 0, A R RE A, S NI T A R BR R e, SR8 5 2 R BR s
Rt R, BB ] S AR B UL 6

3.1. AIFKRFREFHOGR

W SRS F KT BEARGE R AT 100, WAk 3. K40 GEREW], ETHYENLN A SRR A 3
ML LB 16 BT AR B A EEA AL R b, SR T RON A R 25, AR NP BT AU ) B S ] 1 ) 2 25
THEN, FRRBEEZ TERA, RBEKEEZEETERA, KSR EZ TERA

Table 3. Means for sentence-level measures

3. AFKRPRESTERGITER

PaIE L HEAN EEN
S SE I E] (ms) 3934 (1969) 6977 (3064)
PE LR E] (ms) 224 (37) 256 (39)
LIRS 14.41 (6.17) 22.46 (8.83)
(B € A4 3.72 (2.52) 6.05 (3.45)
RTIRBE () 3.71 (1.25) 2.83 (0.90)

e RPOPTIEL BSAONREE. FIE.

Table 4. Statistical effects for sentence-level measures

* 4. AFKFRESNEEHNEITHE

S S ] SIS AN B (] AL EEIR €3 T i AR B
B 5459.10 240.15 18.45 483 327
HUE SE 204.20 3.28 0.58 0.19 0.08
t 26.73%%* 73.20%%% 31.93%%* 25.46%+* 38.51%**
B 3042.94 31.70 8.06 241 -0.88
RS SE 383.78 6.50 1.07 0.36 0.17
t 7.93%%% 4.88%%% 7.50%%* 6.71%%% —5.30%%%

3.2. FAKPERGH

3.2.1. i@ N

PR e e iR B IR BFR AR IR G A R [ A THE WL 5. 3K 6. M ATEE R, 3
PR AT R] ROy AN 8] S 2 T Al R S [ B i R R A KK s SRR AR 1A N Ry R ) 2
EMKTH S, RPZEEE W RME BN TR, 5UAEF AR (McGowan, White,
Jordan, & Paterson, 2014; Zang et al., 2016; Li et al., 2018). HAth =R ™ X HAEHWAEZE .

3.2.2. iAN+1
BORTE R e [U3E]_E S ERBhFEAR IR G TS R . B NS THE LT 7. R 8. FN+2 Fifl £
MNAE & Febs EYEEE, BT T AR R B S T B AR T R0, HBbSRR AR, FRs £ RNAE
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VEALI (B4R bR B2 8%, AR EREE, ZHEANMEANEHEERTEEN, HBERER. £
FHREFEAR LR AL 25 T AR RN 2 A AR

Table 5. Means for Word N Measures

% 5. R L& RIIEIT ARG AR

Hp [T ] A5 A (7]
S HTARRR - — . . ,
FN+2 Fi SEASE) [EESE ERaEN (&S
HIE 232 (82) 236 (80) 253 (93) 252 (94)
AL ET R (ms)
SR 279 (101) 270 (89) 291 (107) 299 (110)
#H 233 (81) 236 (81) 254 (96) 252 (93)
FAYCEALET R (ms)
ZH 275 (98) 270 (89) 290 (106) 294 (107)
HAE 256 (108) 252 (103) 302 (144) 304 (156)
FEALES 8] (ms)
B4E 399 (245) 388 (227) 455 (253) 460 (280)

Table 6. Statistical Effects for Word N Measures

= 6. PRMIE ERRNIEIRHIEE NG IHE

T AR ]

BT A

THERLI (]

B 5.51 5.51 5.71
AR SE 0.02 0.02 0.03
t/z 300.70%** 272.89%** 203.48%**
B 0.15 0.15 0.36
AEWSH SE 0.04 0.04 0.05
t/z 4.37%%% 3.79%%% 6.85%%%
B 0.07 0.07 0.14
L SE 0.01 0.01 0.01
t/z 6.85%%% 5,51+ 10.70%**
B 0.005 0.003 -0.01
FN+2 il SE 0.01 0.01 0.01
t/z 0.50 0.22 -0.66
B 0.003 -0.01 -0.001
W x 7N+ 2 Tl SE 0.02 0.02 0.03
t/z 0.14 —0.40 -0.04
B -0.01 -0.01 —0.004
ER > AR SE 0.02 0.02 0.03
t/z -0.49 -0.47 -0.14
B -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
R < TN+ 2 Tl SE 0.02 0.02 0.03
t/z -0.54 -0.59 -0.34
B 0.07 0.03 -0.02
ij@Ni ﬂ;’?;%x SE 0.04 0.04 0.05
t/z 1.76% 0.70 -0.35
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Table 7. Means for Word N + 1 Measures
%< 7. Bl RMIE L SRIEFRAIERGITER

B LI Bl S %A
BRI EL A . - o — S S
TN+ 1 AL H AR TR &S H AR TR B THAR
HAE 245 (86) 273 (104) 249 (89) 271 (104)
B UFEALE 8] (ms)
BAE 273 (87) 304 (107) 280 (102) 304 (115)
‘ TR 245 (81) 279 (106) 248 (90) 273 (108)
YRR 1E] (ms)
B 278 (87) 306 (106) 286 (106) 306 (122)
FHE 276 (130) 378 (211) 294 (145) 400 (253)
ERLINT 8] (ms)
BiE 381 (199) 506 (295) 391 (219) 506 (305)
HAE 0.27 (0.45) 0.18 (0.38) 0.26 (0.44) 0.17 (0.37)
Bz R
HAE 0.13 (0.34) 0.08 (0.27) 0.13 (0.34) 0.11 (0.31)
Table 8. Statistical Effects for Word N + 1 Measures
%< 8. BIPRMIF L ZRENIEFRIE E W R & THE
[Ep/eex ing BV E AL [ AL [A] Bz
B 5.54 5.55 5.79 -2.17
R SE 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.14
t/z 328.66%** 324.52% % 230.95%** —15.12%%x
B 0.12 0.13 0.28 -1.07
WA SE 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.27
t/z 3.68% % 3.86%** 5.79%% —3.97wk
B 0.00002 -0.01 0.02 0.03
T 49 SE 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.09
t/z -0.001 -0.75 1.16 0.39
B 0.09 0.09 0.25 -0.74
N +2 TR SE 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.12
t/z 6.94%%* 554k 15.69%+* —6.10%**
B -0.02 -0.04 -0.04 0.19
A *x 7N+ 2 i SE 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.17
t/z -1.05 —-1.54 -1.15 1.10
B -0.003 0.01 -0.04 0.23
FEWE AR A SE 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.17
t/z -0.10 0.29 -1.31 1.33
B -0.01 —-0.04 -0.03 0.11
Ry x FN+2 HIM SE 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.20
t/z —-0.42 -1.19 -0.91 0.55
B 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.42
AEWE > BIAR <
N E 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.34
N +2 B S
t/z 0.19 0.27 —-0.24 1.21
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gi b, FEVEAR ) _ERE TR AR RO S TR AN, E IR R I A R S BAR R, R
e R U] A7UAE PR RN JEAS BE R 1 I A SR MME BN L. SUbE, SRR T R AR R, AN
INfIA] BT AR NG, BRI, R NN LR T H N . 1 H 8 N Re 8 A g 1] o
FEFEN+2HEE, HRRNERESHEATLTEEZR.
4. Wig

AHIFFTARIN T o S M Ao AR A LA R rp SR M1 N+ 2 B AR A (H AR T AR = L), %
SPARFE A, R MR R S S R R PR INME BN T SRR 1) PrA SIS 1R
HRMTE N+ 2 WHEE, B2 iiE SEERE LR EZR: 2) POEEE R T S M Hi
VA B2 E S [MT AR Y S S

AFFRFE AN REERIE, ZFEAREGOTNE SHFFERLEME, RPZENR TN A AT
BAEIR. BEOREENE] b R XIS N A5 5 B (Cerella, 1985), Al 4057 N THIBE ) 2%
IRTHEN, BURE ZFEEE AR I ME SN TA RE RS . (HIRATAI, B4 A g SRR
M7 N+ 2 TS &, 10 R 55 B AR R & 257 X5 DR —LeiT 7045 R e —BUHI(Choi
etal., 2017; Risse & Kliegl, 2011; Whitford & Titone, 2016; Xie et al., 2020). WFRER L, EHHT FEK
KANEZ W 5 BRI BCA >, AEM JI52 M (Engbert & Kliegl, 2011; Henderson & Ferreira, 1990;
Rayner & Pollatsek, 1987; Xie et al., 2020), [KHEFENRIH 5 FE NP 2 0] 68 S5E R B IR 7
BCAT Ko EHENFTRES N T RN EAG P R AR BB, 75733 B B U AR S kAT Il o S N T, &
AbA TR F e [ RV R I 1) BEAS . SR, A0 H AT RO ZE IR, JRA TR T W g & 4F N U0 Ve [ 2 75 4 /)~
DAEWEFURIL, DUETT L BEW IR N + 2 BIBHLE S, HiH T N+ 2 M0 N+ 2 ERECE
TG B EAEAERZEZR(EANM, %%, WAL, mRdE, 855, HER, 2016), HILEMEE
FENEAWMEERF I N + 2 BFHHUE S B, RSO FTRT AN TS Bl 60 AR Bt — 0B 584 N
S APNLIFESYI /M

AHIFFEI S AN R I S MR AR A ARSI o R MHE RN B-Z B AR R o g [N T e
UL EIIA T, I A7 A 2 U1 TIOR8 (R R0, I AR Bk, 352 A H e [T v SRR A SR Bk
TALATYE B B & 4/ EK 122455, 2020; Reichle, Pollatsek, Fisher, & Rayner, 1998; Reichle & Drieghe, 2013).
SR, ASHIE ST AR R I rp e (M1 7 A £ B M 5 25 A ) o SR MM BN e el ) — TR Fe R B, LA B 3
FR PR B SH A B 5 R U7 A )3 DR TR (R v XK, WREEE, AR, R, H542, 2018; Yan,
2015; Zhang, Liversedge, Bai, Yan, & Zang, 2019). Yan (2015)38 it 22k A g [W115] 22 1m0 55 1) 25 20 SR ifg 245 o e
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