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CATMITE A O BRI SE B, AN 311121) CHR TP S RSOESE R, FH)

W OB AWIFORENRAASIKE T AR . W R £ RS Simon BUE, XAYIRAMARA F ) E BT,
ARH CEENNERL AR ER T AR LT I EBR LGB E, FREGHIBILKRERZE. A TH

LA BB Fe B A 2 R F AR X R ARIRE &

Fo it A Ao B IR

TR B RORL A AR 04 &) M A R 3] A SO 49 9A

KR FIESRA; AL F T EMAKA; Simon KL, MAIEIE; AR

HEKS B4
1 5|8

H M Simon I Rudell (1967)% ¥t Simon %
(Simon effect)lh 3k, Simon AN T 8 i Ry AFF 52 I
S, NFIAIAT 8l 2 (B 58 B AR R — 58 A 1 T
H (Hommel, 2011; Housebroke, van Dantzig, &
Hommel, 2013), Simon &% i & —Fift #4584 1% 5[] 5
W — K A 45 M (stimulus-response  compatibility,
SRO)HL G , FEFRME Simon 1T 45 (standard Simon task)
I 2 T A () PR s () AR A (R
4E R gl SO AR) EREHLE L, RS HE A
P05 72 ()RR A 17 %o A 28 TR)RRAE AL A5 5 1 55
TE SRR o AR Y A TR B S AT 55 TGOk,
BHEWMTSS5EMRN: MR E S RNV
BB T HOR—30, Su B HLfE R
= o Kornblum, Hasbroucq 1 Osman (1990)>% SRC
RO Bt — T S 4 32 R0 g T B AR A R —— L
I8 AT (dual-route model) o BRIy S 7 2 £
WA — SR HI M BB, e
WAL LR B B R R AR, — A2
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P 0 )RR A, R ST A S T 55 T Y
RN RO . WA IR AR A BT SRC 20 (1A
PR, B A R AR Simon AN HFHZS
PEBLI 11 5% (Vu, 2011).

Simon 145 K H— FR 3 4F LR B, Simon X
BN EEANZEATZS, M Proctor Al
Lu (1999) 1 11 ¥ 2% 2] i£ # (transfer-of-learning,
ToL)Juxl kB, TP A 25 25 [ BR 25 08 2 . T
PR 2T Simon RN, XFHIREPFRA ToL
BN o ARUER ToL Yo LA)YS: W4~ BB
()% 2] B B (practice phase), &5 % E1E%S [B]1H
BAEAT S5 o8 N 2 2 (B SR vk (i, IR
ST 2 M A SR 2 IR A e 22 )5 (2)
TE R By Bt (transfer phase), 5% 2 Z WA B
XTSI A 2 TRLRRAE AL S R (514, 2 €300 33
52 PR A R RN AT (o ) S L A B, Simon T55)
AF ToL R AYHEHE, Milanese, Tani 1 Rubichi
(2010)i53 T ToL U AyAE 2 piiA (&l 1B), Ef
P RAE 25 S B Bt — R AT 23 A R PR AT 45 9
SERLE 224G Simon {45 (joint Simon task, see
Sebanz, Knoblich, & Prinz, 2003), flifi]k ¥ 17+t
] iF#%(social-transfer-of-learning, STOL)%U\J“ o
B, A8 3CE 265 A NI S5 FAt 23 15 S5
1] 1B ToL %N s (R 28, #6546 A28 AH G i 3
W, BJa AT AR HITRE .,
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Proctor Al Lu (1999)F]FH K5 (S 1 H)BX
P (2L RSk ) VR R REE S 5 3% 26~ =843
HAE#sr# I 300 12k (1928 N AH A s, BT
i J5 £ 0 3 T PR Simon RN FUEE (S5 3).
Tagliabue, Zorzi, Umilta Fl Bassignani (2000)0] %
BTG T 72 WASAHZ 23 18] WS 30 2 LA R B
S Simon B8N, HX FSE MR AT LARFEE 24 /NI
£ — JH W) FFE] (see also Vu, Proctor, & Urcuioli,
2003). 73 4P UM 5E (Iani, Rubichi, Gherri, &
Nicoletti, 2009; Soetens, Maetens, & Zeischka,
2010)KWRE 25 5 1925 5 W% IR Bk 3] 400
UK, AN AH 25 B S5 25 > 9k /0 B33 B T A S % Simon
RN, 33k AT RE A R TS 6 P 28 T A ) 38R 0 R
(stimulus eccentricity, Fl 35 2 A9 A7 & 2
FEAL B A1) %N (Hommel, 1993).

HARE RN Z, DL LR FE B B B
P fe PR 5 25 DI, IR 2 33 b ) 5 K 45 2 A
DHF AP IE BB TCRHIWE? Tagliabue, Zorzi
Umilta (2002) % BRZ5>) 72 YW b fil B4 23 (R AN FH 2
W R T IR 22 3E Simon 1155, (HILFITH
B LY 2 2] A58 2 R AR A S W /N (Vu et al,

2003), Bae, Cho il Proctor (2009) % PR T W3t
R (L8 2), SRS AL T A WL Ol 4
£ ETH, RMERLEAHS)) (8 DERE
1E2Z Simon #JUv (orthogonal Simon effect) ) 52 ¥4
TR, Hoa R I 5% 308 5 SR B 0 % (response
eccentricity, [NV B 1 & K J7 ) s 25 B A o
e BRERE) (B2 3)aF] F-(Tani, Milanese, &
Rubichi, 2014)J65C. Kk, I HBEE A RS
FE SR N A S TC O o) o JRVAE T s B 1) 5 )
AT DLAT A% 000 8 08, (B2 R0 5 8 1) 4k > R 25
RT3 Simon {145 (Vu et al., 2003), Mz
B TR A KT BRI o 24 25 2T R RS By BU R SR AL
B R, G AR G 5T T A 7 A (R B 5 T B A0 (72
W), RS AR H 25 76 W5 B BL X SR oK P-4 B B i
B ARSI REGEE] 600 R, IER RN W AT LA
TE 2 3 1] A 4EE R EE T (Vu, 2007; but see
Conde et al., 2015; Zhong, Xiong, Vu, & Proctor,
2017, for different results), ‘S5 H A, 247
B BE AR FHWT 58 i) s, B 2k 0 R BGA E] 1200
W, ARV 4E B 1] A i 7% 2R i AS 23 H 3R (Proctor,
Yamaguchi, & Vu, 2007), —R UG, Zk>) &7k
e 1 223 Ta] AN 255 S0 — IS O e o 6 225 A Tt Al
T i, ) 8 — sz o7 ) B IR 465 1) s i

TEM AR EB, W IR A B A B AN AL
A 45 ) P70 A 77 Sk W 1) Ry 1] 1 3
£ — Z ¥ 52586 7, Proctor, Yamaguchi, Zhang Fl1 Vu
(2009) ki B 1 3 B A3 N A AE A B BT SR
PLia SRR A B, TR B, 25
WHCH 84 IRAT, 253 My BR A B AT Sk B9 A AH 25
ST LSRR B4 8 A7 Sk RS2 515 Simon {55,
B 25 37 J5 (o7 1) (1 AN AE 25 Wi Sk BEAS 72 A= BN T
WA= T, — B2 RBGERE] 600 1K,
5 21 Iy LR B A AH 2 B 5 1T LA B8 3 AR A Sk
MR E Simon f£55. Mk, #FkA i Al
AEIL = ARE (18 X %5 [8] (see also Miles & Proctor,

VKP4 B R A R A RSN SR A B e A HES, T,
TE AR RMES MR N ER B A LTS . Vu
(200748 75 25 > FIT o B B2 A - e 48 & 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 ), <4832 i)t 4 2 > R 7%
B BEEAT AN [5) ) 03880 - SR 43 1 51 (A 7K P 2 B2 1) 3 1 4
BESARR)
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2012), I4h, Luo il Proctor (2016)3% o 3C )5
WeE”mef”"mEkMTHRHNNER, K,
Rottermann 1 Vu (2009) % B J5 {3z 1) F149) B 6]
HiTH, H IR % (2012) I\ 0 P 347 & 1)
25 A B G5 B AFFE TR L 4Rt . Yamaguchi, Chen il
Proctor (2015)M31Z 535 4 2k 2 R AL By B 34 ik
TS SN B ARG B Be s A, i Bt
FE IR T I E N Simon RN H 7E P B Bt
HSB A B B (SR D AL (SR 5 2)R
ZENEAT, mH B MIRNERREE 2%,

i % 20 Rl A A2 B i AR KR e
Yamaguchi 1 Proctor (2009)iF:2: 5 # 184k > FliT
B B R AR ) A9 s g 5 5 (2 A 4 s sl 3% Bl 4
DNFT)BA [ 1) 5z A5 X (OO 2 A 4 S 30 % Sl 3
FFElRE 52 78 B i B 18 A0 0 SRR A 55 o A % B,
TR RN e I, (HAR AL s RS 3R R R AL
MNE /N 53 Ah—T0 858 (Marini, Iani, Nicoletti, &
Rubichi, 2011)4575 %k~ T 3l # 8 (14 25 [0 A AR 28 e
S FE RN T TSROV (LS D) I AN T RO
(556 2)I Stroop BU ML o 3% BLAF5Y J7 &, Yamaguchi
5 N (201 5) 7 P45 0l i 2 10 (o 1Az 8 w0 o7 1))
A PE LT, ARk 25k > FE RS By B i) s g 48 X
(T3l s g 3 3 S N B AH S ) o Yamaguchi 5 A
KB, P3mALE T B AR T3 b A2 A B
BN GO (LR 3), T AL IR AN
STEATAT A SRR B (L5 4), 1Ak,
Verghese, Mattingley, Palmer #1 Dux (2018)% ¥l F
AR Simon RN 7E T AL U 25 RN 3 1) AR Bk Y11 25
Ja A 22 A, ARLE B ) AR Bk I 255 230 B 2 1
Wb KRR R, SRR, RO RAE
[F) S A 1 58 AR 17 58 40 S AL o o

PR b, SR 2 ) W5 i B A o Tani,
Rubichi, Ferraro, Nicoletti £l Gallese (2013)##1+1 T
BB (TCA 2. 25 ) Sh VR ) 8] 2 5 # i e AT
B4 7] HEPE (the participant’s possibility to potentially
ac) A SE M IE RS0 o AEMATI AT SR, 2R By
BARfAE RSN AT s, 2 5EE LR
BHUVE R 5 R . R EY, YRNasET
Z 5F /AR, WS A MU H A B 25 ) 23
Simon N K (L5 1); HFLIES S5 H MEETT
i, IEBRN A LR 2); ¥S5EL
TR AT BT, RN TR I (EE S 3).
F UL DS 45, g i, 2583181

R TR U NG R S I 22 () ) AN A A B IR o B Ry
R, TERES LI, Nz sh REEnT LA 3
TR SAE AT B BRI B R, SRR AL
HATEMEE BOTEAEAT R T REIN A RERR -

FATAT L& B, Tagliabue & A (2000, 2002)3%
WITKTY ToL RN R 52 T WL s R A R B, B
Kt 2 (9 UE G R T S5 TS B e — E R L2 1
ToL RUN . 2] FIE RS Wi B i) 5 12 5 i JBE i v,
TRRSE RIS | IS AL A Sz vy A5 A I S e B —
BN OCR, AT LA SRR H AR E 9 ToL R0
(Yamaguchi et al., 2015),

3 #HEIBEETH ToL N

Milanese %5 A (2010) & UCH A 115 5 F (1
ToL yuxliz HEIHSIERE T . T EERE LS
2 3 S UL K AT 5w JS 224 55 AT . itk
AT SEHE T DU SER, BOR S5 SR 7S Al
HPEAT 55 )5 5E L (BEA)Simon AT 55 o T 14RO\ T 25
SR BB B It [FAT s A A . SRR, 3t
EWAME S 1HBE T BA Simon RN (S5 1), B
AT go/mo-go ASHHZE WS AT W B A Simon RE
N2 2), LA W Simon BN (L
3), RS> EBR T BE Simon R (L5 4).
M, BB 2R ST 5 B ST A5 I A A 25 25 [ B g
VIER BB A Simon 1T 55 HI R & # Simon 1T
%o AIIE UL, SToL AU Y H L7 ZE A B BL
RETEHHET T

Milanese, Iani, Sebanz F1 Rubichi (2011)#—
HHRIT T PR LT 2 5 ] LLF 3L SToL %0 .
R LR, AT T A A OE A S 1
5%« SL[EAT 8 B B AT BB B 2 RIS
LR 1, SE5EELHINITERE NS A
F R AERIITATE S5, AESEEe 2, PRFEERIT3)
HSARAE, ABES S E 5ILETT S E
P B g 2s A0 B . 25 R3], FLRITT3h & 0 &
Py RATE M, WASRTE LR S RLE R B B AR +F
AH R A 57 B A BT SToL 2500 Hi 3.

Milanese 5% A (2010)F T — A TFie )t - 4>
PREAN S5 go/mo-go AAHZWLES TE i iE AL B 412>
55, B4, WEFEES S go/mo-go AU S
W5 B 75 9 15 B & Simon XN 7 Ferraro 55 A
(2012) ML S2itE T PS50 00 . 25 R, TESHAR
R4 FmAE B b, WEE N B S 13 T S-S
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A 23 [ R E5 F¥ 2 T # #) THK S Simon T
% olani % N(2013)IA N MARE5E T MB& ToL A6
AFEAE S 7 B TSR 3 & 5 A 1T BEVE 7R b & 11
120, X6 F A A 55 v i WL 48 2 > [a] B itk
W7 T EEXAFM, RETE . FEE. B
FUE B (2018) % 52 T I T I AN [R] AR 25 X6 4 it
SToL W/EM . A1 &3, TCieWEH W F R
IEFIEFZ P, —H R AR, SN2 H B SToL 4%
IV o

WA AT 55 A7 1E =X 2 A1 2 - ng . 3l
M2 5F M558 -0 28 [0 B E  TEFRIE SToL
WG B B, 558 -0 25 R4 S 2
F8, TSR — S0 5 B2 5 3 X AN AH 25 25 [
IRZE M HIRYVE, ARG BIARIX 5y, Bk T #
1RGS2 W L AR 11 45 (8] O R 6 i 265K A Simon K
MR R ERLHER . T2, Lugli, lani, Milanese,
Sebanz I Rubichi (2015)7E = S2 Ay 4 25 5
MrBt RGN TR -0 . fl-S5E Mz
BN 2 (R A . AT R B, SR D RN AS
M AER -2 5 F H 0 2 () BT AN B A
Simon UV (E& 1); BARE LI NS5 E -
BREERHME, HERIM -2 58 WE R A HE
A3 25 B0 SToL RO Y Hh B (S5 2 AL S 3).
XU, fEAE S, SIS 5%
AN 5 23 [0 5 445 T AN J2 SR8 — 52 I AN AH 25 23 [ Bk
45%F T SToL &1y & FE 2 1Y) .

i AT, SToL A% FF UK 2 BH 25 2] FiE B B
Boihe SR A EEAEH . Bk, REE
Y5 ) RIT RS B B AR 25 [ Rk k2 R AF LA — S0k A
BT SToL &% Rz i) 1 B o fH /%, SToL & 3 24K
THESHOE R SR TRz, K
SRl LAFEAR A AT sh 3 (N, AR ATEHLER )
S R PPAL S 1T LASRAS R R ARG,

4 ToL MR RIIBiLHEFE

Y F SToL A% N ¥ M 3| 3 52 K AiE (shared
representations, ZEiR UL . Rk, R, 2016;
Dolk et al., 2014)[al/#, T SToL R4 A1 ToL AL
AT BELL AR A B A BT (Lugli et al., 2015),
B, FRATHEE T RME BN ToL KN A HE 1S

Zorzi Fl Umilta (1995)4& th T —Fh Bk 4h 3= A%
AR A B Simon B0 FIVEEFEINFIALE], 148

T Simon RN VR T BRI S5 I 1) 2 6] 2t 22 6] A7
FEP SR BRRE o AR B E W BE A3 AT I B S o B
12388 25 O 00 SR 9 AR RO B R AR, XASFRAE
TR AT AE Ry AR 7R 0 g A B8 . A — A LB Y
Simon E45H, ¥ Y 23 (B FRAE AR 25 (B AR AE 2
S ZRAE A A AS TR A9 19 5, X 26y 5 5 e N SR AR
HY P TT RE T SR I T 19 s 2, AT SRR
— R L S KO I 5 AT SR A B R i
— 3, Barber Fll O'Leary (1997)X.43 1 P A2
Y ) - B N B 4 . JE B E 12 BR 45 (short-term
memory associations) il & B i 12 B¢ 45 (long-term
memory associations). Fl¥AH SEFFAE YT 55 51T
55 FESR W) ST SR B R TR B B SRS BR A, T
AT B 07T A T TR ) 5 g 9 A A IR R TE A
KB e C B & i 08 i 0 12 B 25 19 30 A
Simon 145 (% it A K A ERSE ALY, 40 [6] L
BEAERY, X —BREEBIAIBAL Simon R AN AL I A
TRAEHEIZHEE (Vu, 2011),

Tagliabue 2£(2000)7F Zorzi 1 Umilta (1995)
PRI 25 2 SCRR TR (Y St b 2 10 T e 2 IR A i
F(short-term memory associations account) ) Bl fi#
ToL BN, AN[A]F i) i ik B i Ak i e 46 3 SUA
#Y, Tagliabue % A\ZEFHAIAIFIIA T AL T 0] J2
P JE B TR T A, 33 e ]y A5 3 A M R Ik
MG BRSOV T R E, AT AT
IDEEEUR) SLF NIRRT = 3 LA ARt QN E|
2)o ABATTINA, ToL U 2 FH AR A0 A B e 2 1 2
(long-lasting short-memory links)fii A &< Afic 42
WREE RS &0, BRI —A-# 1 R Bl 12
T 248 e LA o 3 25 1 A IR (DR R o Bt AN T
> B I R ) 23 TBDS AH 25 RS, B ie 2 BR 2
FE AL B9 55 00 SRS A RTE O TS
Z5mfb, XL T RIS SR B AEID
It —HEFE BT R B By, il % [ BL iy e 2
TARBCRRAE Y BURT, SR HE  23 a) R i A B R
ESY AR A= REIE %SGR L R Iae VA PRt & [ ) S A
55 3o B 2 3T WK B T B 2 O ) R AR, —
BAGRHEIZBR A s B R, B S8
Simon ZN IS | TH R HE % i ok B e
AEFEHHEHASERNSH B SR KM,
Tagliabue 55 A (2002)I\ JyixX PIFPICIZ I 25 2 4] 1Y)
2SR D RFIHT B B FCIZ R G IRESL N
(CE R FRIOPLY AN S TR STRE VAL R ST TRt VA
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DAy

P2 ST AZ IR 4 i R 2

W bR EEAEM, T DA 2 SR Bk
I BEREAGRHEZREZ T,

Soetens % A (2010) B AR AN S B EAZ Bk 45 1)
A, B8 X AR R BRI WA R, —2
Tt A S B CAZ B SS RAEAE T AN A A AT 55 i AN AF
ETFAHBAE S, 2 m A e I R4, i & ] & J
BN BHCAZERSS o AATIAR, TIng I 545 &
Z AR B AHE N, 5 E(task sets) b2 A7
fEFERHCAZ D, B E C AT 45 R % AE AH 2
FARAHBAE S5 T EAEAE . BARBUR M AR 551,
Wil 25 AN W 2 > AN RE 25 2 (R) B SRE, 9B T 1 R Ak
T A ERHC IS, o X B85 A 7R AH 25 48 st
T Y0 235 Bt 2 BsF () 4 B 22 i R A5 1 B A T e & &
RN BB S, o R UL, FE A R A,
—ASF K EC I B 515 LA i, B S5 RHE 2
WREETIF A, AL, XA RHE 2 RGN 2 4
LW, EMRESERERE, BT KCER
E TR B — A28 & R i A8 B L e 2
D45 T2 L5 ZE R K W B ], BRI, IEAE TR ALY
B IO R 4G e 50 B | — %55 T4 Simon X
oE A% LA B9 TH A K BHE 2B 2 o Soetens 48 AL
SRy, X0 R ok A A B EAZ R A e
1670 SR . gk, iR h T —F AT
i _E /)3 sh L (bottom-up priming mechanism)é
fifBE ToL UV o ML FEAS R iR R SE T S 1 &
WO SR S MBS, R TA] IR 4 T LLAE
PSR DG S5 5 RN A G AR Z Mg . BAR
FA T ICAZ B S5 F e IR S5 40, BS 3hl

GRS = I AT = B T R K e T D N 2 S
45 e A ST A e AL s R FAE
SRR, EMIET R A SRS TIS . R,
Ja ML ToL 380 =2 it LA 3 58 4 7T 4 R F
A=A G B R BHE 2B S s . Bk
U, BT A B IR Z R 5 RAE A — Bk s W Ot
FTREAAAER R Simon BN . MR, —3K
WG FBE TH R e A2 5 45 T AR 2D 25 300G B
P B C e s, B FRATT AT LA 2% 31— 30k
JE AR UMERY Simon AV o

Vu (2007) 3 F 545 (1) ToL i #2125
A BEAE 25k 2] B B > 45 — T B2 f 32 35 5 g “B
R X} 37 (respond  opposite)” #4215 78 21| HoA
Y Simon fE45 Lo TR S X ST KT 4 X
55 RN ASE A B A B A RO . Va (2007)
AN ST SO AZ B 25 fie R L BB Sk T 2 =T RN T B i Bt
A TR — 4 FE 0 RSO0, (H S Xof 7 SR T LA
N B H ALY E, HAEENE, RE%S5%
VIIE 24 1 07 2CRAE S5 ST 55 LUAE S L 75 20 1Y
855 B AT REAE ST B B B R 52 31X — S g X 7 FR Y
(Vu, 2011), {HJZ, 3X— 3R &Mk LA BE T 5 00 35 4k
JE [A) 1 F% 19 1 2 (Proctor et al., 2007), Wi T
T S 0 AR 8 L SR 7 R TR I — B RN,
BN, Vu % A(2003) & BLWT 5 Simon RN (50ms)
A Simon ZLW (16 ms)HI G R, HI, R
I B 4347 437 (analysis of reaction time distributions)
FHWGE Simon RN Bl 7 S I sy ()38 T 9/ ),
T WT 5 Simon RN B 5 5 W B 114 385 i T 385 K
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(Wascher, Schatz, Kuder, & Verleger, 2001), A1t
AR T AL 58 08, W 5 R — B g i 4 ] 3 2 Bk
FEMELI BRI .

ET—FRIWFREICREE %, 2018;
Ferraro et al., 2012; Lugli, Iani, Nicoletti, & Rubichi,
2013; Milanese et al., 2010, 2011), FATIA N
TEBCE 1 B2 b I R AZEAS NS5 b 243 1 -
IO AN AH 75 2 8] 36 45 T AN J2 il 52 1 s L 3 495 O et
(““emit the alternative response’ rule, see Marini et
al., 201 )JFIEBENBES Simon 1155, IFAMALE
e RAEF T Z [RFEAT A W7 ARYEAT: 55 3 A 3%
fiIEFRE (task co-representation account)¥ M A5, 7E
HE A 28 AR A EAR 55 b, MR RE A 3R AE A &
5 [ 0 0 — B I AR T 35 K 1 2R AL T B
JNHUE S5 T 1 SR %€ (Dolk et al., 2014) 8K,
AAXF L 19— T 58 (Lugli et al., 2015)% W], 4>
AT REFE IR & R I B I IR I -2 5 & A
A2 AR WU, XA LTRSS T
1T 3 # 2L [F] 3= ik 3 38 (actor co-representation
account), XIS AN H SE BT 194K R i 58
TET AR, SHVEERE gk IR T B -l
N 5] (self-other discrimination) (Dolk et al.,
2014y, ML, AR FA NS T B ToL 20,
SToL U W] REHH A HABFEAHLE], A ke 5 A
— 2L B BIF 9T SR V8 ¥ UL ) A

5 RENMRE

25 L FiR, ToL &V 32 i T2k~ AT RS B Be
0 I B VEBC A o WP 20 I AE A NS B R 2
15 456 v 2 IORASE 19 Y B 14 i — S50 A R T3
73 ToL RN XA/ A2 > 75 (4 A — s v AN
AR [B) 166 25 1/ B 5 1 52 I 39 9 3 W 119 285
1M SToL SN AU 48 4 HABML ] . 388 5 [l it 12
TERIBETE, FRATIN I ATIAT — A2 T R e ) [ 2
Rtk — BT, Ak nT LA LA 7 il A7 R A
Wit
51 RH-KREIBEEEEZNE?

Ml T ToL yu =R BRI, BT 09 [ € 1,
AT T 28 (B M2 A AHZSAT 45 1 Simon 1T:55
22 [ J2 5 A AR XL ) 1 - W RS, U ok
F T Simon {T: 55 H AT 55 AH G 1Yl 4 (1] B S % [1]
AR I EAL S5 WIS o 25 O ) LR AT 4 T B
18 X (Ivanoff, Blagdon, Feener, McNeil, & Muir,

2014): H e, WRALEAS B RS O s R
HEB N T, SEnT A5 09 A 23 B 5 R I 25 8
JUPAS 23 %6f 23 ()50 38— B g 3R 485 7 A 5 ;. IR,
FRZ RS IEYE L FF Simon AT 55 B 25 A AH 25/
ANAHEAE S5 1Y R R A%, T AT e R WD ) -
I E RS 5 R S AL RE SR R & Ja, JF
23 [ 3 — B IO Bk 485 1 o B AR VT A B, BN R L
IEA% 25 A A ASM 55 o Ivanoff 5 A(2014)
I B 4 19 1R A 4T 55 75 20 (mixed-tasks paradigm)
SRR T R, Ak A e, 2 g A S
— MR RE NS5 EZPIT— AR E 55 (Simon 1T
%5 B3 AR 25 /R AR A5 4T 55 ) o Ivanoff 45 A& 3,
Simon AT: 55 F1 23 [B] AH 25/ N AH 24T 55 =22 8] 1) ) 38—
S AE A S W a] B AR X FR Y o s i, M
[FARHEZSAE 552 Simon 4F: 55 A9IE RS LI A 5 1) 1
TIHEARR ., SRR 55 TR 2 MR L
855 A0 56 (19 4IE 25 W] 47 2. 30 5515 1 4b #1! (Finkbeiner
& Heathcote, 2016), A3 T5 L IFAL & X A Xk
P B o Aff S AL
5.2 ToL XA FNFREZ AL

Wang Il Weekes (2014)7 ¥HF ToL Ju =X A1)
AEREILIR % (functional magnetic resonance imaging,
fMRD$ AR A5 A BT 2 1R M2 A F A R 45 n
e AN RG . SR LW, B LE
(frontopolar cortex, FPC)ZFAE %k~ B Bt > 15 Ay il
G2 AN I 38 33 8 55 45 W8 AR 2 3 B2 J2 (ventral
premotor cortex, VPMC)HI1% 2l i 33X 4~ # >k if
NAT Ao BEAN, HiTF0a 57 )2 (anterior mideingulate
cortex, aMCC)f shig /> H. 547 FPC Z [8] () I RE#H
HIESHM, XK aMCC #/ i sh VR4 R
L5 7 0 S R G B Y X AR AR R
HH S, e, BT A X (temporo-parietal
junction, TPI)XF5 TAETCAZ VG Fe 14 500 38 S5 W B 3k,
AT BE S W TR > 75 1 R — S5 I B 45 R R ) 2%
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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



