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mE 24 re T = (Event-related potential, ERP) 2 & F RFEFF apE i
Bl €2 (chronometry) » i * AT % * o | e e #5043 F JRiE # 0% 4] - ERP
# e P00 BRI F ALY (IR flgcendpth o AT DD SRR - RE A K
%L 1% (congruence & incongruence visual stimuli) =7 fe£2 2 7 fe e
F & F (compatible & incompatible reaction time task demand) ¥+*t%
“4p B "6 T = (event-related potential, ERP) e 5 - &7 B > - R
PREEN R > F BT REPEF RERD -
pUPERRIE BV A0 P300 E-F BPER L A A R B X B P300 Bk
AL G Tl ¥ (stimulus evaluation)s f& £ B p P300 L 3 & i F 2 42
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Abstract

Chronometry that combines ERP and reaction time was used to investigate the
mechanism of stimulus discrimination and decision execution. The P300 latency 1s an
index of stimulus classification speed. We investigate the effect of congruence visual
stimuli and compatibility on ERP and reaction time. We hypothesized that congruency will
affect stimulus evaluation and compatibility affect response selection.

The peak of P300 divided the reaction time 1nto two section. P300 latency 1s the time
for stimulus discrimination > The time from the peak of P300 to the initiation of movement
18 response selection. Subjects will respond by both hands under different conditions. Ours
experiment had two parts. Experiment one used spatial code-" arrow , experiment two used
verbal code- " right & left | .

The results of experiment one showed that congruency and compatibility have
significant effect on reaction time, so 1s the iteraction. The results indicated that the two
factors do not affect in parallel at different stages in the cognitive process. ERP results
showed that compatibility did not change response selection time, and the effect of
compatibility on P300 latency is depended on the congruence of the stimuli. P300 latency
shows significant compatibility effect under congruent stimuli. The results of experiment
two show that compatibility significantly increased the reaction time, response selection
time, but not the P300 latency.

Brain may code the congruent and incongruent stimuli in different ways during the
perceptual process. It seems that a bond may exist between the codes of congruent signals
and motor “Engrams” and may affect perception and action planning. This bonding may
explain why the P300 latency is longer under incompatible condition while receiving
congruency stimulus. Compatibility and congruency are not independent on each other.

Key words: Reaction time, congruence, compatibility, P300 latency
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¥ 24p M 7 = (event-related potential, ERP) £ & A cps F f247 i
oo AT SPFIEY  VEAEB LGE T Reh1 B ERP AN T B
(electroencephalogram, EEG)e&zs @ i - 1548 e & 2 & EEG s § % 4+
om0 2 (time lock) » #%7 + o o efeig b it o A F RN Tt %
B AR T o R SR BT R AR 0 f JRe A S S
B R A R e

cEFF Loty P Y F KRR (response time) #7# ke 4 K IF 3
SHEER 0 @ g et 24P T = (event-related potential. ERP) ke
Pl v 2 LRkl & - 29 3Fu§ P00 8 ~ k) » { L2k
A KRG R R AR T R PR B AT enpE R (stimulus evaluation
time) > @ L5 % § 305 TEF e IEE (stimulus evaluation) ~ & R4 #FF £
(response selection) ~ & &34 71 4% (response execution) 2. & &_3 4p b
e A FATETFE EREF BT T E S P00 KR SR 10
i (Verleger, 1997) » F E iz R % 223 P el < F BEERK
(response selection) £ F 44 (7142 (response execution) » iLic F
BRI R S ¢ R s S8t 24 P300 BRI A b 0 F L o

P300 &% #4p Rk T = (ERP) ¥ # Bk L = & 300ms = + chaedp I = i >
CHRIELEFF T AR T LY - BEL PR ?;5%?} RS ANEE
- dpt%° f Sutton = 1965 # 7 =t 3 3 P300 12 % (Sutton, Braren, Zubin, & John,
1965) » A PHHEEZET A E2FF > BAFRT ERERF M o Fli ABRST

#acdpE p Menp i ¢ o P00 ek b friBE iR A A Ap pene 0 oo TLRREY o



P300 shecsgrt H i g RHp RS B T TR 0 (TR A H i - B
Z g 50 it P00 kiRl Atk 1 (TP BFIL K (FF o ol TR G Y 4 hE
FHEC A GRE B RA AT A PE T LB SEAR Y AR
B EFIE N $P300 f SA2RhE T -

L P300 B REP AT T AR I R A AR A N F BEE R
B3 7 o F Tl % & (stimulus evaluation demands) #§4vpF > & BpF R
2 P00 R AT AN 4 1 0 R A F &R F & (response
processing demands) #t B F¥ > vE— € ARIF PP £ FUrEF B o - BA
¥k % F (synonyms identification) #§ % » i B 2% 3|z B I % (Kutas,
McCarthy, & Donchin, 1977) > 8 ¥ %3-7 7 FEER 93 & ~ % (semantic
categorization) {ri# & -1 #2545 (speed and accuracy instruction) - %
5 BET 0 % AR %S PF P00 BRI fr R PR A4 5 oA BE AR E Rl R el £ i
LR pE R (e B P300 R E Fri 3 B o s i ek » i & Stroop task
PRI Rk NEARS e FAREH T RapEd - R (congruency) (* &
SEAET L F MR RS EAM 1 F)o FEFERE REF - Kb
Pt v BPF > Xk G/ ¢ a8 £ A P3 BERY 3 § 4 4 (Duncan,
Johnson, & Lambie, 1981) -

BV - BELES e Dol BEF T A (compatibility) & 2% @

LIlAp ke E% 4 f*v”ﬂdr‘? B UHLfrF B TR 0 X R hE e R ALY
feeh s P00 Bk BEAR € X P B AL A B R AR T F F T fechf
B ¥4 en® gro) 9 3F 5 (Duncan et al., 1981; Magliero, Bashore, Coles, &
Donchin, 1984) - # v & Jidp b crffe 4 S8 if A+ crfic 8 (hand placement ) s
H £ # 2 » (movement direction) B 7 ¢ ¥ P300 ki = £ F(Fiori,
Ragot, & Renault, 1992; Leuthold & Sommer, 1998) -

Lo ange Ay ¢ o F PR (response time) R & 10 % e i 3N
B AR RREE T LRI PR A o F PR E L 5
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BREREN 70 1T~ F BERIF BREFEZFE 278 RgF
AR B AR 38 T 7 A4 PE %) 0P = enip | PR (chronometry ) &7 4 47 0 B v e /g
I b 2z F BPFER (response time, RT) & & 7 ek g0 e 7 {1 g™
FICEREE F RATE PR o @ & TR (movement time, MT) RIE it (7

#EE LD R PR o

dod e mv e § FA 444t (home button) ok 44t (response
button) (iR B & Kk T W AT & rlicdy o F R €A S 3R R D TR 4
B IR R S MR A ho it (home button) ; # (TP & (movement time, MT)
,Th{a‘ﬂ A ZARINGE D T4 T F g i B (Jensen & Munro, 1979) - #] 5
FOREPFRE A B ARG R DIl e e amu Loor 2 B ok PR 2 R ARG B
AT IRACAR R DT B FEER B 5 2 AR Flenf et e L TR R AT
UE TR ETF RN GTE RFR S # (FHE & (sensori-motor) J&JE i A%
SRR R 0 TN R e e AR R AR B AR S ) Fﬁ*»”ﬁ FoAp R ERER o

LR RAR RER LR TRER OISR > FRERE T ERDF A
R g+ (response processing demands) P¥ > & JE P € 3 4o i B 6 (T pF Y
2 ¢ 2t & (Houlihan, Campbell, & Stelmack, 1994) -

iBu B P300 R RH H 8 F R a2 AR B PR (response processing time)
IApp ey ¢ s B E B FE & (response execution demands)
Aol LAY R RGP RE RS ¢ s L OB R E R F
Bkt B RARZ K RPN A B ITRERFOIRG o AU ED b oo (%
CEE RARMGT R %R rROERAF R SR R T L ¢ PR R
FenF % £ 5 BB P300 B R 7 s ik E_P300 R & ph e B T
BPRTEIFRS P BEF R ITR R D -

% Cynthia Doucet ¥ Robert M. Stelmack - % #|4p 3 & (semantic
similaritiy)~ f§ H &2:5 % ~ RPF R (simple and choice reaction time) &

Bk o BFIF RPILR € B R P00 ERY L F RPER o £3 ¢ B

mh
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pF & (Cynthia Doucet & Robert M. Stelmack, 1999) o @ &7 - % 5|4k
- RPN F BenT R af %m? > BT flks 7335 905 £ (stimulus
analysis demands) t = PFIF ¥ € 3 4c P300 Bk fok e (RT)> e &% &
B TEPE € R 3 F PR e} B (Houlihan et al., 1994) -

% Cynthia Doucet e#7 3 © #£3 &~ Bt 72 P300 R F ehff 202 2 35
% fgren- R F RenT feddz e 3 7% (Cynthia Doucet & Robert M.
Stelmack, 1999) o & X 3§l — F & ™ e e ( stimulus — response
compatibility paradigm) k=& k- R{Efok en fe it 33 P300 AR
B~ F RREEF s o (TR R 8 o 8 McCarthy ¥ 4 a3t > 1% @ 5Lagn
Tl ke 7 pe i - k¢4 (McCarthy & Donchin, 1981) o B2 X B3t F Renn™ fie
M P300 Rk e 5 2 24 > 2 A Cynthia & Robert &> % % © B 5

FRPFIFEEZ A2 P00 R 5 Apfh2 o L F AR § eiapF
B 1% ey 73 € B3] P300 BREp o @ B R 4R - BLBEOT TG T R Fei
39 B e (T4 17 34 P300 R P 3258 -

s Cynthia & Robert (1999)«#= 3 @ $£34 & Rt 17 & P300 BRI B 5

BTt 2 AR R Tljren- REBF T fedtz BT T3 0Ek ofe £8P A H
FRAZERYF R ek LB e oo 8 84 aulichp g r P300 iR
Bt F R ERE > YRR PR P00 EANT R G BE B TR =
(readiness potential » RP) s & » Tt id & 5 — WA Hun 4, AJ2 87 65 (73
F¥ a3 2D P TH 5 (premotor component ) s #7174 & e fE i A
Fl* 23 % 2+ (bimanual ) 77 % > H#eig % o PEAVET Tl T
¥o o PR R - m LR AT L UBL A A 45

B2 2R 12 Sternberg 0 T 4r = ¥]% 2 | (additive factor method) > i&* ¢
B R AR DR MR ISRACEARY P PR R R MR b
Jag» WA RS (TR R A H S (1) flgaTh ~(2) F BEHE-BE -
eFF 2L ERPEF BPFRF L PR E(chronometry )% 3 % ¥ £t P300
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BERAp o @ 2 P00 R AT TR BN AT AT hR G o AR
08 R 0 2 R E e £ OB P00 BRI k7 31 F BE
#onigsk o LD P00 &5 B A F a5 P00 B R &2 & BE
# & M (Christensen, Ford, & Pfefferbaum, 1996; McCarthy & Donchin,
1981) » &« & - & 1= * LRP (lateralized readiness potential ) kT35 & &
E# higth(Valle-Inclan, 1996) ° gt fR & B & chdaip] - £ 7 & Sternberg
SRLATS R PR O o S RO F ERP 1 B RRIEATE R T
ERPFFELREEYy BT R DR F AN PRI - ARIEZEFTER
% o fe g d >+ P300 A 5 -

i

# P00 B PRI E 0 TR RS R R s
BAFER 53 5 BI AL o AF RPEROF SR ER S d N EH D A
(pre-motor component) & - 8258 P300 KR &2k tgendE & F14 - Cynthia
Doucet )’j'*u% $# % B (T4 P00 R H e 85 5 B 2R 48 5530 B e B
& T S EmP i s R E Ak Ty N T ERE P00 FRY S R

BPER > & AFEFF REBREBRIL e A PRI LT P - Bag -
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AP g oo (=) EATE TR B8 RE R LT L v A
Wz g BN R e (2 ) HY S 2GR PR T L B E RS A e

P300 i8] £ 58 48 o

H

W E 2 Ap M % T = (Event-related potential, ERP) 2 & F R P crps
el €% (chronometry) > & — i * >MFF 7 < %Gl en % FE1L 2 F iE & o

#1 o ERP ¢ e P300 Ry ¥ A * (5375 {1t § P B dp ¥ - ERP 7 3 Bgor » 11
#ci® s (stimulus evaluation)# F Ji & & (execution demand) » % 3 F
Tl KA 4107 P RFE

BEIX T (S B HinaeeniAr 5 b R BN SRR R IO A F -
Eip kg% o 3y T et (compatibility) e/ g ® 0 3 R FEHRILE AT
fecnflprae &7 P300 & F BAFR o Flpt 3 3 LA FER T LD anRE
MR RIEIZ g E > 3 T a2 R P00 o sz AT AR N
Tfl g — F T e % 42 B (stimulus — response compatibility
paradigm) @ #F 1 FE 7+ - K& % 3 R Fl o ¥ a Ad 207 oo Rkin g g
At R S L

dotie- B GRGE ho APIRG G OF &M P00 duesd pa R ES
(pre-motor component ) 1+ 3f » ¥ Pl 2 P300 2. {8 > £ £ 374 T2 4R
0B B AE o

3 B iEd w2 & (pre-motor component) Bli & % p % & T = (readiness
potential ) o § # ¥ 03 F & T A d A g chd b (Fsldechm f 7§ =
(pre-movement potential ) (Deecke, Grozinger, & Kornhuber, 1976) » i&&_

- fE 3 Rt (lateralized) ® #4 R R A (TR RIE S AL T

% (€3, C4) e ek o d W 2HITHH R DI o EppF 5 R+
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£ ERP 7 = (Ffp4e T 302 (5 ¥ 1Y '}}J"‘f * R e g 1 B Fla 4 % i P300
Vohmh B A A o

AR HAEY TRF RS ZRE A R R OIRER Y > AR FH A
BEREE ERFRZNAE N F BER - foREE AE S o 1R 7RI AT AR
R e Aed (FRER e 4T o £ IFH - R 2 Rk 1k (congruence &
incongruence visual stimuli) fe7 fe2 2 T fecnk & £ (compatible &
incompatible reaction time task demand )¥+>+ ¥ 2 4p B *& 7 = (event-related

potential, ERP) @258 -
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1929 # > Hans Berger ¢ % % *g<hp 4 % == (electroencephalogranm,
EEG > r* oL Bl ) 47 & < 5 ¥ 5142 EEG cha & & > o 8t # 8 73> BEG % &
B4 B P Ed G L b e B R B2 230 £
B+t BEG ¢ siado Bl (hAT 3 > 00 2 P /P IR E 2 L R g
B0 T A WX g ERBOKT S e d i o E 150 E R A
Wa2 P EY nfgr o UL EEG A4 220 F NI

(event-related potential, ERP) =% » 4 R g &2 w3 F| 2 M therr 7 £42
24 (8%7%,2002)-

AR R S g g A #TA S BEG - BEG - A A 46 R 2 fes
Flene vagg A A g AR gt 2 A - Bl A 3 LR 0T gl de o iR
£ A PR ET o A &G BB EEG S Bl R OV = v 0 ARER
T R E) TE L ERMD R IRER A L TR R F T
Folodm B EAIMIL ap R Y A R RS o RCEEG » ERIE 7 BT AR RRRR
oA b PR SR B ROE A B o FR Y 2 E e BT MR 5L
Fp#FT? fBD ko SHRAEID ﬁi?ﬁ%‘tﬁifiﬁiERP o T HPIEE R (F AL
B pfos FF ) Sz g AR, R A FREF T AL D ) ¥ o d

ERP S5 Ui o & 2 eho so~ fL % T = (evoked potential, EP)-
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%
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BE Y AR 0 ERP Bt 4 8 (psychophysiology) vk o w32
4 18 chpr s § John Stern & 20 & % 60 &£ A Aiehy v AU STRTFE L po#
oA Bk FIRENE R - KA A G4 %2 o2 & (physiological
psychology) Al & 4 gt 2 p & > wILFF L FIRLHFH > - ud
e ¥ d oo QP E R B E A A P oRdE X et 8 R ML ERP AL
Hehd & e o

FATE A S ALATiE AL (PR AR ) oAk o SR LR e e B

T ARSI R Y £ AR L AIEAT Y BB B 2 AR T o

RATH S AL B R E Y il AR Sl 4L oFERP £ 5 B R A FEF HiR
oo B ERFEF BFFOFTREEFRTERSY o

sl L E (cognitive neuroscience) #4¢ AL H 1T & kAR AE R

%

HiBehE g o3 esd o ?J? B fz‘r’fﬂﬁ G MR & ;fé_.u B AT R

S A A KR R i E RS RRFERF L (R PR K 6 A

ke

TH S EES e PAR A PBR A E TE L - R e B E
WA G RE BN GRE YA P S ,’iﬁ—?gi’gﬁ DR FE - Bnaep SALE
LR NARER AR B 82 30T RO HIE RS AT N S
/]?%(Kosslyn & Shin, 1992; Posner, 2004) -

TR E e W d 7 5 9T 7 (behavior )~ & 457 4 G fR3 | F &
A s 4 BB gty (brain) ~ M E 3 E e 72 05 (computational
analysis &simulation) = B4p 3 B‘f:}r RS A S = Bk

g2 el o 4o BT
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s —

v
7 =

(Behavior)
TE ST e R < G
(Computation) (Brain)

B 2-1 0 el S8 S § RS B

B T i i dpen 35 S48 > 4ot ST S F T HE A
FrARAP B eni7 5 R X HE Y 0 B RTHWI R K R A s 41 0 ToR— fE e
pog WIvn- fehE o & £ RAFd S~ SO G T o e
(functional analysis) 48z P ABARZ £ e T Z w28 ohf F M-

o LR IR I GRT T BT e B

Py A g G M RA MG kAR R (f33]) 20
(A7) Ko crfm g > 37 5 R FH GRF G o 55~ H e ke BBl
S0 Dk RRATE S B eP )k BT § BR i B R

Bofs e T3 E ) i UG BT e A2 B2 BT AL G eh

K H s 452 350 5 st aic (simulation) 2 2 4 (modeling)
ST 3 R B R R B Y A L RS F R T g
FEOFLBANRHRDPEFFLFIFZAU AZHPE- B B

Bty FlF PR &RMES TG R R FlRAoR R R RS- B
S (FpFE S B F Eﬁﬁﬁwﬁﬁmi&’m—i—%ﬁwéﬁfﬁ—$9:
R R R T A S LR T RIS A A
AR ¥ - BRI
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FERE Sl G S R R BT S S A -
BERKT L RSP EFRET - BEEA R LD BB 2
R AGEA R E o R P E s EEEORARRY A AT R

TR @i AGRaet S E ] BT E AP R 2RI RS 8

ikEd oo
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=& ERP A &4

1947 # Dawson 7 =t 3R 2 * BB AR fp4v Haiv ke g XL A F T = (evoked
potential, EP) - 1951 & Dawson /i S # % & T35 B4 T H T 428
RTEER o P R PWHFF TR EF T F gL T EFEFL

(average evoked potential, AEP) (Dawson, 1951) o T35 % =8 d flk
SlAzer s SEFV AU P ER L TIRENT 2 $TH 4 PF L PR R R
FrEE (event) FF T = RHEZF EAH T = (event-related
potential, ERP)-

ERP eh® & » B & &dp & 4o - o4 Tl (03 304880 > 83 s
o PlgerE o AA G KA E PIR AN L o B R T A A4
T (% SR A K R P end - 300 0 A AT P sl T pE o A Re T
Tl sl Aen g o - AL ERP WA & Tk o

- & A o ERP i iR 9 5 2~10u Vo e p R o 7 F 0 L
i BEG # o A 4 2 B el f,’,‘ﬁ%&ﬁv]' TR Ay FPla 2R R o A
ERP § & B2 > - B AAER 7 - B UFRBE L {1 28 BEFRT
A Bpde FopE o - ERP OE_EEG ¢ B~k o

» 1 HCEEG * %P~ ERP> F & = EF 6 5 S LA Tk #F w A 2
17 3 ERP ¢h EBEG 4c 2 dfp4c 22 T35 0 d 3008 5 ERP # § ¢0 BEG 42522 g2 7
AE A Gom B 277 HERP A & S Pljgcts £4p 6 > 2 ERP A 32 )
R R R R (R ) BB T S fr4e o ERP 22 fp e =k g vt B e < o

7 EEG BIHSE RS = 5 4p e o
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— ~ ERP siedk 4 4t
R B8 6t 1958 4170 & Bs- ch10-20 BB R T jokr k 5o ip ?
340 HRAEFA T IEE2 B endp $EEA L 109622 2096 % 4 7 > T 4R T A

W 2-2 1 B% 10-20 % T 47 5

KSR EARI PR >~ P Ao AR b OBk sE
—Fpz~Fz~Cz~Pz~0z-Fpz2 w2 0z 2. {6 & it? 2L 710% » H AR
BB 1 209 o

TR A NAE B e K P %L N5 BE— T3-C3CZ>
CA~4rT4-T3 &2 T4 ¢k ipl & @k 109 > B B FEY 1k 209% » Cz £ &k & 5k

G A Bl 48 1 Cz AR EF 4 BERE A F e
B2 e ¥ A Fz C3 Pz CA R 25— B2 iz 10-20 kiexd 21423 %
TiREA o
& ERP echpm g @ » & 2 &k &% P (Positive) ik &5 N
(Negative ) f& o #&J1 H R o bl4e 270 Ff) i e 5 P270 -
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= ~P300 2 2R &

P300 #» 1965 #+d Sutton % #73R » § 4~ £dp & 300ms = + HRenr f
(Sutton, Braren, Zubin, & John, 1965) - P300 ¥ & - 4+ % Oddball % 2%
BT IR 32 SR hR AL - R R - kA Td A AT e
$ o - B RS i (40 8596) 0 AL R B g ¥ - BT R
Fiol (d015%) 0 Fs WA Tl e A AN RAERE LW HRFH &
Pl A T L o AR e F R IR L Tt et S s R MK o
pURE R A e = 5 P g (target stimuli ) 4ot ¥ A ih £ {1iE{s 9 300ms
BET| - Bk 2 wP300c Ay AER s # APz BT RS 5 b L 0E

TR A T AR Ak MR G 3l Ae P300 0 & A Al

—

P300 ; BFixi+en &P o - TARK F P300 ok iR E AT o B FRE &
AR B o P300 Bk P S TRER AR (i e 2e o

Bt P300 7 ki fE S MG iBAREPR AT S R T A S IRG PR B A
PR Ao - AEERE > P00 f A Eaag o s ;fu{@;—a B A et
T IL enprd ] A RO R A R AT IR A R S
MRIGEENAREE  § AL fET R - Lig- RITEASR  Plips iR
IlFeg T A 2 P3000 ¥ - BALoImA @ E S R A EFER ARG P300
SR F PR T AT S A ST E & P P00 el e R B (TR
PAM{ AT A AR (R B~ BE) ¢ . T oug s P300 - P300 £

LA AR HRAL S < el e £ 2 R ShT 2 ik e
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P300 #7g i

TEFHATHET P ERRI - B v E - BHEBSDRL A
- B RE S BRI Mo s AN T R ELER T o

P300 eh & 5 § X IR CpEtlp, o AH A & JBRE K
% 300 = fyende < g & gk T E_P300 o P300 e ® R = = FFEE 0 % -
FA A FAZR B F305 2 8RR T 84 % (Simson, Vaughan, &Ritter, 1977;
Simson, Vaughn, & Ritter, 1977) » @ $#7% ] P300 Pk >t 3 & 5 30
(Knight & Godfrey, 1984) o % = &F & A BT Azh » a2 p b P B~ ¢ "o
A R @k s(Yingling & Hosobuchi, 1984) o & & - 3 £if % i
Bz B BTG E Y T ARSE > T s § B B fed S T
eI - AT AN AREESGT o vk € frsg £ P300 40 F R
#p — 3% (Stapleton & Halgren, 1987; Stapleton, Halgren, & Moreno, 1987;
Stapleton, 0'Reilly, & Halgren, 1987) - Okada ¥ A * L% & + + &k 2 fff
Tt BB RARLE D 3 B o 4 305 P300 A B AR A G o pLoh g
Z B (MEG) 2%+ £ 3¥Fis®B 2% (0Okada, Kaufman, & Williamson, 1983) -

KB 3 P00 sig e flgcie £ 0ddball F skt o AFRE 0 HEE K

% 1000Hz ‘=% 3 > 1 809 + B #&fl 5 2000Hz ‘=& 5 > & 2090 > £ @ SEi84E
*»EE D EDR PP o B EFRL S P3000 F R gl 40~60 & o B B
Rz 8 e3 Pl (tone) ¥ * 32 (phonemic) ~ 3% % (semantic) F|ji
Fom il Hr Hd Py 32 HPE RBS [ MIEFHFF -
BRI % 2 s B~ 3Wehf] o

AT RE B TR 10-20 ki sen? RN 1 Fz~Cz Pzir 0z %% 7 &
RIE A LA R s wiE (FPz)e ¥ a2 f e 58 (E0G) ©
R PR 2 PRI B 5 ERP e 4 -

P300 e MR BT F 3 waf o % - #F 5 flpid g o P o - R3I5ARE P300
BRI B HEREEHME K P300 Al3 £3% 0 4 Picton Eﬁi}rﬂ? LD
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P300 #z & (Picton, Skinner, Champagne, Kellett, & Maiste, 1987; Picton,
Vajsar, Rodriguez, & Campbell, 1987) > @ Snyder & 4 Rz 5 8% P300 &£ o
I g o ikA ZARE R —HE £ P300(Snyder, 1980) -

Pl E oanpe s 4t P300 A 55 & ¥ B 5F - Donchin 7§ S 5 i
Wk p RN EPESF Y 0.1-0.2 5 0.9 2% % PRt EPESF AR ] > P300 0
iﬂiff’ﬁ]ﬁﬁﬂ’ BB NER B PRI =S30%FT T B S
P300 - » & 2 £ 5 728 (Kutas & Donchin, 1980) -

Jacobson ¥4k * 2468 fyenflgF g (ISI)» #3m ISI 4% & ] P300
cjl tpAx & o BEREP & % i (Jacobson & Yeh, 1985) - Polich R4 4 3.3 ) ISI
R L L BRI oS ) 24 F AR Y A S - RS Rkt P300 o -
P STy AT 5520 22340 ISI2p s mF P EP &> &
w4~10 gk ISI P RI@ et BB o 7t > - RPN > IST A% & P P300 i tg
4% % (Polich, 1987a; Polich, 1987b; Polich, 1987¢) °

- BERETIEE AR A B BP0 A w R BEAA RS > a2 HIEKRY

# % 2 (Johnson, Pfefferbaum, & Kopell, 1985) -
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BEP300 04 254

P00 chd s FFH G 24 o ¥ - LE®  padipl a2 7

\n
>M-

(Polich, 1996) » %325 & 15~20 k = - BRI 2> Atgda s o Ut 2/ &
RE ESLRC] G R A A SR A 5 R P00 B E iR B K A bR bR )
wf 7 (1990) w3 AR 2 2187 & ¥ 4 h P00 Bikihp &2 & dbchw 75 42
P TR (ms) =273.5+0.97T x #& (F)>d pvsad - 50 &L
¥ E s 4 P300 BERY G 5 323msex F ARG PO (S enat K 5 4 -2 P3O0
ENE SR F PR AR R E T S RE R EER S P300 chEE AT S
AERAEET W HRB

¥R KT 2 P00 H TR AR < R E
WP e LR EAFE AT Mullis 384+ o ® P300 R &> 7
- (Mullis, Holcomb, Diner, & Dykman, 1985) -

%= 5 H e Polich3r4 8E 7 2 P300 ARy > = %i- 1C #
REp it - BIEL (X 30ms) > WRFAELF P o Py & P300 B
REpH B A AR R P AR o i 815 P300 AR < (9 3Huv) o ER
Woup Spee BB P00 Rt o LA REEH P00 2 ERDOPFT
(Polich & Geisler, 1991; Polich, 1991; Polich, Brock, & Geisler, 1991) -

e (7 P00 BRI G BEF A G FlE P B o
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2 P300 e 32 ]

38 —P300 - BEE L PFHGEELE J BRI RpE TR
A FRET A A2 S el AR EREKRET o P300 RIZEF LA A o R
LRPBFALEN TREL DR L FAE - B F P00 A E
E 4 P00 A # Bkt £ R i B0 R BAES AF IR A D o R
A pE o P00 BRIt £ 4dms 0 A ER ) 1L 8 v e B T oS
FRe? > BR@iepran P00 A e F Rt > BRI ERE > AT e e Bl £
w(Polich et al., 1991) -

R —FF SRS 2P RN Ea@dnl iR o blir LT &RY 0 it
%P HE R ] gag 5 (Picton et al., 1987; Picton, Vajsar et al.,
1987) ~ 5 & £ B (Polich, 1987b) » &3k % % i B {1 (Polich, 1987c) ; &
AR %P e geenaiE £ B (Pfefferbaum, Ford, Johnson, Wenegrat, &
Kopell, 1983) - & & (Brecher, Porjesz, & Begleiter, 1987) - ¥ :# 4 #f (Kutas,
McCarthy, & Donchin, 1977) > 3 4 # £ + 3§ (Magliero et al., 1984;
McCarthy & Donchin, 1981) > ‘&% 355 # ¥t /& 3 4c pF » P300 kB 22 £ >k tF
T BRI LR F AT o Aot P00 BRI AR F RER > ARt

F}E;”J :UI_WL_é‘ E‘E‘_ o
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= ~P300 s R &
P300 $t % B a7 i 6= T

WA oanrz —Hillyard # %325 22 R 427 > NI00~P300 457 £ & &
FoFP LR S s B EHEHGY o NI00 & £ g d (stimulus set)» =
1 gceh s BE 5 P300 A & F & 2% (response set) > TR Ari3 4 AJE ehid
Frsf(Hillyard, Hink, Schwent, & Picton, 1973) -+ 3 * 35 P300 &k ¥y
RREAF B LR A ek 0 REES AR 60 62 ¥ F 0 & S P00
TR ARG BF PRl RERARISRE TN A 4T B % B 0 P300
BRI BB FF PR EFAM  RARPIRF G EF EFAOER D
FAARES > FFF PO AR R oA B4l 4 Tt P00 it
AR FAAP M (R E, 1993) - Knight & = F E4F T o ¢ #1524 oddball

T P ARTIEAE P00 m BT o g BN deor et B0

AT AR TIOR8k KA AT fle (g o 80) A 2 4h P300
AgE M AP AL BeteeniE 2T L P300 WL R T AT E G (B ER
M (Knight & Godfrey, 1984) -

et — P00 H e redhcnip A g ¢ - B IR g el Bk
A% 5 > P300 ek Ax® > 23 mfa it { P & (Polich, 1985) - Paller %
BEw v R LRELSEERT%AY CBRZRI A v RALDEF I 2 v RFA
4 L A P00 FT v 2E T o~ F T w0 F ok 24t A 4 0 P00
(Paller, Kutas, & Mayes, 1987) - Johnson % * &3 L&V ¥ 5% *® #F R L
i L uend e g oh P300 ER Y B F e £ o g3 < (Johnson et al.,
1985) c #3305 P00 &2 L in S e his ST M Fla 2L Pielhs 7 M o &
P i T p A o d mE A F P00 EHBERLY > BEF CFLH
#enP300 H AR F TR 0 RS L H R ELEE 42ms -

¥ oRgr i A % ¥ =% —Shucard ¥ % A ERP pl 3R
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1-3>6 " « 820 P300 Bk T35 405 4ms > v+ = 4 (326. 6ms) P &g
£t Br B o0 A % 5 5. 08~12.73~20. 53 1 v(Shucard, Shucard, & Thomas,
1987) - P300 - fap e = 4~ > 133 B = B »* P300 3234 - P300 AR 238
RSLMEATY ERE AR S G Mo B AR Fe e A deeh® B AT

B o B SZens gt T Y A R L 0 R A Aear g R RCE ARt ens
H P300 Bk gk o MEF B DA GDE T 0 W AARTOMN S g @

S RF R R E O LA RIR B AR R AR e > T O { AT F & Hobnbrid 40 > §

3% P300 & tgbrd o d pt w122 5 P300 F ph OB 20 PR BT D T AR ©
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w P00 g4 01 2 FRIEH

—

Shannon % # 7" FM®#%” (information theory) #3171 i & i f
#4737 > Shannon 7% & #-7) &k et F 2 (information) @ # 35 T a2
(information processing) ®_- " 45 7 #& " i 42 (Shannon, C. E.
1998) -

Hick £ Hyman & * F 2%~ BPFRF (reaction time) #7 » & P35

F PR oL Pt inie 70 & f RJRanF £ 0§ A (Fena ﬁ?{:}t}_ﬁ
B o bldeo ERAUED 4 5 R GRS T i B R R g K
Fld oo {7 A RIRATRIE E PR S g & (Hick, 1952; Hyman, 1953) -

Pachella & * T jJ &2 | (subtraction method ) (Pachella & Fisher,
1969) > > F B iALY £ K- P ALATRA D RR LT @ 5 F BT FE &
A ALY 5 VR IR o

Sternberg & * 4= %1% ;2 | (additive factor method) it #-F P&

2= (1) % %# (perceptual encoding) > 7§k (stimulus
evaluation) > ¥ (2) * BE# (response selection) & i F+ £ (stage)
(Sternberg & Gullick, 1990) o Sternberg &3 [ 4e & ¥ &2 | A3 B EX% -
- A AP E R A - @ D ARl RS - AR A FRERG

S mEﬁF’&f‘\%“,T* RE N L RTIR R A B R AT R e 1 & P e EE R
€ F R ORI RFETIRAEALY D RIFER YR R E R T
Frheo LAk (T 3+ 3 BHIE > 25 BHPIDIT* 3k - BinmBaafii
(stages) FF > v iP#-A 4 3 (8% » 7w d P — B gIF nFIELR H 4o pF o 4p
Ve FIER B (FH F PR Koo S BRIE (P A e dunirrE 0 B S
Fl 22 PERF REEGE e % (B 2-4) 4 f]h{raﬁ REFENS BRe
i pF PR i de o Sternberg en e 2 Fl &2 | Ed kP % %E ke

FeATFs g e B IE AR o
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Stages

I 1 1
Perceptual Response Response
encoding selection execution
Mask Stimulus N S-R

\@ablhty compat-b lity
(a) Mampu{atlons
B, C,
C
/ B, ? !

A, A, B, B,

(b) Interaction (c) Additivity

Bl 2-3 : Sternberg HF I

m ERP %7 3 { B2 e Brnamdar T ofsms, &2 Tr R
E# ) - B3 o McCarthy 4- Donchin % A c#2 00 F 24P R 7 (2@ gL =
e P300 fe & F P enpE R £ 2 (chronometry ) > % SEH R D
Fq Tleft, ¥ Tright) ™ 248 L d@sdar REF1T I kPl
ik o WA R e R R R o R BT T GRTE DRI 1Y
T BT R TR R R KRBT F RER TR o B % BT AR uh
FATR R P00 R o e E 3 EENGARER o ApF 00 3 T i pk R
B4 f e fp cnpr > (e 2 B8 P300 Ak ¥ (Paller, McCarthy, Roessler,
Allison, & Wood, 1992; Squires, Donchin, Herning, & McCarthy, 1977) o
PR R Hgant e 2 R E b 0 BRFE > P00 Bk EE R € Bt
FOARE PR T A R o e B X AR PP F T e e A F) G
TR T I A Y o 4 #F 8 (perceptual categorization) 2 f

HE — BPEEL o P F i 4B AU A 0 P 2 (5 e E T 1 o
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I ~BiEpHIT

Cynthia & Robert (1999)e#= 3 ¢ £t F Jegt 72 P300 Ay & b %
WA - R T Rz B enR 3R o e £ 304 chlicdp B P300 Bk g v
FREFERELE > »rddm P00 E~p 7a 73 B9 & T3 = (readiness
potential » RP) eh= 4~ » w5 #p # iv4! T H = (premotor component) ¥ it 7 %
HRliE— WA L ASE B R TR T AR S FRPE A Y » T B4 S £ T 0

VS i

2y

48 o
MEE g %1 (Contingent Negative Variation > CNV)

PRBELEEE - R gl o Fu R %P R T E T L
NIt - B PARARE T disR & o ERP € Ji3Rf » cnik# (Walter, Cooper,
et al., 1964) - 4% A Ex a2 i AT IE2ZFFIEHR A > B CNV 4
R BE A - & FAE» S R H = (sensory component ) 5 ¥ — i &

Zom AR AR P B (T % B T - (motor or readiness potential )

(Loveless, 1983) -

# (v % % i Rl % = (Lateralized Readiness Potential » LRP)

BHE T = (RP)> AP > LMA 4 ivends (v4 3 = (premovement
potential )» % #rieft f§ » T > Coles £ #F M RP ¢ Lip A BL18 0 2 (Fd
4~ (movement onset) = MIF ¥ 5 @it (lateralized) eI % » ¥ A% A 4ip
o0 sty (amplitude) 4%3: (Coles, 1989)-° iz f v & T4kl 2 N & F Box
B0 Rt R % g AR H W 1 0T (process ) fri fE * 4 ( structural
asymmetries) F 3 o {3t - R iEi o AR AR F 22 2L I F o FRY L
L fspE C3 TR 2 C4 RABNT 18 § FRIFMRE T v hg Ay

F2 oot 2w pF> (3 Ly pd C4 R o 4r A D R G
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foron gk d 2 A et SRR BFAL D v EF T ) e E
ARG AR 0 (B 2-3) 0 #1¥ fEd dpde Tt k-2 £ S

SHEL B A o A Ak Rt E @3] P30 T i o

e

MICRO-VOLT LEFT HAND NICROAGET RIGHT HAND
8 B
—c¥ oo —cr --ce :
|
o Al |
4 i i |
i
2 2l E
I
. 1
\ - s~
b = o S ;
R i . ‘ pe j
-0 0 500 1000 <100 0 500 1000
1S TIME IN MS IS TIME IN MS :
MICRO-VOLT MICRO-VOLT
—crca i
A e .
A = al- c3-ca !
I
2+ AN i
i
!
o ° :
2t oy '
i
4t |
e . e
100 0 500 1000 -100 0 500 1000
1S TIME IN M5 IS TIME IN MS

Bl 2403 4 F epsendt i gt BRP it

H R 2 $ (Fend T g P00 Al el

R.Ragot % % e %~ F 4% F|%¢ 02 0k 7w (Ragot, Renault, & Remond,
1980) » # HIRAF B (T F amaswilr o A E LA Feip B A kA
4 P300 &1 (T i BNTFA AT o 4of] 240 L Ef AL | b i
it% ¥ = (negative-going premotor component ) (A& #t) 8 3k &« P300 (&
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PR Btrd AL EEPPI0 (FHR) > L BB o

bl

Motor potential

B 2-5: Rt FH T =¥ P300 A A e

33



N L 2
LR FE I T FE ERS E I S AL R A
HrerF X AR E B AN 1023 K2 )F;Eﬁ(%?—l‘”“&ﬁ??%’f—f

g4 i=A M R ERFERNA TS 6 )

SN Bt R T BT
1. - 3%+ (congruency )
PN RIS P RFEsart i o - RO * 3 B-KE (levels)

- 8 - 3% (congruent) 4 £ @7 >

000

BER e - R

>

2

#e sty o

Fo-fFERE e 2 ko3 - %% (incongruent flanker

SO

stimuli) °




2.

L.

7 et (compatibility)
J}Fl‘ J;"éé—%—fﬁi‘j—l’+l*m¢fﬂ"r’m% IE?;}’FI’T1§'#{"’%/‘ ’ﬁﬁj\ﬁjﬁ

AFTBIAETR - F5 @B ERFAFOY EiEE > RN §BEF

YERE - SRt R g L

Plgeeh % o0
fI* &2 3 Fsame ; &2 Topposite ; shdp7r (cues) iz it %A

opposite

™ fie 3 7R

Tl & IR endk 7 (cue)

~ R AR AR A T BHIE PR W P kA

I B> APl & chE - {2 (congruency ) L {pcE ¥

od

AL PR t+ % 27 [B]
PRMBE D A X OB ERRE R R AP - R

(incongruence ) R4 {1k

K

AL P AR D P - 5 T

“FEMEF W OEA AL SRR 4 x 2
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R AL

TR E B FEHRLLEERR FRBFFLET R F Y 60 20D
B B2 ENL R RRES B FFEREN T He
s IR Tsame | &% Topposite | dhE =~ FH o 2 5> gL T A 4
R nE P - fE T LT N TOKL N TH>ON e R E AR
i d BRI L dpor 0> % o e s L Tsame 2 Topposite ) &7
R o KA E R 2 AL RN RT Tog ) & The
9k i o Blde o F 11 Topposite |0 HF NI SE TCOK 0 B2 Fr
FR2I$T5 27 > SRR FFRAERT AR I3 2.
TARRFFDE Y FERAPER 5 300ms 0 £ F L 200ms h5 4 (¥ F &
o2 ) ARiEEE M 800ms 0 FE WA 0 T - woendkor iF IR
€7 1200ms P g o 2 BN IRER P> LIE -
WHFt g 3 60 = (trials) % > v 8 fEl s & 7 480 = ipl% > = = 480
xR EE- &% (block) -

FHEFTAIRB S - R HB o sid - BRY  F- BEF%RE

b BEE o ot s ’”F?‘BPFE fp X P-X I oRmeniad BT, T
TR F B RE DRI R o S S FERFRRFAARTY
- B R g RRFARS (HLBFFLF Tleft, & TRight, @

PORPEE - R FRRKR G LRFFE R BERORRL

o

KIRIEAE: K2 rls L FREFNF 1 IE
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PR R
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I B

4

ER-

F R R

0 it

v

7 AN
AR
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B

R
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7 AN
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\ 4

B3-2:7% %4
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o

i

LU

it

o
ﬁ

"

Stimulus Execution

Stimulus Response

evaluation demand

>

P300 latency Response selection

Reaction time

A

Bl 3-3: 47§ B

P LD NP AP BERERRTERLE - BT Apib ¢ s
PEECHEES o Rt RPE R € 5% P300 B 0 A T AR BT
SRR A R LR hF ERY  FARBLFEL T L PF PR 1
Sternberg # i en4e & Fl 472 (additive-factor method) > 4r% ™ fe{tfr—- &
PiE A 35 % F1A Bl A LA LRJL f LR e R RIE R K B B ik R
P B AR it deddche £ 2o f 155 K R R LRIk Sl — FEE B

Fpied QIERFNFRETG L3 0% gogk o
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P& gpies s TR RIRE R A

ok & 4@ % Neuroscan = # 7 Nuamps #c =% 7 A 2c % B o (7 20 & B3
* Stim2 SR et s BRIE kAo B * %o P 3 1 SCAN 4. 3. 3 iR iE 7

T % By T ERSE

- ~E24pM 7 =% 4 (Event-Related Potential )

FRAFTRAMPEDT R FALEFT QR L ST RRK%E 10-20

A

% ¥ k3 1 Quick-cap ® Wty #-w B > Fz, F3, F4, Cz, C3, (4,

(m

Pz, P3, P4, Al, A2 %3 i B HAENRPME TR I & bhrd
EmE T (EOG) T A gd — B 16 dgr — B B - 225 5

TR L RE AT e

B 3-4: RW%10-20 &% % k5
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(7 5 #chpx tk

<7
= IR

Whw o - BRET BEIERIEE 60 2s Pk e oo &

7/

Tl

V\ jk—
h—

m + 3 ededtid > - s B0l oo DAsd /0 Rl
(start/home button)#2 4 & % *t 2 + 4 @len T p 44 | (target
button) °

- Bpo SR E S F O § RN KR R St
B RS TR B A T P R e g R UL R T T e e
st IR ES F B (reaction time) p x@Asdedt T 487 P
T BRI L5 & (TP (movement time ) o #75 AR R T 50
I EpE G TR o At~ d4 0P P 35d Stim2 75 A B kA E

PER > -t pF T ficdp B3 3 Neuroscan il 3 ELIE 4B o

Methods — Experiment One

« Compatible

ame T

KK

Incompatible
opposite s 2a%%

or -
LKL
Bl 3-50: F % — ¥ FEBlT
WARY > XBH ARG EFY L BT Y R ALY R o B
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H1f o mEENR (1) £ 279 Fsame ; & Topposite; & 3 500ms »
(2) ErEm? FrafHsgapfige - (3) ST T 24, & T4

g, (v 24H 3 (1) ~ (3) E 3=+ 120 @))%

Methods — Experiment Two

 Compatible

SAINC s .

e |ncompatible

ol

36 F %= b B 7

WY o X EHARRE AEEP L BT ARG e o
PRI B ERENRm (1) £E 270 Tsame ; & Topposite ; & 3
500ms > (2) "EF T ® B alen2 3apdlg - (3) GBH@AETHRT T 24 &

Tt (B ) A (1) ~ (3) £ 3=+ 120 a2 %r
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Ju

ok k&

AFHRALRF TEEFORFE ARl s TR LR
AMREE > 7 UIRHERE Y FRDOT AN > A F IR G R
B oo gt tedkikd Neuroscan = @ #74 & e NuAmps ¢ st eéra &% &
WHEBEE G EE T b dp g B R 10-20 % st ° P
RAEEEE iTEE Y gk, A L {82 s L omastoid b oo R AP
TEERRR IR AR R > PR R e R e AR BE R 0 S R F T (left
outer canthus) » #73 T #&IEFu(Impedances)#y 4] & bkQ ™ 5 %=
2 % (gain)* % 19dB > # % (bandpass) #* % 50Hz~DC » 3%k %_DC 4 #% >
FFOORRT ks B R edEARY BT VB T A E S 4
ma4re o ¥ DC L (DCoffset correction) » 14 %% #cdy & dihE 4
¥ R 5 BB~ % (A/D sampling rate) 5 1000Hz - z4%4 £~ (epoch)
Adp A gt 100ms — & 3 e & 128 1000ms & ok o

Bk BEY e §EARRE T R R RS R
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~ EEG #icdg e s & 47
3 B4 5 (off line analysis) T E ¥tzesr | hR4n4 B HLie
FR AT AILAEAE o b IRP AT ¢ 0 W R T LR B2 5 ie
fo BB A 47 o
— 4p T > % Neuroscan i {7 ERP # § P » 443 4076 7 #icdp (ONT
) AL HTEARL & E 2T BB AT
1. £ # {7 % #dp (merge behavior data) fr*&a &
Falchy (FRFERF IS ) LBRcmEFETY L2y g
Boehp o RiddrA SHEET Y > BT 4 BB R 7L R
£ B4 - HWP F BRA o 50 F 2k B TRR By S By
8 EH 0 & R REARTVGT s B R E S B
M e BEG £540F 2ok 2 a4 JAG T 1 ARCE flE AT 2T -
L - BRPEFFaET (913 448) - 25 7 1 REF L iR
B F -2 e v ENLRant Fn Ty MTRFIPMAT -
NeuroScan #: &4k & 2 CNT & 4"t A % 377 14 fo Stim &35 45
Rop12 7 5 Bcipk DAT A3 (F RIERY ~ LAEd ~ 3% ) &7
fe & 4ok DAT 47 wc &2 ONT = # & & » &4 ** Scan #c#8 & ¥ & % &
AR RBA - B S BT (sweep) & F 2 (event) BIF 42453k
oo DAT 27 pIE R o TE G org # o
EE T HIp iR Bdp NIREL AT E R BT F R
TR T B (74 M4 o 4oLB T & PR ERP #ic o BB
TFEF Rirds ik e ERP v i 5 % o
B e AR He skt T A M PRS- LASUJILE
AP AT RGN F o AR P

B, HEMURLE R R A A B A



I P RRA G TR o blded § 5 B RAREIRELES > T
E# Tblock # i > #H#mE Gt 4 §I'4 (reject block) » &%
b i g ek dp e f‘“ ¢ T PR ok BT
B R UL L ASURA 2LF Bl RIRSZ 2 3 licdy PI°g
IV S RO =) e p i

C. BERT > BR TG w3 - RoNERTPFES | 1Y
T m T 3R

d. BZe T EEored B Moty e < ] BRI R B
i Aefe R o Al G NG -

2R (EOG) 2 #* (artifacts)

P ppe 2 b AR AR S G AP T T B R
TITRERE 2 xéﬂfﬁ&-;\g,fg?m”@?,miﬁpfm";}’ Fla 704k €
/ﬂ“,f % F % cnficdp o @R FHE D E o DCns B R
e taw Bedyp o RIA 2177 DC offset correct” 4 ¥ 18 &0 CNT
v REFRPS

PR d Lt LNk - 0 A H AL WE g R4
(% B L LA B R SR AT 0 2 B W I{rga NN R G PR
B o ok B2 'f/z’ P PRBE R PRET B Ay R e {D‘—‘FK
FRF B OPIE Gt 2 U BEG 2 7R (correct) )
JE_BEG %57 2 % BOG 82 58 enivi> o
#Fmt (filter)

AT o BT ik Y F 60 ¥ T R RS
BFERUE ERES > PIERBAMNALFRIoT RE R -
o & £ (epoch)

e Brentp T ies (ONT) 274 > £ (7 ERP # 3 hE
BRE AP FPFROERBE T RKY DU EFRT 7N E#
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017 AR ¢ R LAz 5 -200~1000ms > 1w 200ms I {1k
f¢ 1000ms> & F — B flgea cnm 470 M 7 8 Fenfgen A MG e o
A st (baseline correct)

AL nie® LR RARHE A A MR AL - ERP Y 2 A
A Rfpm ok BRFROGTEFRAERD > T3 A#E0) &1
BisnT EFAREPR > FRATOTEE ) AL AH LB
beqe T 3o 8 AU B s S ERP A7) 0 AT R A0 * i AR E ST

Tpoma £ o

o

=3 “,f %™ (artifact rejection)

d >> ERP & pF 5 Sndic > )0t & ¢4 ' time domain | (¥ ) s 45 o
4o S ¥ PE R 4D BE O 2 ey 2245 > PlaE 4R T frequency domain ; (#7
B FEpeBEL 2 FERE -
&4 T 5 (average)

WA g B o d % 008 7 g P (time domain) 2 4F 3
F i (frequency domain) edpse o ERP # 5 e 8_EEG ehp# 5 3 i »
Fpt oo 27 BRPAA Y > £.#% * T time domain | e
#T 35 (group average)

Tymip hh e £ e ERP & 2 6 b i T W

ST SR A -
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I N QJ’)J‘IH\,}%

1. f“ﬁ‘?\;ﬁaméi)“_’é’\ﬂf%
5"1%7* FRENE o W F BRI AEDE FN IR AT 17 5
F ¢ ahp %37 (independent variables) 5 - &M (- & vs. 7
R)s TR (TR VS A TR)ERYE (ZF ys. ) B - R

fhgr T pet § T H N %5 (within subject variables) - i¢ * +

Pl E_% T8 % %7 (blocking variables) °
% % 78 (dependent variables ) & % % F B PR (reaction

time) > # (TR (movement time) ¥ i #& % (correct rate) 1 i@

LA BRRA S N R hE R R G R EA P ER S 0.05¢

2. FERAPRGT 2 AT
#-LH 2L 2T 2 4p MR 24 B (epoch)fdp de T 322 15512 P300

I

g M o MF EPERE A 5 A BINA

(1)P300 &k « 3-8 2 p flpe T T P300 A% 2 F chps ¥ o

()F EHY  BF R RE P00 BRI - AL 5 iz = 2 {8 (7

P S AT e L

M- RPET RS FFES BN RE O EFERER S FF

L S0
T 20 BEG AR 5 M- RO T R PP R BE - Bdek B0 7 G

H i ensesnz 4 b B0G 0 & s TEEF A 0 70 B F e EEG Mk

PIigo% - BRANEE - BET A TR RT ] F BFR - F

(e S P300 R H - P300 i 1 o
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-~ 75 A RER

PP BT Z AT S iy AT E RIS R AR R A S
F PR (reaction time); # (T (movement time) B EjEi# * £ M 4=
dedgE T H T P R F - S enf kR B8 A A F o R fode (TR A
fegr™ & o LagS (correctrate) d & Fwy @ ifoslicp g L 230 E R R
Glc® RS L 100m Fotsd T B % 1 B F 6 lcdhis BT 0K
ToPs [~ T3ofs (epF B s T00fES e kL AN B AR REREL T T
FRRPER ~ # (FREF el 725 o

1395 Sternberg #& &) c4r = F] % 2 (additive-factor method) > 4= % 7 fe
Pfr- RILEA 5 R R L WS A LAJL § DT P IFE O 7REA K & H
Pk HE BEE e e B2 0§ H B FOE LR kil -
R A R N g R SRR F P S AW LT (0 ik

+

21 ZERBar AR RITRY FRFERT B ERERF LS

- X ? - R
= e T 5 oty
F R e 437.7  53.8 519.7  65.6
3T e 482.3  55.2 526.8  60.7
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sRiaza 7 pe 155.2 29.0 151.3 28.7

* T fe 153.9 27.7 154.5 31.1
I Fx 7 fie 96. 9 3.7 92.0 8.9
* T fe 93. 6 8.0 91.0 11.1

F Rp*R (reaction time) :

M- R T it L% 5 %5 (within subject variables) o #-
#* 2% 5 B % %% (blocking variables) - %“gﬁbé\#‘r FadBoe ik 2
AT SRR - REETREL G BEFxE (F1,12=87.49, p<0.05,
F1,12=20.11, p<0.001) - &4 1 ¥ & » &% - R P r fpFF
(459ms) B FH P HRR T - R{EPF (523ms) o - R{E& 7 it B
23 i 4p§ P A (FI, 12=26.21, p<0.001) (@ 4-1)-

22 F%- F RERORELSITL

2R kiR T2 e pd R B3R FiE P &
g E(E%) 3831.5 1 3831.5 6. 36 0.0148
2 RH 285060. 5 12 23755.0  39.45 <0.0001
- RiE 104023. 1 1 104023.1  87.49 <0.0001
- R x XEF 14267. 1 12 1188.9 1. 97 0. 0466
B LY A 17329 1 17329 20.11 0.0007
TR x X 10342. 9 12 861.9 1.43 0.1827
TR x - RiE 9137.3 1 9137.3 26. 21 0.0003
- R x TR x XEE 41827 12 348. 6 0.58 0. 8489
FE 30712.5 51 602. 20

&3 4'78886. 6 100
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Reaction Time (msec)

240 A

520 - oﬁ————__—__—__—_#.
500 -
Congruent
480 { | —— Incongruent
450 -
440 -
420 . .
compatible incompatible
Bld-1:Fo&k- = FlaHF BRPFR DI T

- EERY AP IR TR - R ark G BT - R
Mg e iR - RETIgERE TR B F R Eyk (FL, 24=42. 66,
2<0.0001 ) & {7 B pFrak B B (437.Tms) & F 3 3073 7 e
Bk g R (519.7Tms) o 2§ X i A - RA| I gpF > T e B Foan

%;3;%3]‘&;71 pE 1 (FL, 24=1.07, p>0.05)-
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# (TP (movement time):
4 3 4a % @ 4e— R P(FL, 12=0. 47, p>0. 05) ™ fet(F1, 12=0. 0,

p>0.05)~ 2 3 1% (F1,12=1.070, p>0.05) & fepFfF 4002 5 B F »c%k o

23 7%k BITEFORRE LA

2R kiR T2 e pd R B E FiE P &
g E(E%) 6.5 1 6.5 0.24 0. 6280
2RH 19242. 6 12 6603. 6 241.38  <0.0001
- RiE 11.8 1 11.8 0. 47 0. 506
- R x XEF 301.7 12 25.1 0.92 0.5355
B LY A 0.0194 1 0.0194 0 0. 9846
TR x X 603. 27 12 50. 27 1. 84 0.068
TR x - RiE 44. 95 1 44.95 1. 64 0. 2061
- R x TR x Xy 504,15 12 42.01 1. 54 0.144
FE 1313.1 48 2'7.35723

&3 82749.8 103
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2 rEF (correct rate):

4 R BEAFFREF - RMEF B F>E (FL 125581,

p>0.05) o &% - KA pfiinT hr m 5 2 095.3% 0 L 3 - KA

g B (91.59%) (F1,12=0.0, p»0.05)+ = fett (F1,12=1.07, p>0.05)

E A Hehe 3 e (F1,12=1.25, p>0.05) $~ tmas s algFps-

24 9% - > 2REFORELTE

IR T4 e AR e E T P i
L (E%) 0.0079 1 0.0079  4.10  0.0481
% 3 0. 4443 12 0. 037 19.14  <0.0001
- R 0. 0369 1 0.0369  5.81  0.0329
- R x £ 0. 0761 12 0.0063  3.28  0.0012
TR 0.0121 1 0.0121  3.41  0.0895
e x £ 0. 0425 12 0.00354 1.83  0.068
TRl x - R 0.00344 1 0.00344 1.25  0.2862
- R x TRefd x £32% 0 0.0033 12 0.00276  1.43  0.1844
WA 0. 0987 51 0.00194

&3 0. 7551 103
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1 Ime {Ins ec]

FAILIRE

FLl 4 N T
e T
can H
400
=00 A
=00
| 00 A
n
Congruent Congruent Incongruent Incongruent
compatible Incompatibl compatible incompatible

Bl 4-2 - w {60 Sk T chil saF op s ds (v
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= ¥ RAAM T iy

P300 e & H-F RPFRF 22 2] = A FFEC T =% ¥ (stimulus evaluation)
2 F BE# Y (response selection) e # 5 Z| 1R & Flnps F ficdy o & W44
Tl e 8 8 F 8 8 8P 38 7 two-way ANOVA &~ 47 02 F35 3 7 e - R 2

G123 (EH o

20 ZR BB/ R R (gt e F BERDLR

et F i B

- R A T * - R
Ty Y T BFE T RBE T by
7 fe 352.9 48.5 390.0 Bl Cleglidmb) 69.1 129.7 98.8

* 7 pe 385.7 4.6 399.4 76.3 96.6 80.8 127.4 83.0

avg-incongruent-all-group.avg—
-12.5—
-10.0
-7.5
5.0

:2.57 | X S SN
uv oio Oy \A/VW/ \/ R

s stimulus
7.5-

Hor

125 T T T T T T I
-1000.0 750 0 500 0 250 0 00 250.0 500.0 750.0 1000.0 1250.0 1500.0
ms

B 4-3: - R&EF - R ERP A5




Time (msec)

avg-incompatible-all-group.avg—
Hedrode FZ
-12.5—
-10.0—+

-7.5—

5.0 \
25 \/A \JV__\J\"\“A\-/\,\/\'\/
uv 0.0—‘\«\¢f\/\j A N

2.5 \
5.0 cue stimulus

7.5+ T T

10.0-

125 T T T T T T T \ T I
-1000.0 -750.0 -500.0 -250.0 0.0 250.0 500.0 750.0 1000.0 1250.0 1500.0

ms
Bl 4-4 7 pedr 3 7 pe g ERP 470

00 -
I 200
I Selection
400 S
300
200 S
100

Congruent Congruent Incongruent Incongruent

Compatible Incompatible compatible Incompatible

Bl 4-5 ~ w fAFw e P300 B Hp &7 F RiE  HP
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Congruent

Incongruent

o {Mm wik;\// M aw]‘},/wfm“

AN

Fz P4

A~ A

v

Bl 4-6 1 - R&E 7 - RGP & e e S A4pH T 2t R

Congruent __.._.......
Incongruent A
Y Mf\ o e

F3 P2 P4

W 4-T: 7 fedr 7 " g iR pt & AR BT G M T
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P300 Bk #p — i ¥ -
T et fo- RMETEL X ;éﬁ m %38 (within subject variables)

¥ P300 AR g (T 47> Fomdkiy T RS - RIEL PG AL BFR T
% (F1,12=8.63, p<0.05, F1,12=11.95, p<0.01)°d % 6 ¥ > &% 7|
- RA T gepE A2 4 0 P300 A RE (369ms) A — R {|gpF (395ms) k#
Eoo- R St (2.225uV) A - R R R T
(0.608uV) > ™peiter - Rz B3 BFeh3 ivr (Fl,12=4.97,
p<0.05) » & - ¥t & 47 (contrast comparison) & 7+ 7 fe ¥ -
A ek 3 B3 - RAFI g e - R PFAFERT TR EF
1 B (F1, 24=16. 6, p<0. 001 )> & fetim™ & 4 7 P300 R (353ms)
w2 T et pE ok ehie (390ms ) 0 T e pEenik by (1, 992uV) v 2 T e pE e
Aty (0.829uV) L 2o o ¥ E > A7 - RAPFpfind > TRET TR
'r%fﬁﬁﬂélﬁlﬁf‘ﬂ Bx 5 (F1,24=1.35, p>0.05)-

7 6 F%- > P300 AR g R AL

%1 %R T4 e pe R B @E  FE P
% ¥ 215264.73 12 17938. 73

- R 8402.33 1 8402.33  8.63  0.0124
- Rft x £ #E 11682.4 12 973. 54

™ ek 5796.17 1 5796.17  11.95 0. 0047
TR x %K 5821.58 12 485.13

TRl x - R 1788.94 1 1788.94  4.97  0.0457
- Rft x TReft x £3%  4318.8 12 359. 9

WA 0 0

L3t 253074.98 51
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P300 latency (msec)

4110 -

Congruent

400 4 | —*— Incongruent

390 -

380 -

370 -

360 -

350 . .

compatible incompatible

W 4-8 1 flje- SpEe 5 B fedhs FI% £ P00 FRY 2 3 i
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FRERY :

20T R BEAITHET NG - KRG BEEe%x (FI,12=12.18,
p>0.01) > f— KA P F BEH TR0 RF (369ms) ¢ 3 - R
%@ P (395ms) e T Eett (F1,12=0.57, p>0.05) & - K@ ehe 3 few

(F1,12=0.98, p>0.05) f"AZkgF L2 (B 4-T)-

2T 9% F BRERYDFRE LT 4

2R KR T2 e pd R B E FiE P &
A 303188. 7 12 25265. 7

- R 18594. 96 1 18594.96 12.18 0.0045
- KRR x XREF 18313. 4 12 1526. 12

TRl o 2= 43 1 285. 23 0.57 0. 466
TR x X 6045. 53 1% 503. 79

TRt x - RIE 642. 40 1 642. 40 0.98 0. 342
- R x TR x X T869.37 12 655. 78

A 0 0

&3 354939. 65 51
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Response selection (msec)

140

130

120

110

100

a0

en

W 4-9 0 fljem RpLe £ T ik Flg H0 5

Congruent
—e— |ncongruent

Compatible

60

Incompatible

i eniE s



R 5%

FENF&R- BN E s WTERANBERI AP ATUET TR
oo MR g R A 2 TR T - R FL T
A e e L AE IR SRR KR F T b S R S P300
BRY -~ F RERPET RSB TREFFORE TATERE RIS

S ROF

o

\_

-n\«

- . A RAEH

T Z Yy F B R (reaction time) -~ # fEpF A (movement time)
fer ;2 & (correct rate) > FHRIE > 28R 2% - 4k - 2 87| A7 B2

- ﬁom' T Tk REFERF ‘v‘nl?FﬁF’S"}f cF FEX o

2 81 AT ERE R T ROEFRT L Ak BRER &R ol

FRFERF (ns) # TEERF (ms) rFEF (%)

Tia L — TR = RS
7 pe 495. 8 62.7 151.1 26.0 93.3 3.6
* 7 e 568. 1 62.5 148.9 25.7 83.4 8.7
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FRER

TR R 0 R S BB M M ERE

Bt o 2 9 BT ety BEsck (FL,L9=24.34, p<0.001) > A & &

fefiin T chk R (496ms) vt 3 T AR B (568ms) (Bl 4-8) -

29:9% - FRFRFORELTE

$P &R 5 e pd R BhE FE P i
* (EW®) 91. 22 1 91. 22 0.29 0.597
x?é‘“ﬁ 137055. 5 9 15228.39 48.21 <0.0001
TR 52299. 37 1 52299.37 81.4 <0. 0001
TR X x;éﬁ 5782.48 9 642. 49 2.03 0. 0922
A 6001. 04 19 315. 84
g2+ 201229.63 39

700 -~

BO00 N ompatible

BN Incompatible

~ 500 H
:
‘;,_.’ 400
E
g 300 4
g
g
= 200

100

0

Feaction Time

Movement Time

Bl 4-10 : F %= 7 5 Bdp a7 feibt i
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B TR

B (P chA 45 5 % B

TR Bk 4p B ¥ (FI1, 9=5. 52,

p<0.001) (% 10)- e & » A7 fefFg ™ and (TR (15Ilms) F &7 7 fie

S pE (149ms) 4p £ 2ms e

Fo b 8 (EpE B B B4 EINAP BT S L o

210 F%=- HITEFORRE L4

ERARRAT I IR AR R

IR T fe pe R B E P P i

L (E%) 1224.95 1 1224.95 12.12  0.0025
£ 3% 22132.11 9 2459.12  24.34  <0.0001
™ et 46. 44 1 46. 44 5.52  0.043
TR x £EE TS 9 8. 42 0.08  0.999
WA 1919.89 19 101. 047

&3 25399.14 39
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EREF
AdrT Rl RS BFRE (FL1,9=22.4, p>0.005) (% 11)> &

TR R T et FES (93.3%) AEF BT TR (83.4%) -

SRR RS- L

IR T fe ped R B E Fi P i
gL (E%) 0. 0031 1 0.0031  2.29  0.1465
% 0. 099 9 0.011 8.10  <0.0001
™ et 0. 0985 1 0.0985  22.4  0.0011
TRl x £EE 0,396 9 0.0044  3.23  0.0151
WA 0. 0259 19 0.00136

&3 0. 2664 39




= FERMT &R

FEHOPIE > ZEF - AR > £ 127 Ap B chpF F Bicdy o

212 F 7 HPBIRETRET TREONEEEHE S RERD

Tl 8 (ms) FREE#P (ns)
Tz A T2 A
e 330. 7 38.0 165. 1 62. 2
T pR 261.8 143. 1 262.4 83.6
Congruent ............
Incongruent ______  m F2 7% Fi

BlA-11: R %= > TREDTREFE R EOT PR R
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P300 ik — Flgri= e 9
N“ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ’U%”i%%%%ﬁ’%ﬁﬁﬁ@?&&

Wit Moo T RES A ¥ %% (F1,9=1.93, p>0.05) & 2 »
+7p=fﬁ°p$—j s mgR g N ;IL%\S‘E‘E%K&%ZPE"—’W'*L}{FLIV\%

oo TR s PR by (7.37TuV) #2 ™ FepF (5.99uV) F it #

213 F %= 7 »P300 BRPHgE L4

23 Xk T2 e pd R B E FiE P &
xR 86853. 3 9 9650. 4

R CTER 23736. 1 1 23736.1  1.93 0.1979
TR x X 110532. 5 9 12281. 4

A 0 0

&3t 221121. 8 19

FREERY
SRR T R FIEE R (FL,9-12.18, p>0.01) @ &7 iR
Tk BERPFRF (160ms) » v A TRk R pE kg (262ms) e

214 9%k > F REBYPIHB AL

23 KR T3 e pd R B E FiE P&
XA 74253. 9 9 8250.4

TR 47365. 6 | 47365.6  18.17 0. 0021
TRt x X 23458. 9 9 2606. 5

L 0 0

&3 145078.45 19
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Reaction Time {msec)

&00

400 S

300

200

100

Evaluation

Bl 4-12 : 5 %= ERP #cdp o0 fie it i

67

I Compatible
I [ncompatible

Response



=
d
+lo
-\
"
5

BERARS G 0 KL R - RS T RS FE A FIEER R 4D
FREEER S F BPFRFE RS AR TR g d B -4 7
A skt el - R e TRl o BT F kT G ookehut K R R
i#— B %% ¢ Cynthia D. & Robert M. S, &% # is + 0 i» § o = 3 — 5 (Cynthia
Doucet & Robert M. Stelmack, 1999) - & ¥ (movement time) R AL
A s e B ks (FREER % 22 Cynthia D, # PR A - R Gk i
e D fge-"fedd | F &R %425 (stimulus-compatibility paradigm) ® > %
BH - R (PR RE > ey @8 Ons e FEe VPR B E ) ehL
PR EEREL R & o

FRRPER SR BT - KRB TR FlE G BEE LI T 5 0 g
RFLAMER WA EE  SALEET T B L 2] btk h - 73
3 A hiEE s ¥4 &P Sternberg ¢ T4 & F1 % 12245 | (additive factor
theory) » # 23 23 8% » Pl & A B RIT Anifier 8% A - BRY
Booom b wulie* 47 peff b0 e 8.4 Sternberg «hIZ A F A dvig - Fl &
LR e bRk F- MR DA maer L xRk Ty P F
BEERY P oo

P300 % & & R A cnpf ¥ Rl £ 72 (chronometry ) 3 B34 - BIF % M ¥ %
SR T o NP e B0 P00 R A 25 TR S 0 F BREFRL P300
BRPR TS TF EERY o b EAMT g G > APF D B F

RS Tfpead) 2o Tr REEY | 6 i e— BB adgd D o
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A TE T RIT R L H P00 R § B F R T P AR T 0E
AN

oo FBRERDPOEERE TG - REFEF R TRMEEIT EYRIP

F
B o T AR TRESHEFIZE AR T F BER ) OFT > il
FEFRBLENT A FHEFLING D TRDF R ROFTANGEER S - BERE W
Fro Flam BF EREL o R ek AT RRF 0 TR i 4 0
SEF R I ER R R R A B H B R F RERPFRIG
TRtk o 3 Mis B o Hommel » #FG Rtk iE o Bd TR AR
7 TE 8% 4 (event files) 924 » B 3nsE » 2 FfEuap £ L7
NFLER-F RO GaE LR - B IR > SAMARY LA

F g Al R 8 x suensi & (sensory integration) (Hommel, 2004) - Hommel {

Rt L W P BB TR A EAR BRI REETUREES B L SR

Pldei- TR & T8 e EFEaR-FEHF -2 i2-Hit
W T i B (Fads (Pl (motor engram) 2 B AR Y £ - B
"%  (code) 2 & &z (representations) & igMM & £ F 7 - &
it (generalized) X %7 i > R FEAPAFTHR - B&- HkHE o

d 3t P300 R BEF T (F o SR T pe ik AT S K
A-RELAET - Ra B g - REJFPFRT » T fRa1 (F& @
P300 REpAgF chpt 3 T feend (T & R oo § M TR lbantk andihit o 3
L FERE TRk B e TEEAfHO s P F Y b v
(Adolf & Christensen et al., 1996) o # Adolf & A ehF 2% ¥ & 2 * G¥>t 7
REES ~ -l HedZ @ A RA L R A - REBFF L S F KA
TRESD o B F A0 o PR AR AT &Y - RIETE A P00 BRI 7
FOATeRT fekd o T b § b e T et ok il ¥ LN F pfloi o
Tl e R 4o pFo TR anc b B O A4 > G I VTR AT R 7 - R
VER P “oFa BN = r il DR
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¥~ 9 %7 Cynthia Doucet (1999) & X A= 3 B 5 v > B8 % b >
NP SR PO oMk m B P T fedank £ F oz BIR
% & 2F §_%]% Cynthia Doucet % 4 4% 7 # ERP 7 @& % = (» (pre-motor
component ) 2 ' £+ B oo A T fedia gk B G R ok o AP B

KPP rrAaLeFmr o R EeEmy g E- 21 0ThRT R A

gm

o
LT RE BB TR A L F RS T e T2 15 L B G B E
P300 EL 0 » @ AR BRDIITA T KRB AR R 0 FlA oA ERIFIFE T
folt ¥l & s m 5142 eh P300 Mk eh it o L3 - BT AN HFE BEEPFT R

FrFROR &R T AT @RS PR F EERER TR R TE

P
|

AR

5

BAR BT A (5 i S AR A AT e B A N g SRk A § e

G T -

4=
T

w

BEEMET A 3 G %% o NP AR B L AT E AR

gh‘ﬂ

7

TR - RIEA BEA RS EAL G T R TR
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Fo- TEEI O BERDYP I X T REDET ARG £ FF U
LRGP B ARk - Ni B Pehe B5 KT AT AREHR > M2
F oMt EHEE BERF & TER el SRR I T REEFRE AT 2

MR R o TRETAHPI0FERDPEIEFEL R AF RERY

FEHR-TEY N FULEBEPREOR A F RERPFR - 58
McCarthy £ Donchin (1979) & Penf Sl S 4pr= & o R E Ut % 229 % -
NG R RC RO N E T F LR P 2 TR R F RE R o £
Al Ny BRBE 3 P8 AR 4 egp R A 2 2R 7 T e

F s Rorilded Bl 2 87— g shokim e w £d 203 BF sk ik BiE

=1
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