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Abstract Objective:To investigate the differences of word association between young and old people from Chinese.
Method:Word association data were obtained from two cohorts of Chinese. A free word association test was
administered to young people (n=50) and old people (n=50), with Kent—Rosanoff list as stimulus words, which had
been translated into Chinese. Variability of the type of response across cohorts was examined in terms of Deese's
criteria, which classify responses into either paradigmatic or syntagmatic relation; Three measures of response
heterogeneity were calculated for each stimulus item: association frequency of the dominant response (ADOM),
number of all responses (NAR) and number of unique response(NUR); The word association network of two cohorts
of people were studied respectively using graph theory and network analysis methods. Result:Compared with young
cohort, the old people elicited more paradigmatic responses than the young, so they made fewer syntagmatic
responses. The old people also evidenced a characteristic pattern of responses,which showed marked increase in
ADOM and reduction in NAR and NUR. Word association network both possessed small —world structure
characterized by the combination of highly clustered neighborhoods and short average path length. Moreover, the
distributions of the number of connections followed power laws that indicated scale—free pattern of connectivity, with
most nodes having relatively few connections joined together through small number of hubs with many connections.
Conclusion:Comparison of the word association between young and old people indicated that there was significant
deviation between two cohorts. Scale —free and small —world network structures were found in word association
network for both two cohorts.
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