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Abstract
Interpreting is an extreme bilingual activity highly dependent on cognitive control. However, few
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empirical investigations have explored the influence of cognitive control on interpreting profi-
ciency. Based on the cognitive performance of 61 master-level trainee interpreters on the Simon
and modified anti-saccade tasks, stepwise regression modeling was used to test whether and how
much cognitive control can predict interpreting proficiency. The results revealed that an optimal
model that consisted of four monitoring and inhibition measures significantly predicted the in-
terpreting proficiency of trainee interpreters. Specifically, 1) the more difficult task showed larger
effect size in the model, and its global response time and accuracy also significantly correlated
with interpreting proficiency, indicating more ecological validity in testing interpreters' cognitive
control by more complex tasks. 2) The previously overlooked accuracy measures constituted a
significant proportion in the model, giving evidence to the instrumental role of cognitive accuracy
in predicting interpreting proficiency. 3) Inhibition was found to be the main predictor function of
interpreting proficiency in the model. The findings of the present study lend important evidence
to the role of inhibitory control in interpreting.
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1. 518

PANJI N I (cognitive processing) & H A 7T 1A% Va3 [1]. 1ENEA SN E Z % XUEES, 1
PR RE ARG L e ee” , IR 3R S [2] . B 5 5 T It o At b R B R E A RRE S R
FEPRALE 5 RS Z (R B e, FHIJE DA v R N, DA AT 55 R s 0 R [3]. “ s
BEIAREAT gERIN T, DR RS AR AT S R A R AL R L AR IR 2 [4]. H
BT, TR A TAR G MR 7 R R KU — e TR G A &= A Enishilge fr. B i
PRI, — o RIS B EE R SR TAR I IZ B0 adEdil e, =2 TRz BOl ik 2 5
REME R 1R R I

RS — M, X TAECIZ R AR R R, WHeBON (e [5]-[12]). R T 5t 4h it
HAGTEA—EL, {272 Mellinger A1 Hanson [13]HIZ5 22T I, TAEICIZ A B AN 3R I (A7 76 AR IE
FHIG. Fi4h, Wen Al Dong [14]f 2530 HT R B, B 0L IR B KT g TARICIZ A B H 2B R 4]
KRR AT A R BRIk R (R % . Garcla 28 A [15] 2 451A A 1%
FAANAE A% O AR R R B R T AR 3, B an s im) B e[ 7] F0AE 5 IS I [16]; AH ., 3 7RIV A [17]
B B R (18] S R A O B A B BAT T A B o XU SR AT 45 5 R R AR L sy, 1R AR 2
Gy IESE o

TESE AN, X R A i (A 78 26 AR /2 36T Miyake Al Friedman [19]%F A %0zl (cognitive
control) (1) =431, R A I HI 4> M 1) WHE B RIS IAE R 2) L ofE SRl BLL 3) 7EANH
O HE B I . X D RR A I B ST AP O, DEALAS R A — B R L TR A R
(S W[7] 18] [9] [11] [20]-[25]). Nour 2 A [26]%} 2011 £EA 2016 £E ) 17 T4 1% 52 $hAT ThAE (BRI &N %
B FCREAT RGE R, ORI T 1R DA S AN SR O T B OB R, T CE S 7 TR B AL AR
TR BN 2017 FEEA BT H[11] [16] [24], ¥ 52 (EFEINE. SZINFSZYIET% ) 7E ANT,
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Flanker, Simon, Stroop <54l 77 IRAT 55 o BRI A AT 15 A AR T X B2 i) 2 AR 35 . 2 TR g5 4
LA TR ILT =7 [22]KIUB T3 RAE 38 Stroop {155 (R ILHIR47T%& 583 B RIXGEXT
M. [231&3L, TMkiER7E Flanker {155 (FF LA R EAF TR NI 5 BRI MAHSC, U T3S
IOk, AR R T RRARRAG, HORRE 05 5 — IUMHIE S5 anti-saccade FrIHER 2 K1 AH K
[25] B, AR ATE ANT AT Simon {145 b RIHER = = T A PR O0UEE, 1 AH LT X0 25 A
B BHEAR BT RHA SIS B B AR . AR SCER T B O EALIEYE KR 2 BT T
i ZAAREUKE . ARSHEEER R TI, ERAEIEHE QAR UEYE, IO AR i) 49
o

G377 TH,  AHICHT ISR 3 AR T T B I8 BUKF RE A ok TARICAZ BN Ends ks i) LP5e
SR T HERRM G —AEELERE . B TARZ S0 sl #02 / ae e Bl DRI H A A m
JUTURF F AR 2 B 2 TARICAZ A X DRRIR . i, [BIRILTARC A RS D326 4
R G AR DB ERE IEA DG [27] R B & 05T (0T 77 [142,55 £ e % 5 25 70 (7] 4 3k %
S [SIRBURTINANE I (— 230 B TAECAZ B 68 13 5 500 O RS B35 A0 ¢, [INE, [23] &% BLERL %
T TARICIZ BT RE /15 DB Bz i TACR B3 IEAHDC . [61K I, 7RIS ey, TAEILIZEE
B A VR RS T g, 0 L 2 ST A (RS 4E) TARCIZ R B e 22 (R S AR AR R i b R I 4o
(28] &I, 5 BRI LA — 2 A RPN GRS, TAR G225 5 R0 5T B 70 #1 Ak i 2 TR 11 1%
HRGR. EANEITRE b, E— T IARE SOk E [23], AbATTR BUERME 1 53 1) 113 28 56 55 I3 400 1) 6 17 1) 79 T
K 2MHEAFRIRR: DAL Flanker (155 (3 244 T 1) s S 2 835 114058, {15 anti-saccade (!
HIAER %) oK o

gE L, TVRR SR T PR LR ST PR A pe b S I SUE A RN 368 FEBUA SCERIG AL b, &F
BT FE A TR A MRS — 30, ARTH 5 IR T A sl 68 16 R /KFRe e 78 25 B, SRE s
i, JCHEMHESIRE S, BRI OB . FEARWR U, FRATTRE R A 0 i B ) A A B A R
#I4E£ 45——Simon [29]F1 Modified Anti-Saccade [30]——F Nt FIUERR, $% BRI A0 SSHE 34 [31] A0
LI A AR R [ 2811 %, B SR R 1R KT R 52

2.
2.1. #ik

P P B R E LA L (MT) D5 1A 1 61 AW eds, D R AR RGN B, —
20 N, TG 20 N, AR 21 N, BBl 10:51. IR AR ES N 21~30 %, CPIAERS
FRRAEZ 058 23.75 + 2.01 % o T A 2 SLES ATE N R — 4, BEENDUE, WJJIEE B N IER,
TESCIR I AT A B El O RS . BT 1 B2 ORI I T R A 1) 66 ) AR A4 SR A

2.2. TEFFIMH

1) EREFMERFHMGEMEFTE

POk e R T N SN2 S R KA G, IR5 78 AR SR . I SRR 1R 3 BE THL
(I Ak A2 IS P A 38 o W N P AN 55 (R /IR PP R BT o SR A R ik AR S s A T A il 1
A [] N TR ] — b i 58 S B6 o ARAAE o T R B e WO R R s A A2 N 2%, [ A P P e 10 12 it
HO B IRAE BL R PP AR B o SRATTA/ NP T M 3R TREIT e 5 A it s /DM 12
TAFHREE M LN TEAAEL) o

HREE 170G I A, AW TE 253 4 108 B THLAL 52445 iPhone, M 6S Plus % iPhone 11,
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475 Honor 9. Honor 6X. Nova 3. Mate 20 Pro. Nova 4. OPPO R17. R9S. Mi Max. Mi 8. Mi 9 1 VIVO
Y93, SKE N SAEBIAHE % RSN BE T Hl(iphone7),  BABACAE (T Ad FBERAE 23 1 60 hz AUBLAY (0,
a1 iPhonex R AN IHLANF R /RRIHT 2 =T 60 hz FIm PR FHLBAL R GeF-Hl. XL fr 7
SEG A AR R 2L A AR [RTY 60 hz s ilET 3 A 60 hz MIMMBRAE R . S34b, A& 50000 SR (AT 2% 32 2L
FAE B AT ENL T . EFRATR S, e S 7 S e i R 2 B AEEE R T B, RETER
HIMTERGE, B4 SITE IMER RV E, BRI IE R A 2 2 s T 52 1tk . b,
Z 5FAER — R 2N AE R, SO T AR SEER A 7R EE I T NN
WA 2% B RARARAT T A 2 X 265 )RR 1k o S8 100 1) 93 A6 M il T AR AT 5 e AL e o

2) Simon /£%%

Simon B A AT 55 [29] 2 TA T 7T BTt Hh BN T B AR S5, PPAl A AR T R R At oA Jnzs il e 7 o R
I, 2B SR T S S HIE R R AL R A AR (R EA (O ] 1) J7 8 5 24 A Bl bR
T R B RS TR I BT, 7R AR f s 2o IR 4 B (807 Het
m A M ERR . ASFA BB H SRR T — SR (B A B S IE AR ) RN (B
LB 5 I A R) S S (s AR ))& AT T Simon 5 RE I A 22 48 A BITxt o
AN B AR 2.3 BRI VER .

Test - © ¢ Test - ® < Test SINO]

left right left right left right

Figure 1. Congruent (left), incongruent (middle) and neutral (right) trials in the Simon task

1. ASESH=MNR AR —B(X), HR(P)FHIL(R)

Simon 1155 1) [ N DL RS g b . —ANER ISR 702 1, AER 2 0 73« Simon fE554E—
B, L IR TS &R T 40 YO, —3t 120 R B IR DUR S LI R R L. B0ReE
IERMRZ A 4 R ST, BR AR A e P B SLEs . gl kit Rz fa, F—/Nl
WA R, REA R ERE, 5358 TFHUF AL BB/, B TR, R AR S5
RBAHE S

3) MAS £%

Modified Anti-Saccade (MAS){T453& T [30]HI5L56: 2, ARNIAIFE T ASLIGAT 5578 B REFHL L F3h5E ik,
T [30] () S5 7E HUG T3 58 e AT SR TRATIE T B 4 AT 55, PPAS B AE PR T3
ORI HI R 2B B = AR, — R RIS, RN (A RT); =2l
Bk (iER) (LK 2). B2 : WRHRAG B R sk, 2N s B AR R AR, S + R NN
IR HR Bk 20 Al AR bR, 20t + 0P A R A HR Bk . HRAR B3 E A7 18l T DU [l A )
FEEUAA s T Al e B A R, SIRBE T RSN, TR — BEE AL I AN [F R A T (L1
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2)o DAk, A HRESE B AH SR, AN T ) AR B 7 1 A T RE Y R B . S FEIE T
MAS J5¢ NI RITAE R 23 H bR T 0T ML R R B K £E 2.3 B 2SR PRI

MAS T2 ] [ BB FIAERf 2 507 5 Simon — 5. MAS A5 — L8 T 60 AN IE [ BREEAN 60 4N K 1f)
ARBR IR ARHE ST MR UCEC RS, AT B4y 40 AN — B 7 ) S IRk 7 ) —0), 40 MAEML
[ i A 40 ANERLR S GAERL T 175 IR 7 17 b )M, —3& 120 R B3 ik LU 5 BEATL A 7 3
Blo Bl IR Z /A 4 RGRTI, BR a0 IEm a4 seTia b NS 5 Simon —#¢, HTF
BUGRFRREL/N, B S BT TR I RS, BT DA SN 22 TR VR A, BB N A e T Rl o

Test ©
350 ms
< Test i ®
(Teft) ®@® 350 ms
bt Test -
Right 350 ms
*
Test e
Right
(fef)  Right
Straight Eye
Test G
350 ms
< Test ]
(left] Kight
350 ms
< Test s
350 ms
< Test ool
deff)  Right
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Test - -
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s Test .
350 ms
< Test - ®
(Tef)  Right & 350 ms
< Test w0
Right
\
Conflicting

Figure 2. Straight-eye, supporting and conflicting trials in the MAS task
2. MAS {555 MR = 2R . SEM AT (straight-eye L), ST —H (supporting 5)F15E 43 (conflicting T)

23. BZEE

Simon L4 H—8. HFALRIFRGE AT T (K PR R A S S I A A AR bR . (ERRIAIE T, B
e PR 6 R BT AR ) S S 3R B S I P R DD BE i o PR RS — B F I ZE FA A 1) PE SN (W
[32]PFiR), IXARMT SN HIFEEI 0 e dabr. SIS o VG 52 AN, i e R TR
J2 FURR RN E AR P ) — AN A R 43, DRI FRAT IR I & T HERA 2 I VE SN o HE M 2 11 D 58 0L
R, REA MR RS . SN RN RE AR R AT . 2) VUSRI, W R B R AN E M
HlEe )1, THRERMMEM—SSME SRz %; 3) T, WERH T mimsee s, i
IR MR G AL 7, 4) PSR, W& B2 R A B ) S R, THE TR AL S — 8
7o IXMEHH TRt S SRS, HERR AR R, U B R R AR A R e . A, FRATTIE
THELT VST 5 BRI T S BB AR R 2, TSR — 3, AR ST RsME, R 2 Simon 4T
55 P B A Kb 3 P ANAE R P (L2 1)

MAS 1T 55 H 1T ] B 6/ 2 1) BB LA R 3 A — 50 A0 ) B A SRAE B 2% AR T TR~ S50 A 26 R J 7
I A A AR RS, D BN ENAE ] 0 W gy o FEREM AT, e A M 0 1 B T R ) s S I 2 B
R IEERE I . MAS AT M EHIHIThRER) — 4R br . 1) HRBRH0HI (R ml ARk 1 ARk 2 %)
2) RN GE R GEM — 2 %); 3) M THEEMM R SIEMR T 22); 4) R (AL R |
S8 %); LA 5) TERSR (R RANE A — B I E SRR BT 22) o X SEAMH 4R bR 8 2
RIS, AERRRE R, U IR B AT E AT W T R SR A R e . Bk, FRATETHE T
MAS AT-45 A0 T s SIS FIAER R, THE 73002 1 1 AR BRI S g IR B 38, BRyds 0 — E5u R v i/
TR = HI3ME, MR 2 MAS {155 [ 54 b 315 5 R R (L 22 1)

24. H%E

AW S TR A B S AR T A PR LK, PR 19 7, LOARARTY, 9 s gr. Al
BT TR I A PF AR AN SN R KT AR = AR OGP [21] [33], BRIASHE ST URE T B 1 B o 1 3
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IKFAEbR . AR B R K B R SEIS AT S ), 75 B AR AR A — TOURIF 6 DA 048 1R 1 1
KX R R TR ER 70 BOR, 1) 36 B At F R bR 5 A & IR o BRI, Fof i 2 A8 i) A 2512 (2)
AT .
Table 1. Independent variables and cognitive control indicators
= 1. BT ESAFESINThEETEHR
OEMES NEThee SR IR E (RS RIERE )
s Mgk —BurhanmR

PES2 BRI (Ph A pheR S — %)
VSN (AT el s R — B ME 5 o 2 %)

Simon WL WETRERML e %)
SB35 %)
m PSRRI T . PR )
ww g VORI DS BT —ORERLL L RGN 1
il 2 G s

AR BJe-A ) O ) MG L5 1E ) HRBG  2)
TEALAME] AL RS EL Bl %)
MAS Einal TR EE R SER A T2 2)
—gp EREBIERA AT SER B %)
TEALRORE (AL b SRR — B M S I T2 22)
MAS B fR(EARIN T IE e BRBRA S 1 R BE A SMEL,  sEl— Bl I AT AL R =

mL #¥91H)

3. &R

W 3 bRt 22 B BEE AL 7 HAE, B A R IR AR, AR A AOR B o 2 AR B B AE Simon
HT MAS 145 L FIHERf 3R A SN e HoARvE 22 e 2 A3 3 fiizn . Mann-Whitney U 60 & IS MT45 1
SSEI HA 3 72 53 (z = —6.919, p = 0.000), Simon [¥) %44 S5 J82 IR AR #E 22 Ay 831.67 + 166.19 =P, MAS
FRAEAAR SSEIR MR E 2204 1029.75 + 279.91 2 4%, T ME 55 (-1 K HERf 2 #2 0.96, 7 )L Simon 4155 %
(LG E AN
Table 2. Trainee interpreters’ mean accuracy and standard deviations on the Simon and MAS tasks
2. FHIFRAE Simon M MAS 155 LR ERERFREE

bR S FAER(n=61)
Simon MAS
—3 0.96 +0.14 M3 0.96 +0.05
LI 0.97 £0.07 AL AT 0.96 +0.06
MEN 0.95+0.13 ERVNUIEN 0.96 +0.05
B -0.01+0.2 AR —0.004 + 0.04
Tk -0.03+0.07 AR -0.0012 + 0.04
) 0.02+0.16 1E AR Bk 0.95 % 0.05
i1 -0.02 +0.08 77 Il AR Bk 0.97 +0.06
Hefh 0.96 +0.08 AR B4 1 0.02 +£0.06
TR —0.005 + 0.05
AL B 0.0033  0.05
Hpk 0.96 +0.04
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Table 3. Trainee interpreters’ mean response time and standard deviations on the Simon and MAS tasks
5= 3. FHIFERTE Simon 1 MAS {£55 LRI R MBS F0tREE

[ PLE ZAER(N=61)
Simon MAS
—3 829.46 + 164.48 M 1010.22 + 280.66
LRV 793.78 +171.13 AL AT 1042.51 + 280.49
N 871.76 + 345.65 bEURUIEN 1036.51 + 311.61
LA 42.3 +368.51 R -19.14 + 116.89
T 77.97 +£317.08 pas kL 26.29 + 144.13
L) —35.68 + 206.23 1E A IR Bk 1016.32 £ 273.82
£ 56.83 + 193.87 S 1] R B 1049.3 + 292,58
Bk 831.67 + 166.19 AR Bk 32.98 +110.67
bas a7 -5.99 + 145.15
AL B 32.29 +129.02
B 1029.75 + 279.91

TERBLZ R/, ARV LW BV LBk B &, WAMESS BT A = 4845 B AL &, 4T Spearman
RHO MHICHEA T, SR ERSFAERANEEOREKTEE MAS B4R R NI 282 M (r =033, p =
0.009), 5 MAS BikvEnfZ 2 53 EAE(r = 0.324, p = 0.011), BRI EFOFK TS5 AE
-1 MAS (155 23 Bk

T R RN R AR T TN O 3K, KRR LE Simon fl MAS f£45 IR R R
BIBHHEARE N F AR R, 2R R AV DB ACE AR &, fH IBM [ SPSS (FRAS 21) A 3% 5 vl
AREEAY, 2 B SRR A DUAS [ VA ASE R 0 40 25 T 1 O /KR, Y 1 (TN AR o MAS BRI s B
s R 2 [ TRINAS B MAS RRBE0 ) SRz B AT Simon —SHERA SR, #EAY 3 [ FIINAS B MAS IR BT
il SR, Simon — BHAERZE A MAS JERL T HEAERA 22 1BAY 4 (R Fi0IAZ &2 MAS R Bk S BB, Simon
—HERR, MAS FEALTRAER R A MAS IRBEHIHER %R, IL% 4~6,

BRI 4, HAiHRE R 77 =0.254 (L5 4 BBAK), DERHARRLRERE ARRE 25.4%0 1 D PR /KF 4
AL, B ANOVA 45353, F (4,56) =6.097, p=0.000 (.7 5 HBk), R 4, MAS IRBED
il 2SI (t = —3.084, p = 0.003), Simon —FHERHZ(t = 2.915, p = 0.005), MAS JEM T-H#ERIE(t = 2.59, p
= 0.012)F1 MAS HR Bk #ERf 2 (t = 2.148, p = 0.036) HBRENS . 25 Tl H P 1 BEKF 73 B A2 A (042 6
%)

Table 4. Model Summary
4. EELLR

g gic) R R7j RS *2@{%%21— - BRI : Durbin-Watson
REEH  FHEiK df1 df2  Sig. FHik
1 0.300 0.090 0.074 1.35477 0.090 5.827 1 59 0.019
2 0.425 0.181 0.152 1.29651 0.091 6.422 1 58 0.014
3 0.496 0.246 0.206 1.25454 0.065 4,945 1 57 0.030
4 0.551 0.303 0.254 1.21659 0.057 4.612 1 56 0.036 1.651
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Table 5. Anova

%% 5. Anova
LAY TR df ¥ F Sig.

EJE! 10.694 1 10.694 5.827 0.019
1 W 108.289 59 1.835

M 118.984 60

EJE! 21.490 2 10.745 6.392 0.003
2 B 7 97.494 58 1.681

Bt 118.984 60

EPE 29.273 3 9.758 6.200 0.001
3 B2 89.710 57 1.574

it 118.984 60

EE] 36.099 4 9.025 6.097 0.000
4 5% 82.885 56 1.480

Mk 118.984 60

Table 6. Coefficients

6. R
JEFRAELL R AL Pk R E HEHGIHE
A t Sig.
B PR iR 2 AR B VIF
(W) 5.142 0.181 28.391 0.000
! MASHE B i) s 2 B -0.004 0.002 -0.300 -2.414 0.019 1.000 1.000
(G 2312 1.130 2.046 0.045
2 MASHE Bk 52 B2 B -0.004 0.002 -0.302 —2.545 0.014 1.000 1.000
Simon— EHE i % 2.963 1.169 0.301 2.534 0.014 1.000 1.000
(FHE 1.868 1.112 1.680 0.098
MASHR Bk ] s 2 -0.004 0.001 -0.305 —2.649 0.010 1.000 1.000
: Simon— i % 3.467 1.154 0.352 3.005 0.004 0.961 1.040
MASH LT HER 8.068 3.628 0.261 2.224 0.030 0.961 1.040
(HE) 1.981 1.079 1.835 0.072
MASER Bk 5 BLES -0.004 0.001 -0.350 -3.084 0.003 0.965 1.036
4 Simon—BHERR 3.272 1.123 0.333 2.915 0.005 0.955 1.047
MASHEA FHRAER R 9.215 3.558 0.298 2.590 0.012 0.940 1.064
MASHR BEH BB R 6.175 2.875 0.248 2.148 0.036 0.933 1.072
4. g

AW FET 61 & LiFE 1524 P& B AE Simon A1 Modified Anti-Saccade P IAT55 I\ ENE T,
TERHT RGARPR 0 R0 L, Gl Z D [ AR T 25 202 15 B e D) K MR 45 B BE 8 I 2% A2 1% 02 190 E T
g, @R ER: HPYIERAE W3 A 58 7700 SN I FTHE R 2R 48 Fr A i e AR ) B I 28 TN 27
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ARG E VP KT, RS IRE 259% L) E I KPR, B VRAIESE T SR AE B R A R R B O
BEKF 1) IE T 820

AW TSR 5 R0 TAE DI DR R I (RS — 8. AN, AR B BEARRE 25.4%
(2 A2 B A U DKL, SRR IR HoAh AR B i D 3K P I 50k, an TR Rz & .
TABAKCE PRI, G, [28RAES RIARBAUE I, 1E R RRINIZRET, iEWr /17 BEFL n-back
JSLIN BEAE AR R 48.3% 1 AR MR RGN, — 4 Ja AN PR AR (1 R R 70 BE B% &2 35.6%, At I IR A e ) 5 5t
(75 B2 n-back SN S I R ) BE SR ) AEN SR . [S1SRHE S B R R B, E R 2 AT
RS R E M2 5, WA AP AR 1R 0L R RS 1 B A TTRR(3.6%),  TARICIZ r BUUE A
FUTHR . [2715K 2 e v [ R 0 B, A H RS AR RBORI R 35 30 R B F1 1814200 B i 0 2 i
49.8%I1) [FI & RREEAY,  fRRE B i I FR AR R B H AR AR R

ARHIF T (0 B (0] D R R o AR 7 P B K IR A2 1) MAS BB SORii, LV k2 2) Simon —
HHERR . 3) MAS JEMLT-HUAERIR . LK 4) MAS IRBEIMHIAER R . 1) 3) 4) y MAS £ 55 130l 21 e
IS ANAERA 2, b AR P (R 77 Tl AN A7 ) B 4 R FE AR 250 S BRAE AR B h s 2) O Simon 41451 —
LT TGN KA TR MR R 1) NN RRR, 2) 3) 4) #EHERRIRRR . AR U HTin R :

1) MEREH ) MAS AT 7E R A b 54 G E ], B AR A M AT S eI B A 3 A g
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TABGIFIKCE RIS AR S R, DA S S bR 1) R R 5 i S DR R e F A SR TR T AR

5. #4518
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