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W B ESERIARIATARAGT RARK, EHFEHE T EEERARN: TR S L EIES
BREE Ek., HRELG. HHRAMNTRARTIESRXEETM(EMNER), LTRAPESZ 04T HRT
HE), BESEERAA, A TFESERTXEEESBE, M BRURKFHRRNIMM AL R,
EIINTAES BTG E 5 E 54547, LL RN T XHEMEL, oo, HLAAIE 6 21254
BT O AT HROER. Ak, Bt —Fat RHRKFH ik, FAAHREL GRS,

KEIF PATHR; ESEES; TM; TR A ZMESERTEX

HEKE  Bs42
ERFEHREIEFZLETR

ARG, AMIBEWRITE S ML,
B NN LT E [ — 55, B IR %
b A AN [F) AT 55 22 100 ilE A7 e 4 o AT 55 76 4t (task
switching) & 447 I ik (executive function)fit)—7Fh,
BRI — A E 55 5 30 8] ) — N E 55 1 g
J1o 3 20 4E3R, ARZ R AT 55 40 3 O 4
TaBRMHRER, SEER—E5SMLL, ik
B o) — AR50, R RS AL 5 SR RE AR, %R
IRy N B 1 A I B SRR A, R B 4
M (switch cost) (FVK X, H 2, FHFEE, 2007;
Monsell, 2003),

AN E— M RENLRRE, BN
WEJLTZPEILE Z ARG, FH o iy
TEAE, PRBLT HE45 0 T A 55 5 3 T X055 45
A B FERE, 2238 P2 T W 2R B0 X0 A5 R wd AT
5 HL ] (Kiesel et al., 2010; Vandierendonck,
Liefooghe, & Verbruggen, 2010), £ —2K2AT 5%
‘B T 14 (task-set reconfiguration)Fit(Monsell &
Mizon, 2006), AN FHACH S 174K 323 1)
RS, X ESRENER SR, X—it
B TAR — 2 B, AT IIRE Y —FP AR
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5 T 2RIRAT 55 1 B T 4 (task-set interference) B if,
A e AR R v IR 45 Bl IH A 55 i B TP 45
B o TR SRR 2 BLALHE IHAE 55 15 B 15 M (Allport,
Styles, & Hsieh, 1994) . H3#—fz v Bt 45 (Allport &
Wylie, 2000) . {155 B E W] (Mayr & Keele, 2000) .
S v M (Hiibner & Druey, 2006)%, T3S
AT S5 5 NV e B AT S B E A T R,
HWHATINREIF A K HEAE R .

S, A IR P 2 EE e S fR I BE 5T
JIRAT 45 4 R Y5 (task cuing paradigm) (Meiran,
1996). 7EL g, A E AT A (— A PA)
1E%5 o BA R (trial) SE 2 B — ML R, Bl
5 AR BRI . SRS 5 AR
R R, 8 &R kR gk 17— Fh A
%o Bt B E AR, SR A AR 4R 4R R X
PR AT 55 b S0 ARC R B 7 o AT 55 308 R TR SR TA 0
R4, Bl F A . ARt iy
. BHIEREE, E5LEEN— MR AET
AT LA 1 2 0 —28 2R (6] B (response-cue  interval,
RCI)FN£k 2~ 6] B& (cue-stimulus interval, CSI),
VI 25 52 4T 55 15 18 A8 R0 T B0 % 3 5 A 1 1 5
M, RCI JEHE P S [ B T — 2 & 2 902 [8] A
][], CST J24ig 2 5% 5 O 2 0 52 L =2 1] 1)
(B 1] B o B 5% A 3K, 380 CST By, FE 8RN i
FWUN, VEUITE CSI WIH #1735 X 55 B E
i FE(Meiran, 1996), X — ¥ &R0 # >k 32 4%
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1R B EM IS,

L REXBRYZ M, HEfEEL
TARE—, mEAAESREARS, LRERY
HAENMEERK, EHBRENT, AMT—®T
TN L RILRRE A RS FESS, I
e [ MR S Z AT 4. S, Tl
K HELRAERE, WM AAT IR KRB E LAR
W AN R BT IR S, LR MWVERAAE TR BES
ZR1E (Arrington, Logan, & Schneider, 2007), Bl
B A BE 2 T A5 I ] S 117 9 2D J2 S HF A B
WA FREE, BLRNEER A EN
SRR KL FREMEREKSIN ., AR
B R R WU 55 e e B P Of 2 g4,
HAETELR RIS A4t (Logan & Bundesen, 2003,
2004)., B, RS 2R 0 SOk B BAT 55 i
P v A ERAT 4 D RE 1 A BB o BT LL B RO
&, Arrington Fll Logan (2004)i 1T T —Fh# i4E 55
i X —— B AL 5 #95  (voluntary task

switching paradigm),

2 BEMESHREN

e B FAES 5, R IR Bk
AT AE S 2, T I AR, Bk
AL BT 55, x5 H bR s
Fed N o B A E BB PSS, BEORB
8 AR S5 IR R N o AEdE T3 S AR,
TR B AL Z A4 (— MR AL 55 b i
A, (HZR B A L5 B AT 55 BE R I IR B
AAEEE, [FBRTE R AR S5 BT S B R, ASHE L
[ %8 AT 55 7 A (1l ABABABAB......) %
SEMEL . XA AR S R R PR R
B MEl Stk BRER, DR E BT 4H
A Bt AL 3% AT 55 1 Ao AR L ey Sy 6 s T (REE T 6 T
T 53 R — BT 55), ZoRPOAE Bk b AR
ZACH T — T, JEARE RS E R
% 1% £ (Arrington & Logan, 2004), AF4, #ilA
W os B AT — 455, A ST — 57,
MEAES e, T, A FESEFEEA LR
TAHNFL RN, AT H A AT
LA R, BRSNS

A EEFS A ETS =ME (DFR#
A EAE55 430, Bl 3R Arrington Hl Logan
(2004) B YIS ) 55 B B —

Arrington Fl Logan (2005)% 3, #riyu=rha1
PR R FEAT — AR5 S0, IR 2 S 0 3% 1 7
Ay —REBES WA, ZREEESE
XF AT RN RIS o SR T 43 B X S B
X A AR O 7E B AR B WA
L — A HEM AL — AN )5 ), SR il i f
RS AT B FEESE, Z )5 LI E AR, B
AR BT B AT 55 % AR s e g o PR, R
B BB AR AT WA S, 43 iR RAT: 55 1 4% S
I RIAE 55 $hAT BRI o ()R 55 10 B e
[T 55 £ 53 B e =0 —, (B Sedb AT M R L, 7
BEATAL S5 6. G T — 28 1 AT 55 ey
i 25 1 # BF 5% (Forstmann, Brass, Koch, & von
Cramon, 2006; Forstmann, Ridderinkhof, Kaiser, &
Bledowski, 2007),

3 BEESFEHHMRER

31 E#BAM

G H AL 55 e 3 P AT P AT 55 2 1h
Bk F BN, FRAKR BRI T 8 MR AR
o X ULEH, BIE B R = sh TR S5 564, e
ARG . SES LR FNZ, A
AR H B T 55 B S A 0B T I FE 4y .
I, 78 B E4E 5 AT R, &
DAL T iz du A R, W H S B B
IR A UNRT -

Arrington Il Logan (2005, S253675)84T 45 1%
BERUL S AT 85, AL S B RN A
M, W A5 s AT 55 WA R B 25
5o MR ML, A5 PATIERE N BL T H M, AT
AT 55 1) BT B 2 L BRAT B 05 A 45 1 I g g
Ky 200 mso UCJ5HAHEFE & BT L4 5%
(Demanet & Liefooghe, 2014; Liefooghe, 2017),
I, T SCH IR A A o RS, PR AT 55
777 H: S AR A

X FAT 55 BB BT BEG e AAN  A
HETMIGER, TReA LT IR, iRm0 7R
KEE LR THESRENEMTE, X—idfk
A BT EAEAT 55 00 I Rl - A BB T . Bk
B, TE ARSI, A ReAk LTRSS
WEEW, JFinHER . mESREE
HARRFEAE(Rangelov, Téllner, Miiller, & Zehetleitner,
2013), FEETE ARSI 2 5 A g 58 4 o0 iU E
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¥ o AHECI S, RIS 8 A T4 55 e 4
TRZS 5 561, AT 55 1 88 S i 8 25/ F A1 55 3R
A1 R0 B BB EHIEIX — . BhAh, R4k dR
P B BT 5 R0 0] 488 BRI 35 4 55 00 19 e i 9%
FIWE, -5 B ML R IE IR Z 4y, b iE &
AT 55 30K Fe AT 55 A 3R BE D S I Y 22
5o AR EPE G AT 55 BT R HACHY i 22 S
0 U I P A3 R 9 AR X Af 37 1, Liefooghe (2017)
M TRRGE T AT 55 W48 SN FEAT: 55 AT 3 A b iy
AT BTHK
32 EFEFLLHIFMESEHIRE

5% &R, A EAE5 i nk
T PIASETAR AR« A 55 B B O AT 55 e 4 R,
B SR8 AT 55 O PR L], 5 5 248 Bt
WREHARAT S5 L] . BUARAE SR S35 vh 2R Bl

BEBIL e 4 19 A 55 S R 45 P AT 55 BT 0 UK RO 452,

BB AR X — . Big b, R
PIFPAT: 55 B35 58 A BEHL, T84 AT 55
B LLBIN S 50%, HAT: S5 5 58 AT 55 e 4 i 1L
Bl 50%. WFFERY], By LRk £E4s Re 1
FPAE 55 W 0 L B R BOR 50%, £G4 B2k,
SR, A5 HeA R F /N T 50%, Bl HE 2 H
PEFE B A —1E 45, B & AT 55 I ] (repetition
bias) (Liefooghe, Demanet, & Vandierendonck,
2009, 2010; Vandierendonck, Demanet, Liefooghe,
& Verbruggen, 2012),

U, Arrington F1 Logan (2005) H 3% 445 15 Xt
AL S ) AT RE . — 7 I, B ERE AL
WEPEPIRME S5, ot —A> A B~ Ay 3 sh il i
e S —rm, ANFEAESZE A TR esh T
P B Wi W AE 55 19 Egh 4l o “BEPLAL FI<T
Po3e G 45 R T Bl e £ 0 2 1Y AT 55 T
AT 55 . R AR Z R R, Plak
FH 2 = g4 o] SR ok BT BR AT 55 1) T Y0 2
W, 5 40 AT X B AR A9 /T 45 (Dunn, Lutes, &

Risko, 2016; Kool & Botvinick, 2014), 7£ )t Al |-,

Mittelstiadt, Dignath, Schmidt-Ott F1 Kiesel (2018)

M3 AT by BR VS AE S 0T 52 52 A 55 o) E A7 Mgt

WO BRI 55 2647 2 52 B W0 A 3 Bl 42 ol i A
MR, — AR5 LR fE ], AR 55 %5 i e
BEE ] o AT S S AN [ 5 i B 48t ok 4
PEWOR B SS SIRERE, T BP0 8 P 480 e 2 Mo AR e
B, HEMESs Fe e, BEMIBEAITT 0 ol

N T AT 45 K555 897254k, Frober #1 Dreisbach (2017)
MR T 25 SRR T BaAT A e . AR,
Bl D4R | E LSS HLIR Y R T 4 R Y
R RS I, 2016, TIRZE, X, #
£, 2013; Botvinick & Braver, 2015; Hardy &
Gillan, 2012; Umemoto & Holroyd, 2015), 7£3Jil
TS, SO n RS B L A TG N AR Ak, 226
ﬁ?%%’?&%%}ﬁ%@raem, 2017; Braun & Arrington,
2018; Frober & Dreisbach, 2016), X &gtk — i
YL A AR5 e — A R b p g

TR R, TEAEF LRt LT
55 Mt 1) % R AN A S R, — R, A
55 1 L B R Cre AT 55 1 LE A1 DN ), e AR
HE K (Monsell & Mizon, 2006)., fHAE H £AT 45 5
H R, B iR 55 Fe A A AN B HH O
(Mayr & Bell, 2006),, It7h, Arrington il Yates (2009)
AR T HFEES TR F RSN LR,
S50 R BU AR M 57 O R 2% S TE AR OG, AT 55
B R G TRE R 48 B SR G . X BB IR L H]
A A 55 e 3 s b A S AU S 4 5 e A
PSS TERR, S TSR TR Y 2
33 WK

HIC IR b, TEAESRRIEA PRI T HER UL,
B2 S AR AN B A 2 2R — R0 38 [) B85 (CST) 14 2B < 1 e
i, SRR S EAEE . e, 15 [ FAEF ARG
FUF B T HEA SN (Arrington & Logan, 2005),
FIA () Fe B ARAN Bt 520 — 4 98 18] B (response-
stimulus interval, RSI)AYZER M FEAG; ()1 555
W RSI TR IEFNL 50%M KT, FHIK
MIAT S5 e K T REMLAL o [RIRE M, S 4 AR AN A ek
INFUE 55 e FE 8 T RE DAL oA S AT 55 08 A
HIFE

T U IR S XAT 55 EAT T ESS, A OE
FEM, Aol A BERFEEMES R, HREIK
BRI EOR AT HABAT 55, AN 2
e T 55 AN, R Il S AEAT: 55 vE A0
(8] 347 T 445 E A4 (Weaver, Foxe, Shpaner, & Wylie,
2014), fH3— g d 2 AT AR T3 R85 B A R
5 (Masson & Carruthers, 2014),

AL, WA ROV AR PRI 55 e s i U R
BB XA PR, TEAE 5L FEh, R CsI
Rt AR i, E E A2 e Y, HA
2 CSI 2wl AR B A 2 SR H HE000E,
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M Ve 25 800 WA 58 3 e S R Rt TAT 5
WEEMSE, M EERERE T2/ CSI TH
FER LY (Altmann, 2004), {H7E [ F4T 45 5 ia
AT, Jie RSI B AR = d 2 s H] A7 &=
FR R B M i 25 3800 (Liefooghe et al., 2009),

SR, AT R B S AN S RSI
FEAR W/ NASBEFE 4 L FFE S5 HAY, B RSI Y

SR AL AT BE T BT — 4 55 % 4 B4R 55 T LRGN,

T REAR L 4 AR o R T T AL AT P 2 (X 4
IF, SRHETRAE 55 80 25, 78 RSI a4
AERIM A, TR RST 43 AT 45 Ve 35 F0 i)
Wit ASBY B, R I BT G, IA BB E
FIFNTLAEH (Arrington & Logan, 2005; Demanet
& Liefooghe, 2014; Dignath, Kiesel, & Eder, 2015),
Demanet fll Liefooghe (2014)%& 3, 1445 RSI AAE,
BT 55 2% B (RO B A D B e AR AN, A AT
BN K H AT 55 He iR M B2 TRl —1T 45 19
FHAE . XAF M-S TS AT L5 R0 L
HH Liefooghe (2017) W58 /N LA ;. IR A4 55
BEE B BEW A H AT 55 B BB T i
GHF BN -5 RigE— ), BMET
AR S B N VE A B ik . S5 R H, 1F
KRBT RN M ERR R, £45451t
PR S8 TR S ARG AEIR .
3.4 EEHH

h 5 BT 55 T A B v R AR AE X IH AR 551X
B AYIE], Mayr A1 Keele (2000)E B H 7] )5 4
il (backward inhibition) (&, MATHL R R
#iXE1T AL B, C =FESS, RIUZEHTIL T Y
55 FRUR M BRI, T R B )b e, 5 e 3 e
WL, X ABA #l CBA BFMT 45 5 b
= ARSI B, RIATH S #1E . Mayr
il Keele (2000)I\ 2y, X/2FE HAEKRITES B AT,
SRRT—AT55 (A 5k AT, i fEfR1T55 B
SERUE R BT S A B, BTXHMES A B A
il PRI g S B g S A0 A AT T b 1 B
TALS A5 P HI/E F 977 7E (Koch, Gade, Schuch,
& Phillip, 2010).

TE A FAT S i sl N B T 45 R (Lien
& Ruthruff, 2008), B T 7 5 W A 4430 ) )5 410 61
VAL, fEAES 00 B F 8 DA TR, AT
ABA E% )75, #OE 2L T CBA £
FITA o X TS — A B R W T AT 55 S 45 R i

HAEHT s AT S5 A TR I, H R SRk
FZAT 55 AR 2 IR

4 MNIBEEEFEREXBERSE: TN
1EH

Arrington fll Logan (2004)i% i1 A FAL 45 4 ¥k
T AW R AE T e 7R 3 . XHE
FUCE H B ST S, AT 5 LRI
KIMHEZ RN I RL RS, B4, A ET55
B R B EAZ AT EE R 1
Arrington I Logan (2005)A98F5¢ R, 1M XF £ 5
SEORBIR AT, AT T H AR A SR X
FES5 IRFER R o AR 5 DI P AUl 2 4
SR AR R, 24 H AR REEAE A E 2k
2 AT, Bl B A AT 55 A M R g L e
155 B3R K o (H A T I 25 S B AR /D, HAE S
AL O R BUS — SO EE R, B A TIA Y B
F AT 55 e 4 0 AN 2 A1 BRI 5 R, T S A
P R

5 B A9 2, Arrington £l Logan (2005)J &
B REOR A BRI A s, ik b
LS RAUR R EE RN o BT . s, oAl
FEERE AR B R X A RS i i s e A T
#H—L5E,
41 FRIHEMER RN

AR H EAL S A SRR TR T LR
M, (AN TCTEHERR R A A B s AR
ZHTFERIN, SRR 5 PR U B A S,
BRI F AT 55 A K (Arrington, Weaver, &
Pauker, 2010; Mayr & Bell, 2006; Orr & Weissman,
2011), FEHEAEA A LRI A B LT
(Demanet, Verbruggen, Liefooghe, & Vandierendonck,
2010), X5 Arrington Fl Logan (2005)K B4 #r
HiRAE

A FF 5 i) 35 AT 55 BE ¥ 0 52, Arrington
(2008) FE AR 2 B A, RS
—MMEF MR . AR A RIS, S2)i
LI 160 1] B (SO A) M 0 ms 3% 4548 5 51 200 ms (14
AR, PO e B ST AR R M55 19
HER (p (S1)) W B HTHI K, Arrington KX 4~ L FEFR
RIS AT 55 e R AR L AN, AFSEIE K p
(S SOA ML Z 3 RSI AR . 24 RSI
o 400 ms i, p (S1)BE SOA FIHE I #2E5; 24 RSI
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2000 ms 5, p (SDFES> SOA K- |- T0 W 3 22
S, BN BHLKT o X 3R B A I I ) S K B
FT T AT 55 e T, DT G 0 4t /0 33
A LR . 55— T, R e AR AR AT
55V B E RIS A N R RAE M . Arrington
F1 Reiman (2015) 1) 52 55 AN B R P Fh AT 55 45 6 55—
e, i A waa AR BT S5 Bk R L, 2
T B 52 A EE B/ N B AT 55 8 T 22 52 3 1 o S K
o BT RN B M ELAAN, i B a5
VA7 Tl 2 5 S O ) 25 ) DR i 56 R oot =
AT 553085 77 HE 5N (Arrington & Weaver, 2015; Chen
& Hsieh, 2013), AU, BRT HMZ AN, HIFERSN

(94 55 L £R s T RESRE [ 24T 55 e b 1) — Bl BIL

A RIS B U 1) PR BILTRIAE B A S e
F R S LA K 32 B AE H (Demanet & Liefooghe,
2014; Kleinsorge & Scheil, 2015),
42 FEHETFHRAZM

FrT Bk A BARRIE w25, 55 —1
B R b PSR AR IR R A S5 R TR, X O
IR S B 22 R K 55 b i, R
Stroop B €8 18] R LA A7 W ol B 25 S AR K 19 4T
% MRS . Bl A S i e i AT 57,
R B RIS o RIE 55 LRI A W AT
% Z AV AT G S i B I T 5 A B AN X B 1k
NG 24T 55 U4 2] (8] A 55 ) AR AR, RPN
] BRAT: 55 V)46 3 & 24 55 19 5% 4 A4 (Allport et
al., 1994). X —H WML RIRFAET AL 5
A S AR, R S AT 55 R
f [] (response bias)

RS FERE A EMAZAES R THE
W, R 2 a7 A5 o) 3 R A 0 L 5% ) 1) T B
5. (HO ARG RIG IR, BT T
YR 55, H OIS A 55 77 A i e 4 AR
#y 5 K (Liefooghe et al., 2010; Yeung, 2010), X
XA EES AN  EShEGR S T R, &
HH b IO AR 1] i S8 2 5% W 55 ) A 9

5 INEFIREE

155 e IR BT AT 55 264 T AT HE I D g
2T B RIS S84 S AU e 7
EREA L RERAES TIRIF T RIRER, 2
MRS R R WA IR TR IR R T+
HOUEE o AR, AT A5 2R X Bl ik = A AR

) B — ST 6 91 T B () i — 25 SR RN R R A
TR, EXFERT, A FEFES B
B TE N B M A . EAME T B SE AR
TG 2 AT 55 1 BE, T LI BE AR U 3 A4 LA SR
P AR SR AR, WE S35 LU . AR S5 i o
G, XL bR KRR WUE 55 A TE B AT 55 5%
b AR AL

Jy—J7 L, R SRR AR A F AR5
et TR R o X e TR F ok A H AR
SN 1] 4 T AT, R AR AR A, H
FAT: 55 e 53 T BB 2 T AT 55 R RO R AR Y
s, AT RS, Ak nT UL LA J7 i
SRS .

Hi—, DRIAT S5k PR AT . A EAT
55 e A 2R — KRR R T LAy B AT 55 PR AT
ST, REUPIAS SN o T 55 2R B s I e
FEAN I I A0, B B A B 5 B 2 b i)
TS5 IRAT RN B, X AT 55 36 5 S g B 14 43
BT X o (0, feil i) — o8 3R W AT 55 ik
PEAE B BT 55 F 4 op 19 E ZEE I (Liefooghe, 2017),
AN AR LR AT 55 SRR AL . ZEH A
Sk, AT 55 e SN IR B AR AN, BR TR
P2 K iy R R 2Z Ak, 1T R 2 R A A A AT 55 4
FNYERAT: 55 Fe 0 3 Z [ R AT T AU, 25 454T 55
edA, A W] REAE AT 55 e 4% S i s | b A 4
Rt o CABITER RSN AR BaR F3)
PE TAE 5556402 (Braem, 2017; Braun & Arrington,
2018; Frober & Dreisbach, 2016), {HiX 6557 A&
e R FH 43 85 Y AR UE 55 2 5 L g B, BT ok —
% 5 A AT A

o, b DB G E AN T YL a0 ey S R 7E AT
S5 R AR, JIoRSEEIME IR Al A
W R B AE AR 1o Horb— 07, H 25 2R
— T HYYEF . 140, Logan il Bundesen (2003, 2004)
NS5 et it BB 8 2 AW B S5 B .
AR, B N, AT 55 Fe e b W] B A7 7E
HEMTHRAEN . EPFE 3 m & EE, o
I BAS A, ANl 28 B4 R BN FE R . H AT
X W A A ARy B T A R AN R R 354
FHEISNE R B P R, e, R 55 &
FEME >, MWW T £ (Arrington & Reiman,
2015), TEBLHER b, R ATHE— 20 7 AE 55 e 4
F E AR AT PR AL A VE AL, Meiran, Kessler 7l
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Adi-Japha (2008)42 H} T 17 Sk FAE FUaY A 326 455 il
BRI (CARIS), HHAB SR HESH TIEFLR
AT, KW KB A EESFHEEER,

TESEAT BB Rl -G W, NJE R ST 55 # e it
T O L B A R e U R s .
55 T A0 5 R A% 0 () R AT 42 o B i 4 o] S 30
AR S5 1 e 4, TR 2 AT S5 i BiAT . A
XA S e, BRRE Al AT 55 S ALl i AZ 0,
W GE ko [ AT 55 403 =X A S5 MR TP
SRIFER o Ry T 4 7 I 4 o R i AR A LA
RS Ry, ALK A RS S U R
(transition cue)jL 3\ (Schneider & Logan, 2007; van
Loy, Liefooghe, & Vandierendonck, 2010)4H%5 5,
S WORAE T S R W BEAR AT AR 55k B, i
vk £, RSB BARPATIFIE 5, 10
2 H EEECE R — 55 3 R — AT
%o XAITIERR R EIR AN F . BRI S
K (explicit cue). {55 HFLHI I, 5452 3 BhFE
EERITIBE, RENE S T P00 G 1800 i D F Rk
G R

8=, MRS st e, A FES
e du R XL S LR B —Fh e, XAk
WG| A T H s e, #HEzh TR HEL . AR
M, HEAES R h — L sE ., 15t @t
6 FIEEOR O DL PR 55, PR I 7 S 40 45 i
AH RS . DU PR R A IR IR AN RE B
16T, WE AL FEPAT, B0 R AR 55
FPH 5 USE g o SEgR R H AR A S A 5k A B
P, MR AT S AT R, BV A
G RN ZIR B, fF A EEBEAE S AW AT g
WG T HFES P, ShR L, KRS AN
MM 2, 2455 T8 BT 9 H el 3 )2 40
N ] B 23 T LR G40 A 1) % B¢ (Perlman, Pothos,
Edwards, & Tzelgov, 2010; Schneider & Logan,
2006, 2015), AFN i — 25X AR 45 & uat .
A F 4755 7 4038 S AS W e X A 52 45 2R (Gollan,
Kleinman, & Wierenga, 2014; Masson & Carruthers,
2014), FFAFLARIERTSE B UGHERFRIER . F5E
WEM, X AT R 3 B S U 1 —dk
AL, BN, i A RS T DL B AT 55 a2k B A
{14 $ 47 (Arrington & Logan, 2005); £~
AT — A 55 W BB E — 2D M AT 55 26 88 I I I AR
FH53 8 T iR (Liefooghe, 2017); 1 [A]—iX L

AR SOA  [A] e 52 B0 WA B AR )3T Doy 2
HH 31 8 9K B B9 5 1 (Arrington, 2008), FRATHAEE,
PR IR R AR BR T AR 2, 2
AT L i 58 T 45 P oy SR AR TR AR BE

&E 3k
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Reconfiguration and interferencein voluntary task switching

JIANG Hao

(Institute of Aviation Human Factors and Ergonomics, Civil Aviation Flight University of China, Guanghan 618307, China)

Abstract: Task switching is often used for studying executive functions. Task switching is usually
associated with switch costs: longer reaction times and higher error rates on task-switch trials compared to
task-repeat trials. Switch costs are attributed to task-set reconfiguration (reconfiguration view), or
interference between different tasks (interference view). Compared with task cuing paradigm, the voluntary
task switching paradigm is considered to be more ecologically valid. With this new paradigm, researchers
could achieve not only traditional indicators like switch costs, but also new measures such as proportions of
task selection and task switching rates. Studies of voluntary task switching are in favor of reconfiguration
view. However, some recent reports found that interference may also play a role in voluntary task switching.
In the future, modifications of the experimental paradigm should be made for a possible theoretical
integration.
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