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( HOM IS RO BRI TE e, BTN 311121) C AW SCRE OISR, U

H E AWIFNTRATMEBRLETARY . HREE RS Simon KL, XAIRARARA F 3 EMHHR.
R CLEENAFEZ SR FAN—EHaF ) EBRRGEE, FREGNLRBELERE. ATH

LAy B Fe B A 2 Rk F AR X R ARIRE &

Fo it A Ao KR FEAR

KR FIEBHT; ARFE N A Simon A ; MARR;

HES B4
1 5|8

H M Simon I Rudell (1967)% Bt Simon %
(Simon effect) A3k, Simon Z N B4 AL R W57
S, NFIAIAT 8l 2 (B 58 B AR R — A 1 T
H (Hommel, 2011; Housebroke, van Dantzig, &
Hommel, 2013), Simon 4 i & — Fift #4584 1% 25 [1] 3
W — K i A 45 M (stimulus-response  compatibility,
SRO)HL G  FEFRME Simon 1T 45 (standard Simon task)
o, R 25 R 4E BE (W) PR S s a)) R AS (]
4e B (g e SO AR) EREHLEfL, BERS 5 E 2R
P05 2 (] AR A i %ok A 2 TR RRAE i L A5 5 4T 55
TE SRR AR Y A (R B S AR 55 TE Ok,
BN TS 5H5NEN . Y0050 E S5 =N AL
B—BOME T HOR—26, SOn B HofE R
7 o Kornblum, Hasbroucq A1 Osman (1990)>% SRC
AR B Y — T Ry e 32 RN B T R i P i R —— XL
18 %557 (dual-route model), A TITA A 52 W 1B
WEW KRR K2 AN EZERRE, B
WAL LR B B o R R AR — A2
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P 0 R A, R ST A S T 55 TR Y
RN RO . WA AR BT SRC 200 (A
PR, B HA B AR Simon AN A ZS
PEBLI 1 5% (Vu, 2011).

Simon 145 K H— FR 3 4F LR B, Simon X
BN YR EMAARRANZD), FIH Proctor Fl
Lu (1999) 11 11 %) 2% 2] i£ # (transfer-of-learning,
ToL)Juxl A B, STAHHEA A2 25 (M B 2508/ . TH
PR 2 T Simon RN, XFHIREPFRA ToL
BN o ARUER ToL Yozl LA)S: W4~ B B
()% > By B (practice phase), £ 5% BL1E%S [A]#
BEMEAE S5 o8 N A 25 2 (B B (i, IR
ST 2 A SR 2 IR A e 22 55 (2)
EF B B (transfer phase), 5 & B Z MR &
XTSI A 2 TRLRRAE AL S Rz (1) 4, 2 € )33
2 I 2 SRR 21 (5 U 08 % A 5, Simon £ 55)
AF ToL R AYHEYE, Milanese, Tani 1 Rubichi
(2010)i&1T T ToL JExUAt s piA (&l 1B), HP
P RAE 25 T B Bt — R 3R T 2 A 28 PR AT 45 9
SERLE 2R BEA Simon {45 (joint Simon task, see
Sebanz, Knoblich, & Prinz, 2003), flifi]1 A& B T %k
4324 3] 1T B4 (social-transfer-of-learning, SToL )3V .
B, A8 3CE 267 A NI S At 25 5 S
18] 1B ToL %N A s2ma (28, #2628 FH DG i 3
W, HJa A AR HITRE .,
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Proctor Al Lu (1999)F]FH K5 (S Al H)DX
P (2L RSk ) VR R LS 5 3 2~ =383
HAE#sr# T 300 1K 1928 R AH A s, AT
i J5 £ 0 3 T PR Simon RN S BE (S5 3).
Tagliabue, Zorzi, Umilta Fl Bassignani (2000)] %
MR 72 UCAHHZS 25 [ B St /2 LA T Bk
S Simon RUNE, HIX Rl EZ A AT LLHFEE 24 /N
£ — JA W) FF[E] (see also Vu, Proctor, & Urcuioli,
2003). 73 #b P IHE5E (Iani, Rubichi, Gherri, &
Nicoletti, 2009; Soetens, Maetens, & Zeischka,
2010) RS E S 55 102k 2 BRI 8A 3] 400
K, ANAHZE WS 25 >0 980 s BR TR S 8% Simon
RN, 3X T RE A2 HY TS T A R R O R
(stimulus eccentricity, FIJU 2 I A7 B fnf 25 H e
TEAL AL L A%/ (Hommel, 1993).

HAREENZE, DL RS AR 2 FT R B B
Yoy f PR 5 25 AL, IR 2 33 b ) P K 445 2 A
BEER IS BB TCKIWE? Tagliabue, Zorzi Fl
Umilta (2002) % B 25> 72 YT 56§l 8425 [B) AS AR 75
WSS T IS 2 S Simon 1145, (HILFT S
R L 2 2] L5 2 R AR A A W22/ (V. et al,

2003), Bae, Cho #I Proctor (2009) & BLAHE: T Wr 3t
R (SLE 2), SR AL T A W Ol 4
2 ETH, RMERLEAHS) (X8 DERR
1EAZ Simon %Uv (orthogonal Simon effect) ) 2 ¥4
TR, HoaX R I 5% 308 5 SR S 0 %R (response
eccentricity, SNV B 1 & K J7 1) b 25 B A o
L IRERE) (S8R 3)alFF(lani, Milanese, &
Rubichi, 2014)TE% . ik, T HEEREEAFAERES
FE SR NS> A S T o8 o T8 T o SR B ) 25 >
CIRYSS = %2k U b OSBGOS
M WT 5 Simon {E45 (Vu et al., 2003), MM
B TE AKX BR M o 24 25 2T R RS B BB SR AL
BB, G0 SR 2T AN AH 2 A (R4 U B A (72
W), RS AR 23 76 W B BL X SR oK OF- 4 B B i
B, SR RBGRE] 600 WK, iR W AT L
0 4E B [ A 4EE BB T (Vu, 2007; but see
Conde et al., 2015; Zhong, Xiong, Vu, & Proctor,
2017, for different results). S5 H A, 243
B B0 R FH W o SR s, B 25 >0 YR B A 3] 1200
W, ARV 4 B 1] A i 7% 2R A 23 H BEL (Proctor,
Yamaguchi, & Vu, 2007), —RUE, Zk>) &7k
K 14 223 Toa] AN 255 S0 03— IS O 26 o 6 225 A Dl
T i, S 8 — sz o7 ) B I 465 1) s i

TEM AR NER, W IR A B S B AT AN L
A 45 ) B I A A 17 Sk W 1) Ry 3] 1
1E— Z ¥ 525, Proctor, Yamaguchi, Zhang 1 Vu
(2009) ki B 1 3 B A3 A A FE A B BT SR N
PLid SRR A B, TR B, 252
WECH 84 YIS, 253 My FR A B AT Sk B9 AR 25 i
ST AR B4 B A Sk RS2 515 Simon {155,
{H 25 37 J5 (o 1] (B AN AH 25 St BEAS 72 A BN 1T 4%
WA T, — B4 RBGERE] 600 1K,
G5 2] 7 LIA] B AN AR ZE R &5 T DL RS 3 BAR] AN Sk
AR E Simon 1145, Bk, sk A5 3718 AT
BEIL = ARE 18 X %5 [8] (see also Miles & Proctor,

U IKOP- 2 B R A R A RS S A B e AT HES, TR,
TEGEE R RMES MR N ESE A L THS . Vu
(2007)48 L 75 25 > FIT o B B e A - e 48 5 i HE S
o, <ol B N SR SR T R RS I B A AR 1 194 R0 - S
S HES 0KV i B2 ol Tl 40 ), <4852 i)t 4 2 > i 7%
B BEEAT AN [5) ) 03880 - S R 3 41 51 (A 7K P 2 B2 ) 3 1 4
BESARR)
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2012). 1AM, Luo il Proctor (2016)3%H th 3¢5
WeE>mef" kM THRHNNEE, K,
Rottermann 1 Vu (2009) % 3 75 {37 1] Fi1) 38 457 5 [i]
MRS, H T3 AIBR 2 (2012) TN 9 Py BE A 5 1Y
25 [ B G5 B AFFE TR L 9wt ., Yamaguchi, Chen #l
Proctor (2015)|iE25 535 16 45 > Mt 4% b Br 34 ik
AT RN HAZ AT B B RS A i A
FEE YR TR E OV Simon A4 X 7E P B B
AR TS S Py A (SR 1B 3R] (T2 3 2) A
ZENEAT, mH MR ERREE 2%,

i RN ) A 32 3 B A S S e
Yamaguchi Fl Proctor (2009)iL%5 5 ¥ 1E % > FliE
% W B SR I AH [R] 1) Sz 1o A5 2 (A A 4 o i 2% g 2
NFF) AN [ 1 B AE 2 (OO 2 A e i 3 7% g 430
FEEAR 52 ) 58 U [ BE 14 40 58 AT 55 o A AT 2 2R,
RN M I, H AR AL R MR IR R
MNE/N o 55 Ah—T0 858 (Marini, Iani, Nicoletti, &
Rubichi, 20118 7R &5 > T2l 45 Hi 1) 25 6] A AH 28 e
S E RN T TSRO (SR D) IS R RN
(5456 2)IY Stroop RN . Z IELHF5Y 3 &, Yamaguchi
SN (2015) 75 P-4 3R 8 26 180 (0 A7 8 55 A6 1) )
AZEWEOT, A2 > R B B g B A =X
(A\TF- 3 s g 3 i S N 3 AH 2 ) o Yamaguchi 5 A
R, WAL E B RS HAE T3l O AR B
BN SR (LR 3), T AL IR A
DTEALAT AL ST B (T2 4) . 1Ah,
Verghese, Mattingley, Palmer #1 Dux (2018)% ¥l F
AR Simon RN 7E T LU Z5Fn 3 1) AR Bk 111 25
JEEA AR, (HAE S IR BRI 25 fE R W3 1Y
W X SR, SR R, SOV RAE
[F) S A 1 58 AR 115 58 400 <7 JL o o

PR b, SR 2 ) s i B AN o Tani,
Rubichi, Ferraro, Nicoletti fil Gallese (2013)#15 T
BB WMEE(TEA i 25 ShAE )W) 2 5 i e AT R
B9 W] BE 1 (the participant’s possibility to potentially
act) WA IR AE RS RN . FEABATTR R SE b, 2T B
BAAAE B RN AT ah %, S 5%F Wit
BN Y S R A5 . B R RW], YN AR T
Z 5 FHF T, B A R A 245 WL 2% ) T3
Simon NI R (S5 1); HFLIES 5 H MEETT
JEE, SRR A (TR 2);, S H5FEALU
TETEH A AT AT, TSRO B H (SRS 3)
FUL AT DA 2598, e N, 255381

S TR P G R SV 22 () B AN A A AR o B A
R, TEs s WEIE, NMIEsi REER LA 3)
I TR S RAT B B R BL N R, SRR AR
SR TEMEE B TEAEAT 9 iR T RERS A BE BRI

FATATLL L B, Tagliabue % A (2000, 2002)5%
HINN ToL RN B JC R A M A A R 1Y,
N 22 RS R W 55 I B e — 2 R B R T
ToL B4 . 45 >] ML A% B BEAC 15 5 FE B Al P bt 7,
B GEAREAS | S B R SRR A TS R —
BN OCR, ATLASECE R H AR E 9 ToL R0
(Yamaguchi et al., 2015),

3 #EIBEETH ToL N

Milanese %5 A (2010) & UCH A 415 55 F 1
ToL iz HEIHSIEE T . T EERE LR
2 3 S8 LU S AT 5 JE 224 55 AT . ik,
AR T 4 D8, BoRS 5 FEAES S =S A
AT 55 )5 5E L (BEA)Simon AT 55 o M T 14RO\ T 25
SR B B B It [FAT s A A . SRR, St
EWAMES W R T B4 Simon FN (SER 1), HAgh
AT go/mo-go ASHHZE WLEH AT WA BE A Simon 5%
NE(SEER 2), LA W Simon BN (L
3), HMZRTHBR T A Simon KU (SEEY 4).
M, BG5S AT 5 B IE) ST A5 1 AN A 25 25 [l B g
VIR BB A Simon 1T 55 HI RN & & 3 Simon 1%
%o HATE UL, SToL UM 1) H B0 75 2 7 > B B 1
RETEHHES T .

Milanese, Iani, Sebanz #1 Rubichi (2011)#—
BRI T PR FFMPLE B 2248 2 7T LS80 SToL Ui 6
HEFA TR, AT T A A OC R S 1
B3 ILFEATsh & W B AT E B A S5
LK 1 b, Z5EELIMTBRNES S5 AR
AR ATAE S, AESLs 2, fREEIEFETT3)
HBHARLE, B ESSE ST
WO B ) 2 (R0 . S5 5RR B, JLRIAT 8l & i &
B RANELZM, WA MREL S TR 0 Bk
AHIE AL B A BB 8 SToL 4500 H B

Milanese 55 A (2010) B~ —>JF il 14 (7] 4« A~
PREAN S5 go/mo-go AAHZWLES TE B AL B4t 2>
&85, B4, MEFFEL go/mo-go AHHEAZS [H]
e 5 BE A5 98 1T K & Simon A% M 7 Ferraro 4 A
(2012) ML S2tE T P~ S0 00 . Z5 R, TEFHAR
55 2 G 5 b, WA N B S48 T - S
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A ZE 23 R E5 78 2 T F #) THE S Simon T
%5 olani % N(2013)IA N A5 T A B ToL A6
A TE 5 75 B TSR 34 & 5 A T BEVE 7R b &
10, X6 F A A 55 v i WL 52 27 > [a] B n itk
o ST EEX AN, REEH . FEE. BE
FUE L HE (2018) % 52 1 I T+ I AN [R]AR 25 X6 14 it
SToL MYEM o i1 BN, Joit M H MM T2 &
IEFUEFZ P, —H R, $AN S H 3L SToL 4%
I o

WA AT 55 A7 AE =X s RV 2 . - nE . 3l
W2 5E S 53H -0 %8 (BB E5 . TERRIfE SToL
WAL B B, S5 8 -0 28 [V 45 & AH 2
F4, TSR — S 7 5 B — 5 5 3 X AN A 25 2 [
IREE M ERVE, R EIA R 7y, W T %
1 G 2 W L AR 119 45 (8] O R 4] Ji5 26156 A Simon 2%
MR SR EREHER . T2, Lugli, Iani, Milanese,
Sebanz Al Rubichi (2015)7E =SS5 BEA 25 ~)
MrB RGO T RS- N S5 E S S
BN 2 R A . AT R B, G- RN AN
M AEERN -5 5 F M0 2 (0] WG AS 5k A
Simon UV (H 1); BARE LI NS 5E -
WA G, HERM-2 5 H S = AHE
M3k 2 5 2 SToL RN Y H (S5 2 FISEES 3),
LSRR UL, TEA I, GRS 5%
ANHH 25 23 [0 445 T AN J2 98— 52 I AN AH 25 23 [ Bk
255 T SToL UM & HE 1 .

i 1T 1, SToL A% FF IR 2 BH 25 2] FiE & By
B R — SR EHEEEN ., Bk, i
Y5 ) AT AL B B AR 25 ) Rk k2 AR AE LA — S0k A
BT SToL #4007 14 tH 30 o fH /2, SToL &4 3 2K
THESHOE R M SEIRALE TRz, K
Sk nl DUAEAEAE AT sh# (Bl in, KRB ATEHLEEA)
AR DAL S T AT LSRRI RE S350

4 ToL MR RIIBiLHEFRE

Y F SToL A% N ¥ M 3| 3 52 K AE (shared
representations, ZEiR UL . Rk, R, 2016;
Dolk et al., 2014)[A#, 1] SToL %% Al ToL &
T REIL AR ) 1 B A B (Lugli et al., 2015), P
B, FRATHEE T RKE BN ToL KN A HE S
it R

Zorzi fll Umilta (1995)4 T —Fh Bk 4h 3 A%
RUR A BE Simon N IV FAEINFIALE], i1 EE

T Simon RN IR T AR S5 I 1) 2 [ it 22 6] A7
FEP SR I BRIAL o AR AR E W BE A3 AT 1) e s o B
12388 35 00 SR Y B R RO B R AR, XA
TR FT AR Sy AR R ) g A B o AE — A LA Y
Simon E45H, HI¥ Y 23 (B RRAE AR 23 (B AR AE 23
S ZRAE A AN AS TR 9 19 5, 33X 26y 5 55 f g 3R AR
N R N o R O R E D U R I S S A R < <]
— AR R K6 5 A Y UK AR R R i
— 3 Hh, Barber fil O'Leary (1997)IX.43 T Wi Fh Sl
F I - RN BB & . 08 B 2 12 1k 45 (short-term
memory associations) il < B i2 12 I %5 (long-term
memory associations). ¥ AH EFFAE )T 55 51T
55 2R SN T AR IR FRIE U B IZBR S, T
AL B 07T R 5 TR0 ) 52 g 9 A I R TE 1
KB e C B 45 /T 08 B0 12 B 25 19 T A
Simon 1T 55 1 B A Yk AR JZ AR BLIY, 4 [R] XU
BRI, X —EREEBIAIB AT Simon RN AT A
TREHCIZHERES (Vu, 2011),

Tagliabue Z(2000)7F Zorzi Ml Umilta (1995)
B2 32 SCBC TR Y SR 2 10 T i e s R A
#%(short-term memory associations account) ) B fif
ToL B o NI T 5] iy ik BE f AL i e 46 3 SO
AY, Tagliabue % A\TEHBIARIHINA T 4z FHp[a))Z
P JE B L T G, 3 e ] A5 3 A e M Y 1k
SR AT R RN T AR R AR, AT ST
IDEEEUR SLF NIRRT = 3 LA VARt = QN E|
2)o ABATTINA, ToL U 2 FH AR A0 2 B e 2 1 25
(long-lasting short-memory links)ifi A& K BHic4Z
WREE RS &0, BRI —A# 1 2O Bl 12
I5C 25 3 LA B X AR08 (B[R] R o B A B 2
> B I R ) 23 RIS AH 25 R S, B ie 2 BR 2
FERNPAAL B 85 500 B9 5 22 (B BT 45
FlomAk . X ELIRAL T R RHCIZBR S SR BB AED
I — BRI RO B, TR B B E
FBCRRAE B, P 5 Y 25 )RR AR AR IR R
PR K B SO o I TG IR A T B SR
553k B A 3T WK B OB 2 T ) R AR, —
B RHCIZ RS S R R0, B SR
Simon ZN IS | TH R FE % J i ik B B e
RIBWHEHAERAMNE F W SR KM,
Tagliabue Z¢ A (2002)1A J3X P FHE A2 6 45 2 7] 1
2 SRR SRR HT 2 P FCIZ R G HESE Y
B E A AR . 8 D RAE S RHEAZ K EHEAZ
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ST,
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K2R,
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FHETS AR

(0]0)

DAy

P2 ST AZ IR 4 i R 2

WA h R E EEAE M, BT LIPS 2]k
IR RS EREIRRGEZ T,
Soetens ’%}\(2010)5@%‘%%%@%*@?&%%%
FEAE, AEFE H R i R 2508 T A R
R At 258 e Zﬁféﬁﬂﬁf%fmﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁfﬁ
HTHBES, R BHCAZIB S, B i) & '
AR IR S . AT, TCiR R AE 55 2
Z A AR AR, 1155 % (task sets) B 217
v TE TRt VAL L S D TR AR VA PR AT R Y SR
FRAH AT 55 hEAEAE . BARBUR M AT 55 1,
Bl G AN KT 2~ AN AR 2 T AR, 1) 0 I AN 5 1k
T KBS ICICIR S, o X ST (8 A A 25 Jod i
TCIZHR S5 BE & I (] 4fE 8 2 A8 15 B Sk i e 4 &
JE A BT IR C e 4G, R U, AE AN R A,
— R B REE 1S LA, H 5 RS
BREEIFAF . b, MBI BR G5 A R 4
R, EMRESEET A, BT RAHCIZER
AIE BT R — A~ 120 W7 & R ) 2t AT HL L 4 B 12
WL T8 5 ST R I ], AL, AEAE TR Y
R B IZ B GS AE 5k B [ — %55 T8 Simon &%
WA DL B TH A A B IEAZ 364G . Soetens 55 A TA
Sy, kA g R e T T RIS AT e
1270 SCRAFFIY . 4k, A4 7 —FM AT
M _E /g sh L (bottom-up priming mechanism)#
fi# R ToL RN o ALY AR VRSB RT HF 25
WO B S A W I B S, R [R] I BR 45 T LA AE
SRHORE DG 1Y i 5 R ML AR DG Y s 2 (B BB, AR
A AT I A B 45 T e 4 IR AR A8, (S sibL

HlEIE T B R EAE R AL Y
45 . IR BT TR e eSS BN RR Tk
FUFEgAR, MIJCE X A shEg AR TG . Rk,
A SBLEIIA A ToL &0 2 BT AL 58 4 7T 5 A T
A= U E B A BHC IZ B S s . Bk
YL, BRI TC A2 25 R AE A —Bualk s #0E I
SET FREAFE L Simon RN . M, —EX
UG RS IH 094 B O AZBR S5 AR 2D 23 80 ¥
MR IS IZ RS, PR FATT AT A% 3] — ik
JEFRIERY Simon RLAY o
Vu (2007)3% T B5 4 FE [ ToL A4 i‘z:.LH%‘ﬁ%‘
BETE %5 ~J [y BL > 45— b 52 1k 45
MXﬂLj(respond opposite)” ML 44 2 1T 58 2 HAth
YEFERY) Simon 55 b o JITIE SR % 37 H R4 X
55 R NAVE AR S R AR SR o Vu (2007)
N R I A IR &5 ik B R BE A e 25 ) AT AL B Be
Qb T[] — 2 B AR S R RONE, AEL S X S7 SR T LA
N E AL . (B EERE, AAYS 5%
VIl 4 14 5 2SR 2k 2T AT 45 UK LT B 258 iy
AT 55 I} A W] REAEIE AL W BOWR 53X — S WL 7 R
(Vu, 2011)0 {HIZ, 33— SRMERE L AT 5 1) i 2
£ ] 1 %% 1Y k2% (Proctor et al., 2007), Wi 2 HF
W i, SR SR A T A0 78 A B R ) — BRI
Bln, Vu 2E A (2003) % BT HE Simon ZLAL(50 ms)
YR Simon ZN (16 ms)iY =f5 K. b,
I Efﬁ}iﬁﬁ'jﬂ?(analysis of reaction time distributions)
FWIHLSE Simon &N Bl S5 1% BN 14 8 g sk /),
WM Wr 9% Simon 50N BE & 52 N IS (14 14 A 77 4 K
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(Wascher, Schatz, Kuder, & Verleger, 2001), A1,
A TR 8, T e 9K — 2 g 1 4 B I A2 166
AMELI BRI DS .

ET—FRINWIFREICREE %, 2018;
Ferraro et al., 2012; Lugli, Iani, Nicoletti, & Rubichi,
2013; Milanese et al., 2010, 2011), FATIA NI
TEIBCE 1 B b I R e NS5 b 243 1 -
I AN 25 7 T B 85 17 AS 2 il G 1Y) S 7 34 45 O
(““emit the alternative response” rule, see Marini et
al., 2011)FEB KA Simon 1155, A AL
W RAE T Z (R FEAT R W7 AREAT: 55 2 W) 3%
fIEFIE (task co-representation account)f W5, 7E
WG 2 AR A PEAR S5, MRATRE B 3 RIE B &
5 [ 0 0 — B I SR AT 35 e 1 26 AL T B
IGNENE S T B9 R 98 (Dolk et al., 2014) 9K 1117,
AT B — TR 5% (Lugli et al., 2015)%HH, 4>
ETTRE RS AT MBI R -S 55 A
A IEES Wk ul, XWHRETFIESE T
17 3 # 2L [\ & fiF 3 38 (actor co-representation
account), ZFRIIA N H h1EEE T B9 A A 5 =
IET BN, SIVERER 5k IE T B K-
N iR %1 (self-other discrimination) (Dolk et al.,
2014y, WL, AFEFA NS T H ToL 0,
SToL A% i 1] REH A ILABEA ML, A o T Z Atk
— 2L B BIF T S V8V UL ) AL

5 RENMRE

25 L FNiR, ToL UV 32 i T2k~ AT R B Be
(0 I B VEBCE o BIFFE A 2 I AE A NS B R 2
15 456 v 2 ILORASE 19 7y B 14 i JEE — S50 A R T 3R
7% ToL RN XA V2 > 75 1 A — s o AN
AR 8] 166 235 /S0 4 1) 52 I 39 9 3 W 11 285
1M SToL WAL T34 116 5 HABALH o 38 3 [l Bt L
TERIBETE, FATINATS A — B A2 10 R e ) [ 2
Rtk — BT, Ak mT LA LA 7 il A7 IR A
Wit
51 RH-KRMIBR2EMEEZNE?

T ToL Jux iy Jay B4, BIVE AU (& € 1,
FATTCIE T #2528 /R M 54T 55 F1 Simon 1T:55
22 N) S 5 A AR XL ) 1 - W A%, JE ok
F T Simon {T: 55 HAT: 55 AH G B9 IE 4 (1] I S %k [i]
RS AAAEAT 55 150 o 25 Bt In) 5L AT 4 2
185 X (Ivanoff, Blagdon, Feener, McNeil, & Muir,

2014): B, AN EAE A LR SO R
TR T, SETT I 15 04 Ak 23 (8] - B R B 4
JLFAS 25 %6F 23 ()50 38— B g 3 45 7 A 5 ;. AR,
FRZ B IR L RE Simon AT 55 3 25 [ AH 25/
AAHEAE 55 B R S BT A%, T AT B2 WD 08—
RIS 5 s AR BRI R Ba, dR
23 [l 3 — B o7 Bk 485 1 o B AR W A s, BN R LA
T 3 25 A ZS A A 155 o Ivanoff % A(2014)
) FH 2k 2w 19 3R A AT 55 75 3 (mixed-tasks paradigm)
SRARVI I, Ak A~yu b, g2 ge A 5L
—ANLRREMNS 5 EHPAT—DFELE S (Simon T
55 B AR A /R AHAS AT 55 ) o Ivanoff 45 A& 3,
Simon AT: 55 F1 %3 [B) AH 25 /AN AH 24T 55 =22 8] 1) 3 38—
SN I B S WL RIS ST BRI . s d, =S
[FARFEZSAE 552 Simon AF: 55 A9IE RS LLILA 5 1] 1Y)
TIHEARR . SRR A5 TR = MR L
855 A0 56 (19 AIE 25 W] 47 2.3 5515 1 4b #! (Finkbeiner
& Heathcote, 2016), A A 5 LTI X A% Fik
PR HERA A
5.2 ToL %K #9 I\ F0FH AL

Wang fll Weekes (2014)5 VK ToL Ju =0T
HERE LR B 1% (functional magnetic resonance imaging,
fMRIH AR5 G BT 2 13 2SO F AR e 45 n
g ANl R G, SRR, HWEE
(frontopolar cortex, FPC)ZFAE %k~ B Bt > 15 A4 il
GRS R U 3 388 3 3055 A A i3 2 B2 (ventral
premotor cortex, vVPMC)I#{if 3l A A 3 4~ B ) ok i
NAT Ao BEAN, HIFIHT 57 )2 (anterior mideingulate
cortex, aMCC){i s /> H 54 FPC Z [0 1) D GE#E
A shm, X R aMCC B/ M W% shVELS
L5 7 R S R G B B X A AR R
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Transfer-of-learning effect based on response selection:
From individual to social situations

XU Sheng'; TIAN Mi?; LUO Tianrui’; SAI Liyang'
(" Institutes of Psychological Sciences, Hangzhou Normal University, Hangzhou 311121, China)

(* Department of Psychology, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China)

Abstract: Acquired spatial incompatible stimulus-response associations in a prior practice task can reduce,
eliminate, or even reverse the Simon effect in a subsequent transfer task. This is called the transfer-of-
learning (ToL) effect. Researchers have found some factors that influence the ToL effect in both individual
and social situations. Some relevant theoretical explanations, e.g., the short-term memory associations
account, the bottom-up priming mechanism and the response-opposite strategy, can explain the ToL effect.
Future research should seek to clarify whether or not the stimulus-response transfer is bidirectional, and
explore the cognitive neural mechanisms involved, as well as the developmental aspects of the ToL effect.

Key words: transfer-of-learning effect; social-transfer-of-learning effect; Simon effect; individual situations;

social situations





