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SHIL @A) B 654] o)A 0l Q17 A Q0] 20
Z IS A], 2 31ARS] o] A5 TH Ministry of Interior and
Safety, 2024). 2023 F- AP AE] ALE ILAJof W=, 60A] o)
QI=te] AJulf 327 FRHE-2 74%, 654 ool A= 10.41% 8 HaL
Ei300,olol wjz} 717} Retafof sl vl e vl -2 023
Z 9o & Z=A1EtH(National Institute of Dementia, 2023). ©] %@
191 Q110] G20} G Bl 2 914 2 Qo] 52 A3
[ ARR]A AR tFE AL Lo, oS ofstal 27]of

3to] ZAs} = Alo| Wa=Holck.

%] Q1] B o] S22 B 9]
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Cheet o] EA4)

Objectives: This study aimed to develop core noun and verb lists by age groups (young,
middle-aged, and older adults) using a familiar Korean folktale. It sought to examine age-
related differences in lexical selection during discourse tasks and to establish the validity of
core lexicon analysis as a clinically applicable method for discourse evaluation. Methods: A
total of 180 cognitively healthy Korean adults (60 per age group) participated in a storytell-
ing task based on an 8-picture sequence depicting “Heungbu and Nolbu!" Participants’ nar-
ratives were transcribed, and core nouns and verbs were identified if produced by at least
40% of participants within each group. Percent agreement between groups was calcu-
lated, and LASSO logistic regression analyses were performed to identify age group-differ-
entiating lexical items for nouns and verbs. Results: Core noun agreement ranged from
76.47% to 93.33%, whereas core verb agreement was lower, ranging from 50.00% to
72.73%. The noun ‘sister-in-law’ and the verb ‘split’ served as distinguishing items in the
comparisons between the young and middle-aged groups, as well as between the young
and older groups. In contrast, only the noun ‘younger brother’ differentiated the middle-
aged and older groups, with no distinguishing verbs identified. Conclusion: This study is
the first to develop age-specific core noun and verb lists in Korean discourse tasks. The
findings highlight significant age-related differences in lexical usage, particularly between
young and older adults. These results underscore the necessity and validity of establishing
age-specific core lexicon lists for Korean, which can enhance clinical discourse assessment.
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SHAIRE AFAAH AL DAY o] 58S S4she Hlolle J3t
(discourse) IA|7} 523t H7F W 0 2 25T QITk(Chen &
Chang, 2024; Dalton & Richardson, 2015; Jiang, Liao, & Liu, 2023;
Kim, Kintz, Zelnosky, & Wright, 2019; Kim, Schoemann, & Wright,
2022; MacWhinney, Fromm, Holland, Forbes, & Wright, 2010;
Nicholas & Brookshire, 1993, 1995; Richardson et al., 2021). &3}
2k opA} 2o HIAAE AL e Ao e, 7P Ak A])
lof E-go|HH(Kent, 2003). 4352¢] HeF AFES Al Tl
W B3} 22 Qlofol R 45 913 retrieval)HL L5t 2

ofl Ha, AL 3laLat k= HIAAIE &L/ (coherence) AL 5513
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(cohesion) QA Z2]5}H, 7 A|2101 84 (macrolinguistic) %1 ZH7}
A= ot s HAJo] Q- EtHKintsch & van Dijk, 1978;
Sherratt, 2007). 53], =412} WA AT $U4E =& U=
A2 A8 7] 5 (executive function)0] =& A0 72 A4
QITH(Kim, Kintz, & Wright, 2024; Marini, Zettin, & Galetto, 2014).
Aef7) 50l A5 (prefrontal cortex) W ¢ A7 LﬂEOJELQJ
7 e A A QIA] I o=, Bat 3wl tiek AlEE

Yokl S et 8-S JAIshE 59 QA i ‘—@3}
o= XHQU%(Diamond 2013) sl whe} Z]ey7]

22Xo] ZHAhst= A

oot of
flo >

EOIE]'(Kmtz Fergadlotls & Wright, 2016; Marini, Carlomagno,
Caltagirone, & Nocentini, 2005). 0|23} H3}= UE} w24t
oft]e} AHojFolu} Aufe} Zhe: Al ool A= FErA]
o, G} F717F of2fRt 14| B §1of 52 AshE HA[oh= S8Rt
At 232 2 Z-8-5] 31 QJh(Biran, Ben-Or, & Yihye-Shmuel, 2024;
Boschi et al., 2017; Cordella, Filippo, Kolachalama, & Kiran, 2024;
Denis & Hess, 2016; Kavé & Goral, 2017; Kim et al., 2022).
93l 5982 9 s} (picture description), 0]oF7] &

(storytelling), ©|oF7] THA] Wa}7|(story retelling) 5 ThF3E 1A
2 7fa 4 9lrk. o] % olob] W] Az ol )

I9& v & AJ7FA (temporal), 57 F(spatial), “12] 31 Q137}-2]
(causal) 5 Fgtelo] shfe] olopr|e FAleh el Aled
HtH(Chen & Chang, 2024). A3j¢7Lof w2 ojofr| wa}r| 3}
Ale T9 AYsh|Hnt Ahate weld wof 471 Bal(Cheon,
2011) 2Ju] A X T9(content information unit, CIU) H] &= © =
Al YA TtH(Capilouto, Wright, & Wagovich, 2005). CIU= 4]
o} I o] RS AL T9IE, 149 G Hekinfor
mativeness) 8242 UEPHACH(Nicholas & Brookshire, 1993). 71
2Lt CIU 242 AR} sfjAfof] g2 Algto] 28531, 7te] 7Y
TS 8HBL) o] $l(Oelschlaeger & Thorne, 1999), YA 418
ol 3FAI7} 2AtH(Dietz & Boyle, 2018; Kintz & Wright, 2018; Maddy,
Howell, & Capilouto, 2016). Maddy 5-(2016)2 AR ZALE thA)
O & AA]8F UL Z B (semi-structured) Q1E] oA Aoj= 3z}
o g3} 5= ‘07}0}—31 ’\351L AR o] Fieste] ¢

i

o] WS Akl A AT A7 4 o]
A AT B 1 EQITH(Armstrong, Brady,
Mackenzie, & Norrie, 2007; Boles & Bombard, 1998).

Olef e AL WSl 918) F GA5-L B14] o Fl(core
lexicon)@} F=2 7l'd(main concept) A1} -2 QAN 2151491
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(clinician-friendly) WS- A AJ8}al Q1TH(Chen & Chang, 2024;
Dalton & Richardson, 2015; Kim et al., 2019; Kim et al., 2022; Kim
et al,, 2024; Kong et al., 2023). 4] 03] 2410 o5} TA|of 4] 2=
23 of31S 7)20.2 Vg AT 5L Wstul, 70 a9
Al Y88 xglel= A2 vlEko 2 gyl o] & sl 0]3]

Aet=] 11 Q)th(Dalton & Richardson, 2015; Dalton, Kim, Richard-
son, & Wright, 2020). 3}, 314] 0]3] 242 o3| T}F = (lexical
diversity), 7+ 522 (syntactic complexity), CIU 52| 4] 2|3
o} 47 A 1ol e} e B4 RIS AN
(Chen & Chang, 2024; Dalton & Richardson, 2015; Kim et al,,
2019; Kim et al., 2022; Kintz & Kim, 2023). Chen} Chang (2024)
2 = o] F3 A1 Aphasia Bank (https:/aphasia.talkbank.
org)]l 4> Thrfglo] SEAH(RE A1} AojF hE e
= 0% Asl], da Aisp, olopr] Wl 5 77k 9] "ek
TAIE AT 21 @4 = B0l A 34 o11et ofpietek
%= 9l CIU 748 4] A7 F Uehtom, o5 56 34 019
7F 3l oA o] A ;ﬁ%f s Ao Pt oES 2
o]t} Dalton} Richardson (2015) F3} 344 01-?4 R R
F Aol Aloj 2 Bl S A ubA o 2 Wus

9

21}
MolZ 49 7F BRE 7P st 1 stk 53], RE Aojs
Ko B ol3let 70 A 7 A AR} etk )
2GR B ofF] BARIO B HojZ 9 AUHOR v
98-8 wolar

A off] BEE St Pk d7F0] YAEHChen &

Chang, 2024; Dalton et al., 2020; Jiang et al., 2023), A djH =2
Ak g @ Ao| A7]% 3 Yth(Kim et al,, 2019; Kim et al., 2022). ©]
=}, AR 28 EA ZA) 7S W3 (open-class word)o]]
25510, Al st ket AL B ol g7}tk 4 97| nhizl
o wfe] BT S-S AusltielE BET gl 4
S} ofgioli Hol} e % otk ol 2l 4L 2efatol Kim
%5-(2019)2 Good Dog Carl (GDC; Day, 1985)%} Picnic (McCully,
1984) olof7| Wst7] BA| S AA|5to] 20t) 5] 80Th7HA] AFHH
2 9] ol (AL B4 BEAL BA) B2L AFI o5 2
2t el 2 EAPE 749 ol AL 419 2574 o132 9
A1 o1z AV 7, Q1) 2 S14) off] A BAPEE 2
Shoick 7L 23 20t 2F 60t o] et 7 FARe] U] = 60%0]]
Sl AP ek 540 U 44 T A
etk 5 Aoj% BAHES e 2 34 of] 412 )&
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oS T55= 11| BAE AT Ak 7 ofof7| A BFollA]
A S B AdolS FHmet AT A AR E H3lok
(GDC: r=.869, p=.001; Picnic: r=.892, p <.001). o3t A=
ol whet AbEE= A o317 v, FAF R3] whebh =
LAV eI el 518 AXEHE e 5440k
& B4 BV} Aol% 0] FFES ol Soluld AE
7hE 7 A Holc

olg 5 2 A olA B4 0]310] 415 S B8] AEIoT ol
0] g3 522 B 4 9l W7HE A5 e Chen
& Chang, 2024; Dalton et al., 2020; Kim et al., 2019; Kim et al.,
2022; Kintz, Kim, & Wright, 2024; MacWhinney et al., 2010). 1
U ghato] e} Zloll A A sl ofs] Qi Bt Aol
cholo] & s he] ALEAHE S O 2 el 5o
' olopr]E B-g-stod, A d5-(20-30t), T78A5-(40-500H), 12
I :ed3(60-70tH) 9] A KT Sl off] HE5& skt
Sl E5t 2] U A4} ololr] A W 514 elo] o33
< v)Rth= A3t A3kE vEkS 2 (Johnson, Suzuki, & Rugg,
2013; Kim et al, 2022), 5 Lo M= U= HE @271 7}
A e A Bt SHE R olob]S gak 44 3
2 A31IEHChoi etal, 2022). B5F HALS 913 84] ojFh=
Ao AR AAsleick o] 5 BAHE Al wistel wgke b
9 FAfol, ghtolol Al BAISHE A} 1A 241 o 80192
A5} w&o|th(Lee, Park, & Lee, 2018). TS A= Hd5lal2};
st —4“] = 7V X‘ﬁﬂ © 2 Eefuli= A (Lee, 2015), SAF
= B 4h0] =98 Sofsli, 53] gRolol A SAjTe.E
A A

A=
AFE ZF=Eth(Lee, 2015; Sohn, 2001). wHEbA] 2 Aot= A7 At

olN

2 A S AL B4 ol B 7 AAEE Avin T,
£ ol ol Ak 2 AR ol olld Aw i
Sk

Table 1. Descriptive information of participants

ABe g3t Pt

olob7lolA] Az HECHYS, BAYS =) 7t
5] A o3}

olok7lollA] A WA 5 % 6 WY v

H
BAZ vs. .e A5 TS vs. ledF) S Tt

kY
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o ol
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i
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%g 32,
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°l°F71°ﬂH A SA =S 5 A9 AHE S vs.
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—Hr

N
o
)
ol

O)l'l:[ ofN ol o ofN ol
X
s
rr
_\,L

re
1
U=
IE

fu)
<l>$ e
(o] I‘_R
M40 0
re, rir
ot of
i) o"oo
T oE
o
o~ ol
i N
BT
olN' A oy
fo it o
tlo ru
5 o
T
o o
2
Tk
o ON
w3
o oE

I‘
3
3
=)
fru
ox
1o
o
xR
Z

ZAIH(G5A), %‘ﬂ‘ﬂ%‘ﬂ(@/‘ﬂ
=4 E':] ].o:] 60/\1] o]/k}-oi /HZJO

1
Rl
s
(o)}
rir i’;‘:
o
o
i
2
10
ol rlo ;ﬁ l-F Horlo o

IA—
ol oIl HElaIch
HE AR = 1) A7ATE A E R (Health screening question-
naire; Christensen, Multhaup, Nordstrom, & Voss, 1991) A1} Al
7AskA 9l A A A3 HEo] ¢la1,2) olo] 2 0] x]A] 4} dl High

o =1 [e]
A Weo| B 1E|x] okom, 3) &x) Ei
Agslick 3714 0.2 g 454] o]AFel thAAHE 1) Bk 1ol

174 Aol AR A=

A A4 e 7 AHKorean version of mini-mental state examination;
Kang, 2006)0f|4] 915 & w852 tju] AAF (= 16%ile)o| 3l
FolaL, 2) A&A1734121 - AKSeoul neuropsychological screening
battery 2nd edition, SNSB-1I; Kang, Jang, & Na, 2012) U] 3}-¢] #

Young (N=60)

Middle-aged (N=60)

Older (N=60) Statistical results

26.25(5.85) [20-39]
14.42 (1.41)[12-18]

Age (yr) [Range]
Education (yr) [Range]

K-MMSE? 2957(0.70) 29.47(0.70)
SVLT-IR® 23.35(6.08) 24.03(4.99)
Wi 22.93(5.03) 17.30(4.42)

46.83 (5.17) [40-59]
14.62(1.70)[12-18]

67.17 (4.80) [60-79]
13.93 (2.04)[12-18]

Fio.17=897.992, p< .001***
Fi.1m=2.462, p=.083

28.65(1.29) Fio, 17m=47.375, p< .001***
21.13(4.69) Fm=17.290, p< .001%***
14.95 (4.38) Fio,1=4.937, p=.008**

Values are presented as mean (SD).

“Korean version of mini-mental state examination (Kang, 2006), “Seoul verbal learning test-immediate recall from Seoul neuropsychological screening battery 2nd edition
(Kang et al., 2012), “Digit span test-forward and -backward from Seoul neuropsychological screening battery 2nd edition (Kang et al., 2012).

**p<.01,***p<.001.
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Figure 1. Examples of picture description test (Choi et al., 2022, pp. 596).

A5 3Ll A& o] k<5 FAAKSeoul verbal learning test) 2] <
7} 2 (Immediate recall)of|A] A5 Bl W5 <=2 o] 4 ¥ ]
(= 1656100] o 2 Shsieh. Al Ak 7k ezl §
O3t 2}oli= QA THFeir7) = 2.462, p=.088) (Table 1).

11052 5] vl Ae71e] ol Felo W Aol
9o, Stol T2 2Hed7]e] e olok] A o] nlAje
a2 23] ok 74 kel Melelol A B 2% 57
Stefat v A4 Wil SaREAIE SFlstsink. ol $io)
SNSB-119] 519 #ARl 22} vl2 u}2} 2]-9-7|(Digit span test-For-
ward, DF)Q} 22} 7412 whe} 9J-9-7](Digit span test-Backward,
DB)E AA|5}31t}. DE2} DB+= 2} 719} (span)tke} 12} 9 2] Al
802 SR, B Ao RE 7]0jEo] thh 24 A7
Geayallck, e 1742} 23 Aol A 5 N3 A, e
le{EolA] AL SRk 2 B19] 71015 Bk DS 39,
DB= 2-8, & 79A|= FH4d=0] o], th A7 Auh-a-2t Al 1

tlo

=) = (reliability) 2} QA (stability) FAFof| & 2jola}
a15lglet olo] whet, DFF DBE shte] Ws & 4= SleAlE
H71sl7] 8l /445 A (principal component analysis)= A1A|
3} tH(Bowden, Petrauskas, Bardenhagen, Meade, & Simpson,
2013; Luo, Chen, Zen, & Murray, 2010). 1 A1}, Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) & A3le AAl 712 5000 2 LFERE O™, Bartlett
O] 1/ AAolA = F Ha= 7F o3t Aol Ql5o] I
THC =88.709, p<.001). Wh2bA] 12 Aol A= DFQ} DB H4=5 &
Aksto 2|F 2H4719 F4=(0-28%) = 28513tk

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

AR

2 Aol = md gl 7Y st def ek A S5
EHE 8719 S A3} 9o 7 ARt 19 Z=(Choi et al,
2022)& AHESto], A4 WUEHE =38kt o] THES olopr] 9
763 G0l whet iR =gl o, 1287 Tl 7T, 3-5514
TS, 679 A) TLRl A, mpA|a) s 12 “Ae]| st
Ch(Figure 1).

A2 W3t AE 913 19 Asl| dAle v 22 ARt
= 7P| Qlet. A HARE di Aol A “Ala e 18 2o
S REUTE ANE TS BEA A et SRER oloplE
ST R TR AR ATt o] %- 87 9] 18-S A
2 AAst, di At 2F 18-S BHA AAAHA A E35) ook
71 AFESHE S FEstoin) B3 it Rt ek s & 4
U A HG AT AlEslch

AL AFESE s WSk Ak OJel] 535} Es
qlom, o] 5 tojfesh AR AY 15910] o] & HAFsIGITt W
3h A ol A e, i A AL 8 e 73,
shl%, 13 Wg, ofw| e of 7 5o] =3I E3H HSk(:
FAoNZL e AR 2 U3HE ER), FA(¢]: 2% o]
& o] Q& wf FAI= 7hgheh), THEARC: Bl&ju]A Ahelol=
L3 2 BARIY), RHE(]: 22 w97 whEg o] sidsicy,
FAE: < > 7|52 FARI), n|eHd H3H): gotE] ol
U3tE 54 R x 2 FAIRD O] tieh 5 7182 i A
L E Hxato] A5 cHKim et al., 1998; Kwon, Kim, Choi,
& Na, 1998; Lee & Kim, 2001). ALE W3} glo|g] & A AL}
SAFE ERIs] fIsto] 1 ol A A& A7k 2013 2
T AoAEA A FS A8 1910] YA} FAHE TSRt

https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.250116
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Table 2. Core noun and verb checklists for each age group

Rank Core nouns N % Core verbs N %

A. Young
1 Nolbu (bad older brother) (&5 60 100.00 Fix (21X Ct/2| 2 3tLt) 58 96.67
2 Heungbu (good younger brother) (25 60 100.00 Break (F2{c2|CH/ 22| 2| CH/ 22| 2CY) 52 86.67
3 Gourd (&) 57 95.00 Expel (ZOtL{Ct/LHZCY) 50 83.33
4 Treasure (@=28t/22/2at/38H 56 93.33
5 Leg (Ct2]) 55 91.67 Go out (Lt=2CH 49 81.67
6 Goblin (=74H]) 53 88.33 Hit (Th2[Ct) 35 58.33
7 Wife (OfLH/S1/0H+2H/2t0| B) 53 88.33 Bring back (20{2Ct) 33 55.00
8 Scoop (FA/2=2) 50 83.33 Injure (CF2|CH 32 53.33
9 Family (71) 46 76.67 Open (ZLt/27HCt) 29 48.33

10 Swallow (A[8]) 45 75.00 Go (come) (7tEH/<CH 27 45.00

11 Gourd seed (2F4]) 44 73.33

12 House (&) 43 71.67

13 Rice (2/4) 35 58.33

14 Cheek (#F/= /) 34 56.67

B. Middle-aged
1 Nolbu (bad older brother) (&5 60 100.00 Break (F21c2|CH/2 2| CH/Z 2| =2CY) 53 88.33
2 Heungbu (good younger brother) (S5 60 100.00 Expel (ZOL{C}/LHZCY) 52 86.67
3 Leg (Ct2]) 59 98.33 Fix (22|Ct/2| 25T 51 85.00
4 Treasure (3 223}/2=/218t/38H 58 96.67 Go out (Lt2LH M 68.33
5 Goblin (&=74H]) 57 95.00 Bring back (20{2Ct) 46 76.67
6 Gourd (&) 56 93.33 Go (come) (2CH/ZtCH Ay 68.33
7 Scoop (F2A/E=4) 54 90.00 Hit (Th2[C}) 35 58.33
8 House (&) 52 86.67 Open (EC/274CH 34 56.67
9 Swallow (A[H]) 51 85.00 Listen (ECH) 29 48.33

10 gourd seed () 48 80.00 Injure (CFx|CH) 27 45.00

" Family (71) 45 75.00 Seek out (2f0t2L}) 25 4167

12 Wife (OFLH/2t0| =X, £1/0t=2t) 43 7167 Look (££CH 25 4167

13 Rice (2/4) 38 63.33

14 Cheek (#8/=/tt) 34 56.67

15 Older brother (/&) 30 50.00

C. Older

1 Gourd (&) 60 100.00 Expel (ZOfL{C}/LHZCY) 51 85.00

2 Treasure (32E3l/22/M43t/23H 60 100.00 Fix (X| & tCH/ 22| Cf) 51 85.00

3 Nolbu (bad older brother) (=% 59 98.33 Break (F2{c2|CH/ 22| CH/ 22| 2CY) 50 83.33

4 Heungbu (good younger brother) (55 59 98.33 Go out (Lt2LCH 48 80.00

5 Swallow (H[H]) 55 91.67 Go (come) (7tCt/2LCH) 45 75.00

6 Leg (Ct2]) 55 91.67 Bring back (20{2Ct) 38 63.33

7 Scoop (FA/&=4) 55 91.67 Hit (Th2[Ct) 35 58.33

8 gourd seed (2H]) 43 7167 Split (EFCH 33 55.00

9 House (&) 43 71.67 Grow (Z2|CH 27 45.00

10 Goblin (=74H]) 4 68.33 Plant (AC}) 25 41.67

11 Wife (OfLH/QL0| &, £01/0H=2}) 39 65.00

12 Rice (&/4) 38 63.33

13 Cheek (#8/=/Tt) 37 61.67

14 Family (715) 33 55.00

15 Older brother (84/& ') 28 46.67

16 Sister-in-law (Z4/8+H) 27 45.00

17 Younger brother (S44/0t) 24 40.00

https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.250116
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A% (reliability) A5 Yo, 2 98 Johdz L2982 2%
= 25%2] W3} glo]g| & 8H-8-5}o] H7 1z} U A2 % (inter-rater re-
liability) 2 372} 7} A2 % (intra-rater reliability) & S5}
1 A B U] QA Bt ok og%, BYRE 7F QX Bt
F 95% = LHER T

2]

Lo

re NE
-
=2
>
rir

E
&
%

T
iy
-

i
0>
0%
>
i
0
¥
lo
fu

o2 A

8- L(Kim et al., 2019; Kim et al., 2022) = 2+
olof7] Ab& TAo A 2t A RS, 4
WASHEAL % 40% o] o] FEHOE A}
9 S B olaect ol 74 et

Fafela 47k 2131 40% 014124 o]

A

i

( ?lN,
H—4

ML

Slﬁi

©
e
i)Y

&

I

ol
Jo
il
e f%
e

L oo ¢
ér—‘—l
X ¢
A <

¢

‘DY 7353l ofFE A o= THaet Aolok A3 Aol A
L 50% 7|2 48519 01} (Dalton & Richardson, 2015; Kim et
al, 2022), % oA = 8} 3 ofg] AHE B AT} 0] 1)
=g A2fsto] 40% = 46T 50% 7|o 28-S 75 A

of8] 47} AILAIA AR ko] Slol(el: 34 FAL77H), 2 2
o] o4 EAS Bk 355 wsp] $13) AR Tt
wfe} A8 AR 7150 2 40%5 Agallch A Heha AgE

4] AL A2 2.2 Table 20] AIAT3HCH

S #z2|
2ol 3, 1% Ak 7k 34 A2 BAte) YRS
3 2

249307] 913 ofehe] B4 L8310l WAleh 54 2] i
Az
= 5]5] A

HEFA 0f3] 435 B of3] 55 ofF] 2A.B)

S, 1% ehS TR WAL U A RS 2la] 919
Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (LASSO) ZA| 2~
g 3] 412 4388} cH(Tibshirani, 1996, 2018). ©]= ¢ R &
A4 43 EQJO|(R Core Team, 2022)2] ‘glmnet’ 3|7| 2| & A&
SF3ICE LASSO ZA|2E] 39 &4 B a3t HpE A go s
AA e 24 2Eo] of & HBH S ol 7o th(Wang etal,
2021). o] WHE FR 7P B2 M=) B9 A5 002 245}
o, sfii M5 ol A ufAlRIck WH, 00] obd 3l A& 7}
A e oS ks ) 583 8 4= JHHrh(Kristins-
son et al,, 2021). o[2{eF 54 HZof|, Fth 7+ o] ARg-2] #po]7t
A BT NIE ofElS Hol= A9 v Ao R 284
4= Q) (Henderson et al., 2024).
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Table 3. Percent agreement between cognitively healthy age groups for core
nouns and verbs

Yvs. M Yvs.0 Myvs. 0
Core nouns 93.33% 76.47% 88.24%
Core verbs 72.73% 63.64% 50.00%

Y =young; M=middle-aged; O=older.

S~

2 Aol A= o3 (binomial) M5 FEHTR
HOl: S vs. SHES), 5 W F AdtolA AsE A
o1} 5] BAhL.= /35 AtH Wang et al., 2021). HH2] 4]
=5 3701 A overfitting) & A5 918), A& 47] 1
50 2 Vieo] HEE AZ3= 44 W A 7Z(4-fold cross-valida-
tion) B4l 2-8-5}9IcH(Henderson et al., 2024). T35t LASSO ]

B4 ANE 45517 Y8l 7o) W1k (expected frequency)7} 5
A(chi-square test)<, 7]tl] H1%=7} 5 m)qk

Z)(Fisher'’s exact test)2 43 5}5 ).

4t

o

o,
o
(e}
ox
o
Y
)
o,
2L
o IM
o

=
7k A5 M s A a4 AL 9 BAF BE O YA =E g
I8}t Table 3). 71 A}, A ek 7+ 4] TAF LA ei= 76.47%
dhg, A EA} QR = 50.00%) 4] 72.73%
[e]

of sigsted, A7 Aeh ZH A YA DR =7} Sl SAR] Bl 3=

Sa38 Sd
St YRERS0 v FPIZO)0I, SYaes T
ekl 4] A28 5 40he] AR AAshelck 1A Axh ag
3 45014 Qg B A 04.17% ek 7 5.8 7
5 B HAbE G/ B9 (1.5886) 013l e, ATl =
6078 % 22"8(36.67%)°] ST TYAFE AhETE WA, SO =
607 3 478(6.67%)7t0| AH-8-5}%CH Table 4, Figure 2). 0]+ 54
o

W5ol s A FASHT 3000% o -2 L A

op

Eu
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Table 4. Group comparisons of noun and verb items across age groups with LASSO regression and statistical test results

Group comparisons ltem Beta coefficient N (%) +/Fisher's exact

Noun
Yvs.M sister-in-law (/& H) 1.5866 4vs. 22 (6.67% vs. 36.67%) ¥=14.1, p=.0001
Yvs.0 sister-in-law (/8 H) 2.4075 4vs. 27 (6.67% vs. 45.00%) 1=19.84, p<.0001
Mvs. 0 younger brother (S44/0+) 26166 18 vs. 24 (30.00% vs. 40.00%) p=.027

Verb
Yvs. M Saw (ACH 1.3879 0vs.5(0.00% vs. 8.33%) p=.057
Yvs. 0 Saw (HCH 1.3657 0vs. 10(0.00% vs. 16.67%) ¥*=8.84, p=.0030
Myvs. 0 - - - -

Fisher's exact test reports only the p-values.
Y =young; M=middle-aged; O=older; N=number of participants.

M Young M Young
100 B Middle-aged 100 B Middle-aged
B Older 1 B Oider
i AN
50 [ ’_1 . 50 [
oo
40 40
£ 30 £ 30
20 20
10 | 10 |
0 () 0 [ (5]
Yvs.M Yvs. 0 Mvs. O Yvs.M Yvs. 0 Mvs. O
sister-in-law sister-in-law young brother saw saw

Figure 2. Noun and verb items from LASSO regression results.

Percent agreement scores for nouns (Panel A) and verbs (Panel B) across age groups (young, middle-aged, older).
Error bars represent standard errors.

Y =young; M=middle-aged; O=older.

*p<.05, ***p<.001.

2 ofujgick F7bA0l B AL SIS Il MES A ATh WS edF BE 155 (252, 7ol A Atk
HUZI FAAF BE 130 (2502 Uehh AolA8 A4S AT =184, p<.00010.2 LEhE, 5 AHEHE Pshs Sash
AASIAE AT ¢ =141, p=.00010.2 FEhE 5 AEFZE A 24902 AARFCHAppendix I (B).

oPh BAH 0.2 fofsteirk ol W44 olebs WApL

Wi

n

NS A OulsP] T 22U AT RIF AL BHIB s, 5
AFE | ol Appendix 1 (A)°] A3 ck FEUSE YHEPEF0) vs. 2AZ0)0Ir], SPASE T
Mol AEE 5 024710 AR A A Ak ag @

IS Vs S 7 2o e B PSR 083302 Uit 71 2 7]
FEUSE HREIF O v LHFO))], BASE Y 52 6 BAL FAYOI 26166, wriFol Al 603 3 24
SOl A E F 492700] BAR Sk B4 Agkag WA Be0.00%)0] AHEI L, FAS I 603 % 18%(6000%)
A e 5 AT 100%8 Bk Y B ASE R vlol 4§ A0 SIESEE ol WdFol ST BAE 3R
Q) A YGRS O R, WdF O 608 F 278 U 1000% ) £ HIRE AFGHEE ol Ao
(45.00%)°] AH§3H I, HAF A 605 F4BEET0TOl A 2 ARG ThbAe] 471 2ol F7bAIe) $A) ke Alstelr
$3 A0 Uehh wiiFo] FUFRTH 3830 T F L UK ATOIA FAYOL S A Ao il 7)o W gt
AHGRE 27H0 B S 9180 7]0) MES a2,

rl

=
ZRd = 717} 3.0 (< 5) 0.2 el mAe] A3t ARS 2a5)

ox
32

https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.250116 https://www.e-csd.org 585



Jimin Park, etal. « Korean Core Lexicon in Healthy Adults

o}, 21 3} p= 0272 Lehgom, ol whe} 5 Ak 71 Wl Aol
= 0.2 ol A 2 EHHSITHAppendix 1 ()

SAollM TS TEsHs A B
FRER olopy] Wp7] Il
2.9 821517] $la) LASSO 37 BA1S Asleick F44

Folghaigeol o, AloL B T 3744 4ol chel 21
LASSO 3J7] £412 43519tk (1) H% vs. 5415 ) 34

Zvs. .85, 3) TS vs. =S

MEEE
o

I

o W PR 54

il

ﬂ

ofi

FES

1

N
e

S vs. BYES

Sl = A0 vs. T4
of| A AtEH Z 387719] SARRE A5
Aot B2 Ao 95839 LFERFTH Table 4, Fig-
ure2). 7P =2 Al5E HOl BAR= ‘ATH(1.3879) 'R, FAhd 2o
A= 607 5 578(8.33%)0] 4H=3H WA, A0l A= 60" 5 07
(0.00%)7Fo] ARg3 A0 2 BholE|gir). o
A ST 8.33% U] =2 HIEE AHEHSS HolFU, A

CFE AR A 1 A0], S0 SARE Al

PAS D)o, FHHr=

B ATk 4 7

)
jany
olN
=
>

< $Hasel Y 5

TEHPE @%(@Eﬂ?(o) vs. ke (1))"]“4,
Z4
HSolM A 257 X@’E— 100%% L}E}‘ﬁf‘jr 7 Vb EeATE
HOl BA= ‘ArH1.3657) 2, {dZ0f A= 60 = 107H(16.67%)
gt RHH, Aol A= 6078 % 078(0.00%)7Fo] AH-g-3H A
O 2 BRIERIL) o] =d5o] s SARE AESH 16.67%
EHER AREES HolFL, AT E ARSRE Ak 4
7FAo], F7HAR1 BA A4S AAISIGITE = Aol A ‘AT E A
=3t Zlof gk 71d] Rt HaSy) i W 5.0 (=502
LHER, ZHo Al 782 AATskIT) L A3 x*=8.84, p=.0030
O 2 yeh, & Hek 2k apol7h FAA e & fofRt Ao 2l
Slth(Appendix 1 (B)).

[y
S AHESEIS0) vs. 2S5 D)0, ST =

i
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Soll A AHEE &

i)

W F 391709 FARE ASklnh A Aak 44 o
AF Aol AT 5 S e 62.50% 2 LHERTE o] A=
 o15(50.00%) 2Tt 322 A= S HolR|TE 70% 1] kY] Hehe
L 2R A2 A £ R ofehe S0 2 1 ETk Hos
mer Jr, Lemeshow, & Sturdivant, 2013). &3], LASSO 3] &-4]9]|
H & RS 70-90% o7} Sz 749, oL W
ol HekS aapA oz e ¢ Qe SJufshAN & Aol
HE felold £ 45S Bush 2a Ao BuEh
(James, Witten, Hastie, & Tibshirani, 2013). T3}k, LASSO &9 &

Aol AdElE frefuldt S Ilen, ol SARE 7IHke.
2 33U E5 S TEsHs o ofelge) 9le-S A
(Appendix 1 (C)).

rr
lo

g
Y
rHu

2 AGE SRR olopy] Wel| HAIE E-8-5to] AF Atk
H 4] 03] HEZ LEsto] A e 7 A o] YA =E
ISk, %A HAF B FAL HEA A S RS AFE
FE-S A EYT

A, A5 ek 7F A A E AL A w5 A A1), 9
Al TBAboll M= A AST) Wi S T YR oF 76% R 7HE WOk
L, A AR A AT S 1] YA =Tt 50%E 7t
A2 A0 2 YT o] Ay JHE d4] ol3] 550 Ha
3& 7FESE 7)1 AT AnHE SRR eHKim et al,, 2019; Kim et

al,, 2022). 12} Go] AFEAE thAO 2 3 Kim 5(2024)2] &
TolA= A AlA B T3t A Aol 7} AT v, 2 A
FoAE dh=ro] Hatol A A FAtl A Zpol7L B =R A
LeptTRE oA 2o 71 2Ho|& Al o] dtoje) 2
2 =43} B2io] 9lr). ol sRjst AR} oju|F| wieks 3
O3t )], Folu} B0 & WAL L E AEFElalE TAL A0 7
Apo] AREHe 2ol Hat ol SAe] 7154 wlgo] 23 A}
g0] tyofio] =rh(Sohn, 2001). 3L, ol BA} 91&F 0
2 AR8-E 4= 9lof(Park, Choi, Kim, Kim, & Sung, 2024; Sung &
DeDe, 2018), 523 A& 7|E3he doll= et AV 248
2 4 gk ofin) ‘orf, “Botork, ‘Holork, ol ori Ay
Xk ejmle] 5 AHo] ol upeh 4lefg 4 ol ofo] et 2 o
oA AHGE olol7] Wel7] Tl 1L Tke slo] 54
Q) AHE o] AAIEH 2, AT FojlSo] olorlE wek 74
Ao % A9l SIs) AL chepall AERE 71 o] ack
A2 e ARRE 3] of] BE-S Aulue, Sl BAlolN

" or
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S o] BUFuch o B Sl FAHE A A0
2 Ut o) B i ZelA] 54 BAt) Aol 2
07005 el & ofelai, el o ol ste] o
B4 S o) 74 S wo] & s S AR

gol 27910, 5 e ;
13k o] WelALE 2t 183 Fekol 25251 ol Aol

=
e HolEtt o8 S0, iS5 gl SAR HHolTt 2ok
e, ‘e, B L u s et ol s, ol
L Z0] o] AHHL o]ofr|of| 4] BAIZ O 2 olAlge-S Hojzr)
uhg, 2 20 4] EAL B 2o T[Ty, S}, ‘W), ‘Fro}

orf7h mEEIon, ol ofgo] A Ei Foustel Bl
£ AP] FEYS-S AR 53] Erre ek 54 4%
& QAR QEEo] ol YL HMEAS Ui vzt

— 17

A AHgEGOR, o] 5 BAPH B AR EREIch He 3
A o] ofopr] Aol A Skl 7ke) AN AFAS)
2 7RSS oIt o], 2 olop] Wak] Bz st
ehe Q2 el ufel B BASH BAVE oIS 4 U3 S
B 9172 3 Shelshaick ol dla) Hekd Sl WAlehEAL B
2 75T YRS AR
S, ) AL BES O 2 oY RS TR YRS
HAZHLASSO 817 B4 AT FUST FHYS; o3 S
3} 1% o oA H4a4a o] ek TESHs WA
=39tk FUEAE o] BAR: 2SI 1% S WAt
2 S0 mlgl Ok B ol EaEA ghoick ot &R
of o2 F0] el AT uf, HEAHOR Yo i Y
Geoleh SR AHESH o] FRAET eKF I £
w3 982 Holzeh vl PuFelA o] 5HS AT g
o] AA9] 7900 k51l 212 2 A S QA W=t Al
Mo e 5o Uehgth ofefd Ak FPAST waS
o] olop7] T4 434 A] Q1 1k) A S wirk ek ctigal
w) A&5he v, %2 Ay ks A L )
FHOR oloblE FAsHE Bio] Holrkis W& Akl of
2o, W4 Ei g oleh Hae Aol ket 4met 4
§ WIE} e et Gol2, ofolr] 439 U objet
Aelel izl uket ojg) Mgl Sebd 4 91e-S HojFr
ol Tk} 22 A FAF ALY ste] uke} B ool

RSP 919 T2 o5t A2 ol 5 e ol &
A& HHgsh= o 2 & 4= Qlth(Lee, 2015; Nykyporets, Stepanova,
& Herasymenko, 2023; Tahmasebi, Borin, & Jatowt, 2021). $FH,
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>

ok 378159 30%, =52l 40%7} o] tgu}i A}%sycq = ;g%
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Az o gojulet Hol} Sheleiick S0l Bl eln]
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A= oh-E lmdF oA ARG E AL S E S M= AHEEA]
ST TR EAOLST T ARG TR FROZ £
o]z, 1 2ol AR AL o9k of ] o % SfE
= ek ‘o Alel 11 Qo] A19] 71012 woj i o2, Al
2 1810] G2 S of 3] 7153k 4= Irh(Lee, 2015 Nykypo-
rets et al., 2023; Tahmasebi et al., 2021). ©]*H LASSO 3] &4 4
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Wl 7} 7 e 71
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