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52 A S RO A —BU kT Y LR

Wi Ph 5 T LR o SR )-8 Stroop (£ 55, ASFFETELE

il 1 SRR SO A —BOK WY He B 2 05, A A S e [ AR R SR R e S L X e SR I B Y
M SLHe— A PSR Y Stroop T LR, (HBA #+ 2 b REIE BN ; 72565 —H, Jeriilvcy ik —
fR L S B AR 55, Y RTRUC Al - (0 Stroop A 55, A% 2 SR B b S8 SOV 5 S = AN S e — R A AU,
EAE ST U AT RN, A5 38 1 RGO A e S8 1WA, o Sk S A5 SRR, rh RS RE RS 175 Sk o S 1 AL,

T AT R R B

MRWLEE, RORLIAT; O IE KN ; Stroop 4T 55

B842

1 515

TE NN ) 45l Stroop 1T 55 (Stroop, 1935)
SRS IN R ph SN TR AR 555K . FEL iy
Stroop 1155 1, MMARTE LA 44 T 1) 52 7K B 64 [R] B 22
W& o FE—3 45 (congruent, f&iFR C iAik)
T, FRIBUE AR SCHE (I, FHELEATEIR 40" );
TEAR—F A (incongruent, iR 1HRIK) R, FHIER
O SORE (0, AL EFTER 4") . Fl—2uk
U, A—BOXK TR SRR F RS
T o A—Ful S —Bual ik B iz i 2z 22 B
Stroop &N (Z53AR 1 W MacL eod, 1991) ., BF 5% %
B, Z TR 32 BRI A IR . O
— Bk (B 1 RIR) 25 B9 TR B H /N
— Bk (TR ¢ k) Z 5 i TR . SEPR 1, AR
i e H YR Y B i — bk, AR R sy
Sy cC. iC. cl. il PUFh, fER MR |, cC<iC. il<cl,
WIS AT b 28 Dy 1 vh o S B TR T
PR AB /N o X — BG5S WK Ay 1 5 3 1 A8
(conflict adaptation effect), ‘& H Gratton, Coled
1 Donchin (1992)7E flanker 11: 45752\ T (Eriksen &
Eriksen, 1974) & 1,
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W B2 (conflict monitoring theory) f& fif
TR P 9 385 W RN Y e AR R A R 2 — o X
i, BRI —B0 ki b, SR
() o€ I 254 GEL R W0 RS2 BT 0 [0, anterior
cingulate cortex)£ w2, R b o€ B E B A%
186 B R 1Y) o 5 il DR A5 AR (G R T SO i A
Fz Jt, dorsal ateral prefrontal cortex). 5% 216 19
A& K B T B R R, R 2
AU R 8 5 LA T e 4 ) >4 i v o B Y g
AT 4 B AR S T AN — BOE R AR SR
(Botvinick, Nystrom, Fissell, Carter, & Cohen, 1999;
Botvinick, Braver, Barch, Carter, & Cohen, 2001;
Botvinick, Cohen, & Carter, 2004), K itt, MAfE
FE ST AS— B0k b W 21 vh 58 9 B2 AT 17 IR
AT D S iRk TR ANad, S 2enTiiR
R —BOKUET, AR TC AR T W 2 w58 - 14 7R
#, FECYENR TN K

S BEFEIA R vh S I AT RE A7 2 R R R
7| L R AE 3 A 1 520 (Hommel, 1998; Mayr, Awh,
& Laurey, 2003; Nieuwenhuis et al., 2006), {H1E %
SNBEIE R, fERBRFHEEZ R 25, 155%
RE NS AR A3 Fa A2 %) i 28 38 N RN (Ul sperger, Bylsma,
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& Botvinick, 2005; Kerns et al., 2004; Mayr & Awh,
2008; Notebaert, Gevers, Verbruggen, & Liefooghe,
2006; Larson, Kaufman, & Perlstein, 2009; Claysona
& Larson, 2011; Larson, Farrer, & Clayson, 2011),
XA SRR G IR R BEAR G, FRIRCSCHE
TR I R . RTI, IX BB SRAG ARG SE 1Y P S
S QA SR B2 AN A 1 S O - v/ G
C:1=70:30 5 C:1=75:25). AF4 | iR UK FT i HL G441,
BAR PR AR AAR . 2 1 I, g
e R B KT, B S AN . A, A
FR UK Y 1k (i, C:1=30:70 5 C:1=25:75),
ARSI, 24 R e, Bl
HACE A2 W25 AP i, A 2 ) B 9 265 7 54
N o 3K PR FH AR HLAG 1) C v 8 A S 1 S iR
T GRIE NN, SRR F Y 1R A AR T
55 7 S BN, BT LAY C ORI L R Y B AR A
iF, B AR UK AR E R 8. (B3] H Ay Ik,
16 CH LXK L BIAR S B AL T, 1A BIF9E RE 8 4R
PR E 1 P 938 VAR
S5l S O (T A £ TR B | = I ST o= =
Fﬂﬂfﬁ%%ﬂﬁfﬁ Y Sk S M Y R
WHR B, 1% Gt iy AHOE J 4 i RRE 520 S i R2 ),
uu%%@m@ﬁﬁfﬂﬁo@ﬁ#m&ﬁéﬂﬁ
—ANHr L. N 55N (Kenner et al, 2010;
Reuter, Philipp, Koch, & Kathmann, 2006; Franke,
Reuter, Breddin, & Kathmann, 2009), i %GRV Y
B2 R FRAT 23 52 i 24 1/ 1K 1 S (Reuter et al.,
2006) . 3k Fift 52 07 A 45 25007 W A IS S =2 () s T
(6] & (inter response interval, RN N/, {H
B AFAE (Tatler & Hutton, 2007)., - H 245 P4~
B WA —Zint, Se v iy SORR T4 24wy
SN e, AHA5 M AT 0 SN R A, A LASE K
TJa— MR S, He T FIRB e, SO
A3 X — SO IR A — BOR IR A 52 e 7T g S JE X
SEPERY o XK P 1Y B T T A SO A8 Tl
RE2 HI 55 R KT 1 BT 08 928 2800 o
FA b, HETE A B TSN AT X i e
N BN B R . ASHIE SR B Se A A il - Stroop fE:
%@&f&ﬁﬁ@%ﬁﬁﬂﬁm%m SR —R
] - @Stroopﬁ%‘ ) B A 41 SR B DU R, O
HcC:cliC il il EFlh 1111, XAEAHE
Tﬁﬂ&&ﬁ%%ﬁ PATE 5256 2Z i) 58 4 HERR AR
B NS SR 9 3E RN BRI, 1T LA S T
(LB PR S R LR, IR ERT A B 58 LA HERR

kR, FENTECC el iC il Sy L1 W, 26
A BIF 9 A A5 31 o 28 38 N 840 (Mayr &  Awh,
2008) ., S8 T2k e SO IR 55 FiAE] - (3 Stroop
1155, I HL I Bi0A% Fn s vy 0 A2 1 H B A 4, — 3
A =20k 1 e Bl A S, DL 2 e Bl e A
AN QLAY I VFR VALY i I VR 22108 Y VRS RUIEAS T VA
RN B FRATTHEIR A — B0k b, RN i
S EBOE RN ET, e —B00K BT
l5e] 152 1) B A RAONE, S I e 48t R i SR VR B S M AR /),
J52 o7 o 52 R IR I AR B U A S R I R A R 2
S ARIETESCE =, AT T 0h SO S5 g0
K, PRG0S MUl 5 ph €38 . SEIR AR T
A2 — AL, (EFESeFTi R b g wise, miAs
o LA, DAHEBR AT K ST (14 S g 7 48t 1) 5 mie 3 A1)
AR, USRS e i I 55 T ol o R RN, AR 4 HE
Wk S AT B 52 J, 4 AR AR R 1 i 9 3 2K
N o AR SEEG TR = A RS BN B UE, AR HEUE B
%%k%ﬁtﬁ?%%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ%%ﬁ?@%
T8 DOV, AR R — 2P SR el g M B A5
I A0 T B S A2 380 7 Y o B

2 SLG—

21 KWHE
211 #iX 27 4 19~23 F R (25 Sl k)
AERA S AR, F¥FE 208 % (SD =
1.16). ¥ RAFTF, WA SEFEM N IER, LOEH
R . SIS T UG T4 — R
212 &I+ R 2 Gl —aE. —
] A=) x 2 CHATIRRK ) — 8t —% . A—
)BT
213 IWNFESHR LSRR IR
WORVRE B N, L WOR R O BEAR LX-
GJ556D, 17~ # &, 43 #HEH Ny 1024 x 768, Hifh Ny
FURAD, RIErR N 85 Hz, SCIa LY i E-prime i il
Lﬁ~ﬂ&£ﬂMHy& B R THENL A Bhid .
BRI AR R 2 60 om, 7E— RGP
PR SE G 2 B S IR, PR R R,
WOR IR, S, . BUAEGITEIR 2 |
SRR CHET L CEIUADUFE DA RS ()
Fi0 8 RGB {43914 « £1.(255, 0, 0); 4%(0, 255, 0);
(0, 0, 255); (255, 255, 0).
214 LWERF LEWELE 1(L) L8, &
FETEFEFE R 2 I 500 ms B G+, R =
300~500 ms MKEALZS b, Z )5 SIEI A5 1500 ms
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BRI A B N 2 S S 800~1,200 ms Y ifi
M7 B, ?zsiéﬁf/\?ﬂimo B LR LRI - 1)
g N, R SR A R 0 U A T R R
“D” R, A0SR R B R (0 U 22 B AR P
HE, OGRS R B R A A TR e e T
AR B R D0 G T R R K B, SR
Bl b L v o b R RO o I S B R 2 2
block, 35 64 A REHLHEZN Y, S HE 0 Al IE
AL —2 IERTLEA 41 block, £ block 3
145 MR EE— DA, 2 580 Mk, Hor
cC, cl, iC Al il iIUKHER N 144 4~ PR FH B L
HEZ o7 =X, (A A0 5 B A B 8 Gk e i 2 A
SR SIEN) . SERUEEAS block JERE 434,
A SRR o A
22 RWHERMITL

T cC, cl, iC Hil iy iYF 44 B vy i s
TR M IE N RN 26 B A 2 Al vk A (— 2
A0 5 AT R (— 2 A B A2 EAE
Ho AR block H1 955 —1~K1K (0.69%) . iR
K (7.48%) LA S5 12 5 10Tk (7.48%), A %

N RFFE 3 A hR i 25 DL o 35 B0 S 50 4 51
4 15.65%I138 1K o

SR st 5000 DL Pl 1(F7) « RT's A B 42 0 o 1)y 2
SHTEaR, SERTER I — B0 B0 B, F(1,26) =
12.68, p < 0.01; ik i) — B0t 80 B 2,
F(1,26) = 185.40, p < 0.001; JERiitk —=rE 524
AR — B BEAEA R, F(1,26) < 1, HE
1(4) AT, YRR YK Stroop THEA %, {H—
K Z 51 Stroop THERN (94 ms) FIAS—E A
K Z J5 B Stroop T L4400 (98 me)# 24, A & HL i
) P 9 3E BN o

il RTs By88 b —3, FERSRE b, Seniik
TR — B0 F30% 3, F(1,26) = 12.29, p < 0.01;
JERTEY i IRX IR B RS 1R 5(8.70%) i 35 K T ¢ iR 14l
K (6.83%); M Ak K B — BorE RO B
F(1,26) = 28.13, p < 0.001; X47iAY | 3K B4R
(9.17%) & KT CIlR A4S R %(6. 37%). {HIEH]
R — 0k 5 YAk — S BAE A
F(1,26) = 1.15, p> 0.05, X S8 45 5 AT LUF Y, &4
25 I S EE N RN, F LA R - v A R AN A

750 4 -
5 1
] L
. 100 ETIRY

— i

500 ms 300~500 ms (0~1,500 ms

800~1.200 ms

650 1 A8

FZ i1 (ms)

—t

550 T
_ _ 4 R
cC il iC o
JERITIRA

Bl 1 s —mRr SN

BFZg AR . Z2RI( ) E A block He,

— YA I E] 815 (R AR ELE Y 5 MR (A

FREM AR AR YA ik A (—B vs A — ) AR ik 8 (— L vs AN —F0) A8 324 2 b B FIAR HE IR o

S — 5 B4 WF 5T — 2 (Freitas, Bahar, Yang, &
Bahar, 2007; Kerns et al.,2004; Larson et al., 2009;
Mayr & Awh, 2008), 7E C:l g 1:1 %A 155 rh2e
T VBN o 33X B EL X ip 2 R A R S S0k 2
FICK, NE TR SER At T s ARl . HHRRR
TR EE RIS, 1R PSR RO iR
), XUV T RO R o O A —A S i 2]

T— BN E R A, SR LR — e,

I K ST 118 B 07 e 46 T B8 2 I 559 e KT 1) i g
W, TRV cC. el iC Fl il RIK A
Wi AT BE A —2, BRAEAE i 3R b, RS P g Lk
A R IL BTG T DU B RS, SO ) T L

B =AM s TR BRI, SeRTiik i
ﬁfﬁﬁh%ﬁémﬂ&%ﬁféﬁMT PNy
HIA %0 % J5 (Meiran, Chorev, & Sapir, 2000)., 4 T 5%
TE B3RS HT, 7ES280 b, Seriil i AN d & o i
A R HAT, F2H %5t b i =
JO7 FHAT Gl 53 1) > i U 1 o 9 3 T R
3 S

TEA SR, FRATIX 5280 — r A A T AR 43 Y
B, SRR A PR 55 Se iU R SN s
1455, il Em d, f, j, kK PROHBR—A R,
TR Al 2 B BRSO R R ;M i R
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Stroop Fi{t S NAT 55, S B0 DU R S5 —AH R . 3
FE, FESCRIA R R A Stroop%’é*”ﬂ’]ﬂﬂ/%l@?&jifi
N 5 o SRUAE TE I S 1) 35 B N T 55 F1 Stroop i
O NAT S5 Z MR I E S, BA —F R
TP RN ERAE, O] DL SR %ﬁﬁiﬁmﬂﬁfir‘m
AP 2 R VR A3 PR R R RS o A T kR SR
FEH, FRATIFE Stroop vk 2 ] T BEHL L6 A P
NEEFAT S5 o SRS, HRHE SEmT A M A v i S g 2 5,
FATHBrE LT Ak reC, rel, chC il chl, 7
JEHT R RERE RN BT 55 A5 T, AR SE AT Y BE R
N FPS AT —BORR RN EE, ST
reC; FLJZ 1 5 2 Hif 19 356 5 i g A 24 i — B0k 1Y
RREARTE], AT Lk chC; QS Je mi i ik
PE R APY AR — B0 A s B, YRR
FE SR rel; NS GG AT Y B SN AT Y iR — ﬁtﬁt
WY RN AN, YETR g SR chl, o,
R 5 PR s I AT “ch"ﬁ%‘éaui‘ﬁﬁ/\ﬁt
U B o FRATMBsE, T SR S mi i vk i) B2 g 41 T
ﬁlJ%'%Téamﬁ?ﬁtEﬁﬁﬂa, TS A5 381) S I 46 11 >4 i
MK —BER L HAEA .

3.1 FE

3.1.1 #iX 29 4 19~28 B HKFAE ABESMA
WAL, PR 21.5 %/ (SD = 1.99), H4eA: 11
2, BN FITF . B s I R S8 IE L IE
W, TOEHROE . A g8 8] — e 1M .

3.1.2 I RA 2 (i RYE . AR .

KB x 2 CHRTAR ) —BhE: —2. A2
B N BTt
3.1.3 SRIMEFSMEL BB TS A

BN E @ d, f, §, KNG FRE, HAh SR E
S —AAL . A reCL rel, chC Al chl
W45 361,

314 KBEF SLEKRETMIEKE—HL, A%

TR s X TR RV M S, B R
WA TR R —A AR BB d”, B AT PR

¥ D HE; 2P, SHA TR F o 23,
WA sk a4, 2k, SHA TR K
22 R R T 55 i 5 1 (Altmann, 2004, 2006;
Grange & Houghton, 2009; Mayr, 2006), F&{iTH4%
7N B B A BE ML S ot [R]BR 38 A 500~800 ms,
WL 2(75). 45> block 3t 32 ANEEHLHES 193k,
TR0 AE S B AH L . B0 5 block 4t 108 4~
KK, 2 44 block, fEEEAHIEUT S, HiESH
e I N AT 55 Al Stroop 1155 -
3.2 RIWLHLRMITiE

S P IE 3 R AK T 85% 8 ik, 765 T 19k
W, BAIBE T 15.43%0 3K (BE1 block %S
— Mt 0.93%., FiRIEIEE 7.25%0) KRR S
KL 7.25%) o % FF0 T 1k, AT 54T reC.
rel . chC Fil chl ¥k,

850 1 &
800 - - Sl L5673

500 ms 500~800 ms 0~1.500 ms

800~1.200 ms

- . . . N

— YRR ] 51 26 B ZE AT (4 2 A (A6 T L AR

Bl 2 s86 —mAER. £ LEREEA block H,

900 1
§ i —— —#
;?51 750 ,{\' 'j:-)f
1> 700 - i___}
650 -
AANA: 7] 2 1y g A
2 i

Mz ). A EACER YA R IS A (—F vs A —BO AT R SR8 (B & vs. IR ) 844 2 1o i AR v 1R

SN s &5 5 UL ] 2(47) o RTs 4 52 82 0 i 9 22
AT RIR, ROW AR B0 W3, F(1,26) = 17.19,
p < 0.001; AV By — etk F 300 B3, F(1,26) =
153.67, p < 0.001, iX i BA Tk o 2 3 19 Stroop
TR o B e e 5 S minaR — Stk 32 BAE
¥, F(1,26) = 19.10, p < 0.001. #RJ5, FAITRHIE A RE

PN 2 g Ve 17w R BRSSP VA G S VA
F I FE AR K) Stroop T4k (rel—reC, 83 ms)
A, RN e AR R B Stroop ?#ﬁxﬁlﬁ“(chl—chc
130 ms) & # 480, t(26) = -4.37, p < 0.001, iX

45 R P S N AR S . BRI N - chCﬁtIk
i1 reC IR 1 S I B G I 35 2 57, t(26) < 1; rel 3K
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NEEF LG chl XYY S B I T, 1(26) = —6.02, p <
0.001 ., 3 & BH ¢ 5 Hirial v R >4 i3 vk 22 18] 7 52 1y e
Xt chC. reC. chl Fl rel ¥ A A [\l 05200

TEAE TR I, e miria g s g 46 1) F2 3500 AN I
¥, F(1,26) < 1; JEETAY ch ik AY4EIR % (7.37%) F
re IR IK MIHE TR H(7.28%) 2 7 A 3 Mtk iY
— S0P ROV B3, F(1,26) = 11.26, p < 0.01, 4
(R 1RV Y B 15 5% (9.33%0) ik 3 K T CHl IR (AR R
(5.31%), X UL T M aiidvk W E A Stroop T
SR o BN P 4 55 M iRk — B s BAE A 3
F(1, 26) < 1, XUEZERLUEH, 7ERE IR LI e
T BN, I LA R - v A R AN A

SR T RYAS R, TR YT —BOS R AR —
oAWK b, VAR (FE R AR )R SN A
FUR N, A AR L, BB el JE T chl ik I
;ST AN 52 ) chC stk i s B, e ABICR 17 I )i
SR TR AL, 1 T A e 2 3 I ) A XA
S o FRULRT DL, 3UA (Y25 58 i 5 5 I R0 B B9,
HIJE PSR R AN A2 A 1, FR T R0 48 3550 A
— FIRK AR — O AR AT SR, B4
Fodit I AR W AR SR AN B Y, 3OS T i
PR Y Stroop %€, iF— 2 HE R T R8I
BN o PR, BEARAT Al v ph oS 38 N RO, BR T2
HERR 51 52 3 sh R0 AR SO oh, FESehiid b
(Y 2 B AT L A HERR . Liotti, Woldorff, Perez il
Mayberg (2000) 145 54 7, A AN T 20T ) 38 i
RN, B SERETEM (5 5 =k Stroop FHLAL
{EABATT BT 5% T AT 25 58 ol 5838 I B8N o 6 S50 = v,
FATHERR T M PATHIRYE, H MR s g
| S B I 93 I ARV o

4 S

ARG, T PR R BIER . g AR AT
%5 (WL5% Stroop B €47, AR ) AT 30 s AT
%5 (W% Stroop & 45, I HASUS N ) - il 2 Stroop
g, (BRI Z IR, — SR s > 7,
PR BT LA 5 53 AN B s+,
PETR PR S A A N o A T HERR S o e
52, FERNEUT 8 b Oy B AL HE S 1 22 e+
PN BT AR X RE BT, SRtk b nh
NN K AR AT RN AT, X R g€ T e )
7&(Notebaert et al., 2006; Chen, Liu, Li, & West,
2011; van Veen & Carter, 2002)., Hi T4 Rt i
AT 55, Wl o —ERA—E00k . R8T

YRS AR ) — 20, B 4wk s cC.L cl .
iC Al vk . ASEIe —AHTR, B 16 A K AR
SR B TR, JF BT RO TR VE A A
MR AT . AndR A R B vh 5 aE N E B A7 TR,
AR 244 7 24 Fir Uk A4 B Ry Bt UL 3] k3 B9 S i
TR — B Y B — B S BAE .

41 FHik

411 #iX 26 4 18~25 B AR (L 18 )
HIES AR S, F¥4E# 21.9%/(SD = 1.8), 1
FARTF o AT IE R S IEIER, TEaE
5. A g1 8 —E R

412 LIt R IEAT S5 fiE- {4 Stroop 1T
%, HEr ML —Hel.

413 LWNFSHR BRI T A 6aRE
PR (¥)Z 1, HA 25 BB RN S g0 —AHAL . SR PARE
BLHEF R 7 =, ARS8 d cCL el iC Al il
KA 441

414 IHREF TRIWELE 3(4£). LRET
S —ARL, (R T AR s BRI
() B HLZS 57 6] % > 500~800 ms, % 4h, Y4 i i i 2
“x A, PN T EEABUS N

42 KIGLEERFITIL

S P IE 6 RAK T 85% 99k . 7650 F Aowk
W, WHIBE T 11.16%09 1 K (451> block H 55—
AR 0.69%. AR IR IE 5.249% K 45 1% 5 I IK
3L 5.24%) . X TH T AR, N sh s gk
ZJ5 i)~ Stroop RV Y SR S FITE A 2R

S Bt 235 38 DL IR 3(F7) - RTs Ay 52 42 0 i 7 22
SrMT R, SeErR R ) E RO AR B, F(L1,26) =
1.78, p > 0.05; ik ¥k i — Btk 322400 3
F(1,23) = 297.07, p < 0.001, X /M T 4tk p
20 Stroop TR - SERTilik 5 ik —5
PR A2 AR B3, F(1,23) = 4.67, p < 0.05, X M4
A g 3E N R CAH R . A — Ok Z 5 1
Stroop FHLALR (129 ms) it # K FAEA—Fk k=
Ji 1 Stroop 4441 (113 ms) .

AR b, Jemri ik i — et 2300 A B 3
F(1,23) < 1; SEminy i ik i 4s 152 (6.48%) Fil ¢ it
Y 58 1R R (6.85%) 0 i 3 25 55 Man ik i — 2
P RN B3, F(1,23) = 27.59, p < 0.001, 4R |
IR S 1R 3(9.29%) I 5 KT C BRI iR %
(4.04%), XYL T YAk b g &/ Stroop T4k
RN o SE AT R 2 5 3 Rk — BOHE 19 58 B FH i 2%
3%, F(1,23) =3.97,p = 0.06,, JiTLA, fEAEIRAR |
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850 -
-
t 800 A . i x
4
£ 750 -

BT

500 ms 500~800 ms 0~1,500 ms

800~1,200 ms

—— —#
A—

700 A

Bz )i I (ms)

600
—

A& R 42 L RR R A block H, — IR ET A F 51, 227 F IR R B 40T 89 245k (8
KRN (—F vs AN —F) A S aiidy

K3 SLES = RAE AN
ALFE A0 AN 25 B o A AR 38 S ik

BT @ N RN, 7E ¢ iR Z 5 Y Stroop T AL
f“(6.63%)ﬂ%w‘£jt?f i Ik 2 J5 1 Stroop TR AU
(3.88%), {H AT 3 B -1 iff A A

ARSI ZE RS . FORE s R R 5 [
M7 Y i 9858 R . AR 2 A BF Y (Freitaset al.,
2007; Larson et al., 2009; Kerns et al, 2004), A< 356
FEFES T R AT TR RIS E R Z 5, 15200
ISR VR VAL S ELIRE O

5 /u\ th«b

MRYE A BEFE, P W AN 32 B FRHIE R 5 2K
B (Hansimayret al., 2008; Hommel, Proctor, & Vu,
2004; Mayr et al., 2003) Fl )z i %) 3 8 A9 8] b
(response-to-stimulus interval, RSI) /Y & i (Egner,
2007; Notebaert et al., 2006). [F i, FA17E S5 A
PERAIE LA RN RSI X 5 3 1 2500 9 52 Ml HE R o
ST — Y45 F S Mayr Fil Awh (2008)fY 45 5
o TEANTAYSEES AR T 2-1 Y g i B di =X
(Eriksen & Eriksen, 1974; De Houwer, 2003), 41 .
R BFEI N XL Y. Z SR
r”%&% uﬁt[‘fﬂ%ﬁn}iﬁﬁzé FER . AT R F B
AT, Bt T =4l e B (— B8Ok IR — B0k
). 70/30, 50/50. 30/70. %5 Ess, HAE 70/30
LA B PP S E AN o (HFRATAY SZ 5 —FN Mayr
Awh (2008) i) S 56 B A7 AE S AT BT 3 B B g 5
N o BT DATE S =, FRATIG B 1 A S N AT
55, 5 E SRR 1) SN FRA T X 1 5 3 o 250 1z ) 5%
M, Z5RWIR, SO A R Y R A Y 52 B
FAABE RN i 838 O 3800 19 38 B AR FARECAR B . LR
SeRTR UK e B N BT 45, BrLA rel Al reC 3Rk
HAE R ER, {3 chC M chl K KA ETEE

= o

650 A

A—E
R[N/

RS (— B vs. AN — B0 K34 S5 oy B AR 35

XRE, ARSI B 45 St VA B T BN G s N e rel
reC, chC il chl ik b A AEXT S5 ME(UWLIE 4): 7E reC
PRV, 57 SO €2 ) st 38438 R0 5wl v AH 9] )
NiEE, SRR B, #E chC Wk b, BARHTE
PSR IR B B3, A S AR 19 7 ORI 68,080
() B 38 TE AR ], <7 SO0 B RO 35O 5 5 it
W RN 54, BT LL, FE e T Ay 388 S I AT 55 v
IO ) 2 38 T X > TSR 1R B 1) 5 e R R AR,
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Abstract

The conflict-driven adaptation in performance has been well documented in the color-word naming Stroop
task (Stroop, 1935). The Stroop interference on the current trial is significantly reduced when following an
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incongruent trial in comparison to a congruent one (Gratton, Coles, & Donchin, 1992). This pattern of sequential
adaptation effect, which improves performance following conflict, is named as conflict adaptation effect. In
previous studies, both repetition priming effect and the proportion of congruent items have been investigated.
There were not investigations having obtained significant conflict adaptation effect when the ratio of
incongruent to congruent trials was 50/50 without repetition priming. However, those investigations which have
obtained significant conflict adaptation usually utilized a high conflict design where incongruent trials are
infrequent (incongruent items. congruent items = 20:80 or incongruent items: congruent items = 25:75)
compared with congruent trials. Thus, it is still unclear what determines the presence of the conflict adaptation
effect. The present study included three experiments using the color-word Stroop tasks to investigate how the
response execution and the conflict observation affected the conflict adaptation effect.

In the three experiments, “D”, “F”, “J', and “K” keys were pressed when the color of the Chinese
characters were RED, GREEN, YELLOW, and BLUE, respectively. In Experiment 1, twenty-seven healthy
undergraduates were tested with a color-word Stroop task. All trials began with a fixation presented for 500 ms,
followed by a blank interval of 300~500 ms (500~800 ms for Experiments 2 and 3) randomly. Next, a colored
character was presented until a key was pressed or for 1,500 ms whichever came first. Then, a blank interval of
800~1,200 ms was presented with the interval randomly. Each participant completed one practice block and four
experimental blocks. In Experiment 2, twenty-nine healthy undergraduates were tested with choice reaction time
(RT) task and color-word Stroop task. The apparatus and procedure were the same as Experiment 1 except that
the four white lowercase letters “d”, “f”, “j”, “k” were used as choice RT task. In Experiment 3, twenty-six
healthy undergraduates were tested using the similar task with Experiment 1; however participants did not need
to execute response in the previous trials which were cued with “*”. A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was used to analyze the RTs and error rates in the three Experiments.

The results showed that the interaction between previous trial types (congruent vs. incongruent) and current
trial types (congruent vs. incongruent), which was thought to index the conflict adaptation effect, was not
significant in Experiment 1, which was consistent with the extant studies. Similarly, a significant interaction
between response transition (change vs. repetition) and current trial types (congruent vs. incongruent) was
present in Experiment 2; however the current congruency effect was affected by the preceding response
execution context in areversed way. By comparison with response change, the Stroop interference on the current
trial was significantly reduced when repeating the same response as the previous trial. Interestingly, a significant
conflict adaptation effect was obtained using the new design in Experiment 3, suggesting that the absence of
previous response benefited the presence of conflict adaptation effect.

In contrast to some recent evidences, our new design does develop the traditional ways of investigating
conflict adaptation effect. The present results suggest that the conflict adaptation effect was distorted by the
response execution of the previous trials. To obtain pure conflict adaptation effect, it is necessary to exclude
response execution in the previous trials. Thus, the observation of conflict favors the presence of the conflict
adaptation effect.

Key words conflict observation; response execution; conflict adaptation effect; Stroop task



