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1 5]
BCAAT 5 A I B AR, ik —Lef5 B3t TN T (Folk et al., 1992), tHAf
I3 51 (Yantis, 1993), 5 & B RN 1 3K (attentional capture). &K 7E N A48 527 B AR I
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(DEFEFEMDEE M. <R3-3 [ (stimulus-driven)(Theeuwes, 2004; Theeuwes et al., 2003); (2)7F =3k
el BT “HbR-BXE)[#) (goal-driven)(Folk et al., 1992; Folk & Remington, 1998; Folk et al., 1994). fi# i
AN IEAR(2004) 065 IX PR E LUK AR BT 7T il S 1) i f 221647 1 ER18 o MRS, AT — AW R0y,
PR BB —E R T DL S SR R, XA R A EE S5 H AR HI S A% ] (Hickey et al., 2009;
Hickey et al., 2010; Theeuwes, 1992, 2004, 2010; Theeuwes et al., 2003; Yantis, 1993; Yantis & Hillstrom, 1994),
A FESS H AR A S KV 0 BEA . e — MO AA Ty, RSB HHOR 15 1T DA R A 24 i
1155 BAR R 25 Y], smif B B sl R, AW 7T F Sl = 4 3K (contingent attentional capture,
SR 2RO AP BARRARRE, BV R 32 A 24 [1(Chen & Mordkoff, 2007; Folk et al., 1992; Folk
etal., 2002; Folk & Remington, 2006; Livingstone et al., 2017), & R4t 0] LA R 15 5 B o H XS HE AT 5%
FHRRFIE A RPN, R T PEIRELE 2 KL B3R R T e MME 55 M 5GE JUE % (attentional setting)
FRIARATRE BE (Folk et al., 1992; Folk & Remington, 1998). X P L S IR i — TR0 ANMT, b #A K&
IEE SCRF o

TR, BETCENIER T PIRG4S R AR ST, XA R IR LB TR PR,
RIT s Jid 25 {1 i3 (rapid disengagement hypothesis BX speed-of-disengagement hypothesis) 115 51 il 5 i) (signal
suppression hypothesis)(Gaspelin & Luck, 2018a, 2018c, 2018d; Sawaki & Luck, 2010; Theeuwes, 2010; Folk &
Remington, 2010). 7 3C 3 B 5GVE HRs Bt 2 (B 10 AN 5 A B DX P MR A BRI SR OB 7T, MR UE AR 3
i WEFTUEDE « PURBCE RO LU S5 5 AT AR, H A2 Dt 783 A1 TR TT0E i SR AR AL il LG A3 B i 1)
HARALA, FERARRIE B SR A RO S AT e ..

2RI B R
2.1 RERERRORERIZOAE

PRI B AZ 0 N R I R TR B FF AR5 BRI S — I i e &, HRER R
TERFET RN R TR MO B 8, R R BT IR GAE5 ERARE, R GE B E . X —
B F4R H S AT 70 20 - SR S B B R b . FEAE GBS SR BRI b, BL Folk 3 ) — LERIF 75 ¥
FH 25 ) 2 2 #2775 X (spatial-cuing paradigm or precuing paradigm)f78 X IFfE 7 — R FIHTF 78 S 0] HI - DR 5 7
#(Anderson & Folk, 2010, 2012; Folk et al., 1992; Folk et al., 2002; Folk & Remington, 1998, 2006), %7t
LRI ZHT 150 ms Zida 290, 45 RRIAE ST RE M R R IR 7 A LR SR RBL(RT s
X RATF GRS BRI AL AN HAR-SRE IR A E 2 S 3, e A5 Eim T
(R R AT R L, AR E R FRAE MR R IR, BB b R R R R IR
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RS L. KT, Theeuwes(2010)FE AN FIX A%, AR AR IR ) B8 IR A HE R 5t 1 B it B
P, IATE R RIS R 2 RA R AL, TEZR R RS, AR BT S A Rl 5 % S Fr A 3 4 3
RS T E BTN B R E B R RN R AL E R B, AR AR 2R SRS HARA TN
TR PEM B R RITEAE, AR E LI G . Bk, P B st m -
N TGRSR A BEAG PR SRR, R HN-R A R A 7

2.2 RIEBEES R AIEE

Theeuwes % A(2010)3& W PRIE BB 5, |~ KHF A E Blgx — R IT T K& 5 (Blakely et al.,
2012; Brockmole & Boot, 2009; Schoeberl et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019; Wright, Boot, & Jones, 2015; Geng &
DiQuattor, 2010). Sz HFR it 2545 Uk FIE 3 Hh DL 2 8] 28 R 3 7R 7 30K 22 30 (Belopolsky et al., 2010; Theeuwes,
2010) F1 HR 2h it 2 5 20 (oculomotor disengagement paradigm)(Brockmole & Boot, 2009; Wright, Boot, &
Brockmole, 2015; Wright, Boot, & Jones, 20158, A /> &0 7t K A A4 5451 3 3 2 HAF X (additional
singleton paradigm ) (Wang et al., 2019).

RH R R RIS L 5, ARR IR BB R R RN, AR RIS EH LR
VEN R BRI IR TIER, TR IR RN RAREH MR R AT, TR LN GIEF AR LR
BEBLE” T o Anderson Al Folk(2010){# IS AL R Iem i sl L, LR -4EFAHMURRE toE T 2Rk E
PR L, BANFE-TROAH AL 2 R AF R 2 HOVE R BRI, BET ™ A BRI 2R PR LR . SR1T, Theeuwes(2010)
R, AEE-TRRAH LA 4 2 AR R I R PR RN X — S5 R E A DTk B TR Rm R F, B n]
PABRAR Ny Bk g R R T AR R A SR MR B I R, A RN T — R, RN R AL E
B 8 N AR KRR IR RN, Rz, SRR ST AR, EEn IPENR R A E B A, 1t
IR AR BB/« Belopolsky %#(2010)[FIFEfE F 7284 Folk 55(1992) )3 A1 & Rignia X, ARk il &
i st 7 EAEAIES . 2R 3, AR TR S AR R SR T go/no-go (RS 4G A, HZkEE
= no-go FEFFIRFHERT (40 $REORFET2RH onset PP, ML Z AT, &5 R R IB T I
FELRRWALE R RE T RSB E AR, RUH BRI AR IR BN, ATIERE — IR AR T AT & 5
TR A R B A R SO I MAZ AL B, T AR B0 1 T B ) e A A R A B 2 B
(Belopolsky et al., 2010), Anderson Fl Folk(2012)f{)5256 1 AISZE 2 15 5] 7 FIFERI 45 R .

T A4 M B9 91 208 AR 20 PR i B (B 4R SRR 48 OB 7008 25 S IR BB BRHOR DL AR AN
T T (RT wopmrenr) NTEHR. van Zoest, Donk £l Theeuwes(2004) FIRF 78 R B, 180K HHS R 1 104 1
6 170 JEB B TR AR IR S WL 2 4R R T, WFFEE VONIR — S5 R SR 1 R s i, B —
I T8 A A LA 17 2 B R R ) . FAR K8 il AR . (DPESM RIS R R A2 0, 7Y
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R R M 0 3 I AR, S B0 2 IR BRI SRR B, [FI IS R A S5k IR S04 3R 80
(2) A By 2 T B B WA S 35 ORI 3R, 7E P R R B P R AT R AR A R AR B, X o> 55K
FARLIE P PR R T R B SR AR, S BE A R P IR B SR AN /N . Wang 25 \(2019)f5 5
SREBINE R, SEB R T RO B R, 45 R ROUE SR T RO E R, T
SR R A T PRSI/ o X RURAT AR R AR 2 2 TN — i i S L PR
1% 5 Brockmole A1 Boot(2009)4 Hi 4 T LA Pt A TTUF-He 402 22 B0 i B AR — 550, 1 oy st i
BRI T SR

AR R RE XA G X E TR, P URAE X 2 TR 5| B — 8
15 2K 14 B2 IS 43R E RS I 7 CRRFLE %7 B 4 oK (1) [ S 451 FE (Blakely etal., 2012), i HR 20 B39 20 A 0L
PRI A4 b I T LA SE o B U0 5% 80 it B P T A IR« KEEIF 7 38 FH BR 50 it 28 3 SR e e it
FRORZ I DR 3R, D bRk It 25 18 5t v B A it 78 i A2 4R AHIE 4 (Boot & Brockmole, 2010;  Wright, Boot, &
Brockmole, 2015), 445 &I P Sy A s Az B 5 I POV SOURAAE 15 P8 T ARFAEAR AP BN S ik D22 A5 5 25 (e )
MAPSER, BIEEAPRERIIE K. thoh, A7 0 FUM F IR Z Al HAE 55 112 K (oculomotor capture task) &I,
A1 EIALET A SR K T PR AN PR AR, R %A A B B TR AR A, LR SR F i o
& E N BRI R IR SN, T AR A A TR A A B B R R LR S - AR AR AU DR B

(Born et al., 2011).

23 XTFIRFER BRI FIL

JOER T — ECH BT AR TS IR, (H e 4 ik, SCRPPGHNE B B e v A
KT PR M B B AT RAFAE S8 o T A2 i 1) T ZE R P PIAS : 1IR3 56 B R 3R Tt 8 10010 0
2)Bk /> Sfe A TR T ESE o BT, A B AU U RS B B SRR AR RN R AR 5 15 IR R A T 2%
ZR AL 2 18] f) B 18] 15 % (Chen & Mordkoff, 2007). if A 72 H 28 217 2 T8 (I TR DB 22 150 ms, BRI
it BB MR R SRR A — SR, VERA 28 00 I IA) AR B A B S T A 2 R AR AR RN 2R
DRI BEAFF S0 A0, SR DR S R 0 LE A 1, TR 47 0 e R B ) B 22— N AN 2 DA R i B B R A A
BN, RERRAB e B, MRz, WRIZ BT R —58 BRI ARSI L AR /RA B . Chen Fl
Mordkoff (2007) IR 5T, ABAT A2 2R 87 2 8] (RN [ TR B 4 K228 35 ms, 45 R AR B OAIAE T 28 AU A —
BT, onset L8R IHBA 7 AELRITRIBE, WEAH I AR — 45 F 0 Pd B B Ut . B
Z4b, Anderson F1 Folk(2012)ifid #4228 Z AL - (KRR AE FIRE R B 7 b REAVE AR Z IR 20 B, A AT
AN Belopolsky %5(2010)A 311 7t FRI2R Z 57~ R0 PT B S BRI & — 7 B BT B T RHAE ], 7 S5 v
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T WY B A IR DA B A IR A B BB JE 0%, Anderson 45 AKX B SRR g 5 46 3 0 0% (1 40 ) 2L i
(capture-independent inhibition account). J& 3, BRIEME R B2 P LAAR 84— L6t 72 3 o BE AR K — 70 B 4]
72 AT R SR A HL AR T T (1 SR IR o bRk 8 AR U0 A N AR R SRR I AT S 2 N, 1<)
PSRBT BV V2 oK E A 53 2R H A B 5 T PRI, bR il 5 B i AR Xy T ) AN /2, HR BB B
BORTT D s A SRR TT 1) S5 4R AR 48 1) R SR o R e R A B A IR S S e, R
M R 2 U 5 0 2 U AR PR T IR o VR AR B AN B SO B A R R AR, Rl
A BT R SR AN T /D

LR EPTIR , AT DA IR i 1 B A 2 TR R 2R BV 3P i 1 e A AR S T T 8 P P A
TR LT (AR B 4 2 22 16 PRI 18] 1) 8 o PR Pl 5 B by <<Hifi 8- it i1 JEAEKs B R i _E 3R 8 B
MR A AR, EMRR S (A 2k R TE Urh 2R R SE7= RN R I DU A — € 1 &

3 5= HHIR
3.1 ESIFIRIEROCAR

N T RAEA T LA E B R AAN LS Z A48, Sawaki Al Luck (2010)32 H T 5 —Fiks B R L4
R LR A A ORI SR, BB SR SRR RO N R, TR RE TRV
B AT 25 B R A 2o A — P TE R (attend-to-me) (IS 5, TIVEREA IR Z AT LA BA R AE RN TEE B B IE
WAtk AT, R RO R B ERI I TR B BN B SR 7o 3X MBS R
-IXEHEAR AL, AUV R BRI IR R B SRS ERM A AR BT 557, AR
VOAAUERR BRI GIESTERAFRF, X5 Fh e B 22 5 B R i), Sl s r 5ol 5 ey
REKTFIHER, X—m 583 BT E -SR0S — 3. &5 IRSBEe 1 H AR-2R5) BEe #A A
A T7, (HEN XS WEGA B TT . SRIBEIRESIES AR 2, ZEIRI N, RERHEAZS
AERIRIES, FRHRIEREEER A, 5 -SRI AR, R R BRI K HE S
B AN 1 S B S IR

3.2 {ESH0FIRIEA9IERE

B MEMR IR 2 )5, WHRENTHE S8 R R IT 1 K EWT 7T (Failing & Theeuwes, 2019; Failing et
al., 2019; Gao & Theeuwes, 2019; Gaspelin & Luck, 2018a, 2018c, 2018d; Gong et al., 2017; Hu et al., 2019; Sun et
al., 2018; Wang & Theeuwes, 2018; Lee & Geng, 2017; Marini et al., 2016; Cosman et al., 2015; Lega et al., 2019;
Tran, 2020). SCRFZ AU HIRTTE R 2 R A 176 20038 30(Gaspelin et al., 2017)80# #1X —u X S 3k-
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REFT-55 #H 45 & (capture-probe paradigm)(Gaspelin et al., 2015; Gaspelin & Luck, 2018a), 175 % FH 3808 1 2 4
RO FEBH R B 8175 (Sawaki & Luck, 2010). R it 2 45 b SEUEAT 78 il FH VA LR —, TS 5410
B B ESE MR AT, B T A VR 247 RSB N H A2 EEHE (Gaspelin et al., 2015; Moher & Egeth, 2012;
Moher et al., 2014; Sawaki & Luck, 2010; Vatterott & Vecera, 2012), 4 VFZ i} 7t# % Hi4: P (Bimer & Kiss,
2008; Gaspar & McDonald, 2014; Gaspelin & Luck, 2018a; Jannati et al., 2013; Sawaki & Luck, 2010, 2011; Sun et
al., 2018) MR ZhiE Ef (Gaspelin et al., 2017; Gaspelin et al., 2019)(1) 7772 i R4 T IR S 5.

FEAT NWEFEH, Gaspelin 55 (2015) {3 H AN AGIE AR XSG S R-REHME S I H AR, 4%
RI, BT TCREE TR E N A FITR BRI, WTEARYE B 2 SCRVAE 7 REAS PR A7, Xl (g iR
EOUCRERE RN S0, SRR 10 YE AL S48 ZRAT 55 AP AL bR Ui B R 1 2 I 45 2R A (B S B 2% £
AR BANG), i 47 A TS R BT R (K S R U R, HARE T HABE S T304,
WD AR & R B IO B RS RE, XS R RIIT I TA R AE R A K2R T AT
WHFerh, IR BT PO R 0 SR I WAL i A AL R 75 R BT I T AL B IR R R
WAL E 2 FHH P SRR . HAEBRRETE R, A5 S IR S W IR SCRE R B TR B RIEOR K
AR IR A6 ) Pp (positivity contralateral to the distractor) il 43, H.BA 17 A LR 3k & 42 (Burra & Kerzel, 2014;
Eimer & Kiss, 2008; Gaspar et al., 2016; Gaspar & McDonald, 2014; Jannati et al., 2013; Sawaki & Luck, 2010,
2011). Jannati £5(2013)F FHZRSMEABNE X R XR I, RUETE R BARTE K, RET WA K ir
AVE R R 1) N2pe(N2 posterior contralateral) 573, SRR S BRI, REFRMNFER AT Po
By, AR WFERUR S L A P A R BN L, s Ut TR R 1R R
AN, wlisAs DLPREA T S M

AT IR FUAN e A BRI 53 I ) Ak AT DA oA B 2 1) R AR S T R84, IR BB %
BRI T DAIE I R R R] DLV A S % [/ R AT Ipata 55 A\ (2006) AE B M B A B 1 4141 il
RN o ARATT A BN R G B0 7 AR e Je = P (8 B )/ T 5 ) e AR I~ 2948, B
HE X — HR B0 ] S LA 7538 3 1 7 7 AT 5286 S AT 45 A N TR i RSB .- Gaspelin 25(2017) ) — R A1HLZ)
S0 N R RE 2 S B4 5 ) SR AH SARS TR MBI IR S, & S iR s At 7k 5 IRSh e,
HE I T2 S T AR R R I R SR i 1 ERIEYE .« Gaspelin 55(2017) ) S50 ook A oh 54515 2 1 A2 20
RSB BTG A, H PR DU 2R 0 SRmS I, 15 YA S i ) T B e S 7 49, 1A 2
BT, BIPEAEIR SR AON KR, A SR R IR i R AE P R s X — O LS, B
DUIRBH NSRS, ok D s 7P AT IFE SRS 1 Pl RO PRI g, 25580, ik
ML SE A TR AP0, AR e 3Rty Bk kA 7 B N LR SR . 256 2 ikl
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OB RHURF E FHE AR SERE , 45 R, 5HABIRM T, & L D sl [ 5 B 1 T,
B A MR S A TR RN o X EHTF 7T A 3T T A 52 SR 1) A L A5 5 4B SR O 1 EdE

33 XTESHHEIRREANSIL

S MEN BB R T, A EEHR S R E S, K TE SRR UL S TR
HAE WHATIE A 15 5 AR AE . (S SRR BNy, RS A i T — M Ea R NE S
(Sawaki et al., 2012; Sawaki & Luck, 2010), SAA K= LR AN]SR RIAEAE, (X TR FEER T
5T HIIEARLEAT A BIR S BRI 70 R A AR A B AT S A AR — i AR AT BUA 100 ms-200
ms Z B[} 1IE 73 Ppe(Positivity posterior contralateral) b5 iR (Barras & Kerzel, 2016; Fortier-Gauthier et al., 2013;
Jannati et al., 2013), {HHHWIFFE R HEEy P B F- W7 Bk, Ppe BITIHER SLHFAA N2pe A Pp I
2 W H—3%, Jannati %5 A\ (2013)F) S5 R IR B F S BB IS K Ppe, LWR'E 2 THWEEE T,
ABATTINN, Ppe AT AE S RN 0 T PRI AN SR 8 A TR Y80 % S A Bl o AN B M A 4 T ) e i B 3
REMEIRB) . WAHTEE, Ppe JEAREARIMIRBINE S, iR SEEEREER, HERLHET
PRI T S RGN, Ppe MUK T o Wl v, KTE SMmli b it s mE S, s —MaE
A FERI RS KBS, YDA EAR e — AMBAR N & o 25 B &R I/ I R B e vl %1, R B AT
P EMI PRI 5, AR 5 2 A0 I R 55 A R J7 2Rk T e 58 2 T 7t

PR, SCRHE S R R0 T LA R AN B e s A8 50, RPN R I DS T ARIE
ANFFIELE E AR, 30 (AR RIDURF AL ER TN SRt 5 2)%F BRSOk Ui #E TR AR B A S B sl — N X AL oAS
A2, AL R AEATE R R RITE N — NIRRT R AT 4 . BIRSCRHE S A B A 2 R 32 2 R P T
FAORR I, (S BN A SRAN B 0 S 4S E kR, AR AR AR VR T A 3R S SR 4 S ML R ATz A
R B4 R R P A PR

4 1R i B R I A4S S HIHIR 5 A X A FOEX &

RATRIOREUL ATt 5 50 55 5400 B 0 R PE M e L R R R e R R P O B, 4
RASTERESENE R LA E LT F 42 EROR AL, FEBEA X AR, MIFZAET, FiE
Y R L BRI BRI R B ERAE R, 2R AR TR R PR AP DRI
U BT L SRR3R A 8 P B S VRS, T 5 DA B R R O 1 PRI, Bk
MBS R TR 2R P 51 DB N, VR € T 5 AL 920 1) (Theeuwes, 2010), £/

7/ 16



AT W 8Z 3 () [z S 4518 (Chen & Mordkoff, 2007; Theeuwes et al., 2003), 282 5e T4 7 2RI, &8 5
Fe DR BRI R, T SR BOA AT I R P2 [ RN, Joo sz 2506, JREE
RAVE RS, RIS RN R4 2) R0 D SR A B R A B T e 2 8 1 e T)
BEAES AR LR, TR FH AOESIHIRH SR AR B T RENTFIYM T2 2] 7M. Bk
i, A5 S IHEMR AR BT, SO AL 1R 2 B0 7 5 ] BE PR R AR (B AR B4
RUNL) o RS 15 B R PT REAARE B XA ) TR B AT REPEBRAIS, T2 AR U D A B S e 5%
WAk, AN AT Db B X AN E, TR T IR SRR o 3 B I 7 T X0 R R AT SE e A R
TGS

4.1 SEWER

R f 12 B ) = S0 Y O S (M L R I T sN(BEE & go/mo-go 1£55), %A F-H Folk ¢ A#2
tHi(Folk et al., 1992), HI#2N T CRHERIEREE 42 A Ll FEslf. 29U, SOy iie Rk
R, P Z I AR RR R 150 ms. SES AP RS R e UL F (AL BB (), KRN T
BATIE R (I , Sasife), G, ZoRPERK AR FHURRL, o iE G5 AU L. PO R
BN, TEREILRN, TIRRRRA AT, HAE AT 5 LR BRI 2 A sl R =, misk
REMZ G 2 HTR X B A, R RIZER RS R AR . 3 S 7 S AH [ ) 26
RALE W I E RIS, SEECRMR RSN, TAIERE T 12 RALE 2 R Rk, SRR
PRI R, H B2 no-go HEFEE M Z B AL BB IO EE et 3 B0 AL BP0, iR
PR RITR UM o X ANE O PRI BB A S8 Py AR URR, BRI 25, Hodm R s st 2
BRI R R RS R TR A B

PRI 2SR I 57— B S8 Y 2UR IR B 253 2. Seg b, 3RS B — b SRR A LA S
Ji LA, BEAL— B 1) J5, o SR s A A o L R B SR s, PR SEAN SN A B T,
AR h SO s SR B SRR AR TP IR AT R o S rh A R R R rh A R R B
AEABA: ke 2% v i AN e SR JE 0 PO E 25 I ) T A s SR A T 2 SO B R 4 X 128 o Ryl e
Z ) B TR TR o 5SS T S A I, T R A B B 2 P A AR, HRE T
P EEL A B S R R 2 B 2 B B AR . 7EX NSk, BT IR AN [ 20, (ERARAT1SE
AN RIAE R — .

& T M S i SR A B A A AR s (B SR EH R SS) . S, A1 RS B
ML e BB FITEAAR B, BRI AT TR IS e b AOSE Tk, R I 72 L or B o R — A
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RS TERIIPUEOI T, SR IUART DA il S e XA rh, TP AsE 1 [ i 2 U
Al — A, B —EAAE G WP B BB, < B DART DAy Mo e st #E 7 i TR B T s 2
[AIAFAE“TES

42 BEFRM

RO B 1B DA RSH-DK ) B 4R 1Y, SCRFERIBERE B IS RF T, K2 R H IR R A R
FE AR D S P A MBS 3, LY S T IR AR 1 F R HE AR K T BEAIL, g2 4wk e b R T
AR LERE W] B2 AN IORFE . TR R R E b, §0 S 3 [ 52 0 A H A R
WAEFA R IELEE AR (B $EF N A, AR TR N A ), SERE T R T
PR R T IR SRS, PUETELR R RIS, HAR 94T RBA T, S ESMIRER . TSRS 5 )
TRULIRT TR, A4 28 SR A M B 2 48 28 A REAN GRS b5 SCIHE BN (U 22 A S5 T o 1 B T ) 5 AR T
TEAR MR8 FREE T BRTE IS4 e AR 0 SR T R BCRFAE PR SR, LRV RV AE [ 22, Bt
PRI E Z JF IR TR . X FE R AN A, P B s SR )3 2 S 4 3K P A
BRI o BRIEZ A, B 7 A 3] RS 2 3R -t B 5O A P R AR A L AR S5 M AN T AR L
ARERFR R, KR RETFEE S FOREATIE—PRAEGKY, £EH, 2012).

R, PO B R BRE 5 3 B B E 5286 Y0 RS R SERE S50 T A AE — 022 0, (HRHE - E T
T B3R B BT R A S5 TR A A, 380 8 i B B 95 T P04 0 TR BH L v S B R AR AT
ER AR, HANENLEI AT RERE S (Cosman et al., 2018; Geng, 2014; Chelazzi et al., 2019). R i 25
VLA S 3R 9 F I RPN HI ML (reactive suppression mechanism, R M TE S A 43 25) A1 3= 540
il LH (proactive suppression mechanism, ] 5 Fif 55 JC KRNI 7E A2 B )(Geng, 2014). FEBRIHE I 2 B
FESE Y, AR IR R R R AT S B A TR R, 3 e M PRI AL F IO S5 2R, P2 i B B R 4%
HlE B PRI R WAL E Z 2], X RYNER BB AR 55 e L B #EAT B0 IR AR vh A 340
NI 25 o AR SR, KRE R AR AT DUZE R B 73k = Ainfs ], XA
FESE T3 B9 45 R (Aron, 2011), AN RN & AR S R SR R AR R AT, 5 2
SR IDHINLRREATHM FE o 77 EAE AR, PRI N ERLHI 8 — PR 2 4 Mo 7 EREAR LR, RMVEHD
LA 3= ShHNEIALE] JE TR U] 2 5 Kb 75 R JE i — DR

5 NESRE
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VAl CIE B RS S AN Kb b s i S P VW IRE P & BTN v A B/ g o 3 = I AN T O 5 Al = w1
TR S A AR AR, RPN S B . X PR B 4R 2R & E A VE 2 SEE
UEYE 4%, X MG R T W e R ELIR . AT BGSR H AN E AR BT TR 4338 1B DN R Hh
TR R I i 5 B Ui AT A 5 M B e SR B B, Rt — DA TE i A A SR BB AR B B PR R
TR ERBRRER TR, KAENRREGEE AR RS, R IR T A BRI
WSS B ANFT I A 78 2 I B MAZ AL B o A5 5 B S A BT RIS A R = i /g,
o R BRI HE S, TR T [ RN AR SRR THEERATUA L
TN EB AIHME 55 TR R B 4T SR PRI Bt B B e AT 7T K 22 2R 2 8] 2 R S VE sUAT IR B it
I, HARORHR ] BE A P A7 2RI SRS, 1110 SERFAS 5 3 B (T 7K 2 R i oh B iy s A2 5, Haa
A R DURFAE TR SIS, FRATTRI , DR it B B i FAZ 5 30 (B0 2 ) P R I AN 2 R K, P A R
FAREAR A RS AR 7, HATE M 48— L] P95 Rl DURREAS R B0 il S A, X5 AT se i
HAVE AR R B SIS A 5% o BRILZ A, B VT RE S S i ORISR AL L AR 55 3 EE A TAR LI A A
ENCES

Pl SE A 3 T AR P DR A 28 B A S4B, ARRMIE FERT LA BATR LA I3 T EA4T

S PRI PRI B B AR U5 5 IR B AT 5% AR S B0 v 3 AN [R] R SIS R SR TR R S IR K 2 . H
AT, B SRR i AR AN S B U R RO FT £ ZER A R AN R ASRITAR I TE = SCRIBL, SR AR
FATHI LR i KRS S4B SRR, WS 2RI 38 SORBEE . DI T U K i 5 R AT
F 4G, BRI R IR R0 . W0 Glickman FI Lamy(2017 44175 28 [ FL#E-7 VR 7E M L4842
HORIL, 415 A AL AR A PR AT I 4 B IRIE R . Biggs S¥(2012) RN 552 115 46 A0 BT
T SUFE B AEE R P R, 5 RO IR TR SRR 2 > HAl T L R & B sl
TF A RIS o 2 90 T P52 L NSRS SR Bl ot 28 )T P18 o X BT T B SR AT R W I B B AT TR SRR
HARA M, B ONAT NI T H B SR bR B, B R AR PRI B B a5 5 10 ) B S AH 5% AT 7 o
TR Jeo PRI, ARORFR 20 2 Wt FUR A PR Bt 2 (R AN 5 F A (B i A SR R S 3833, S IR BB B
AR LA LR Jibi AR AR S5 T 105K D AN ] 21 A ST 36 ) B My e el SR I SRR B

55, B EEAR B SO T DR B B el 3R R RN RS S 4 R << RS B . Awh
FEANQO)FE M ARSI R R P, B 7B T LA E B PO R R A, 158 L (selection
history) 2 K — € I DTk, - 111 128 35 1 S AR B 00— 2L RS0 2 Ao e 516 T AX) 2 B D Lt =24 i S 7 A )
SN BT, 2T B RS BN HORIBCHI U™ AR AR, XA X T B i B A E B
JTTHIff)(Wang et al., 2013; Gong et al., 2016 ). =5 &SR it & E i A4S 53l s 408 B R i A1 B R
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S IRE AL, BRIR KA DU S 3 B S i AT E B B2 5 7 s SRR AR &, 5
SR AR Tt B SR 1> R ) R

5=, HEEHOHI BB USSR U b B B I S A AR AL AN 3 Ak AL (s 2 Bl
5t K FH 4 Ji 14 1) 34 (transcranial magnetic stimulation, TMS)#5 A A28 il #1377 # il #4 (transcranial direct-current
stimulation, tDCS)+ AR K ML AT A 5 )7 (pre-frontal cortex)F1Ji5 T7 i JZ = (posterior parietal cortex, PPC)5 3]
0 T4 F%(Cosman et al., 2015; Lega et al., 2019; Tran, 2020). 4T3 it SRS SIMHIER IR 75
EFHMHFILEIE K, 3B 5 RSAEIHINLEE R EVI(Geng, 2014), B, R EH L ML LT 7%
ST A [X 14 755 9 2% (fronto-parietal attention network)-5 5o N ML 196 R, IXF5 Bh T 4R BH S B2 1)
R 0 7 R B B (B BN S A 5 % AR R A

F0U, R GHE SN ZRo0 T bRod Bt B A 5 r Al 3R BN S A B U R FR A R SR . iR
RO B 5 7l - B B R R A S R R e b R, AR R TR R AR, T
PR R BN — N RBITENR NGk FEPOE B B RGNS SRS, B PlEHE R
BEAT — RS, HSEIMHRRA 1 /AN A, XABEAARTIL I ZRoxs T BRod it 2 R i M5 5 s R DA < 1Y
RUSEHIFENA o PRI, SR RIE 75 2 58 22 AR F38 i 3G 0 SEge G IR R B0EE T7 2R 25 54 2500 T bR Bt 25 4k
T P45 3R B 0 5 5 e 330 e - 1 L P 5
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Rapid disengagement hypothesis and signal suppression hypothesis of visual
attentional capture
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Abstract: In the traditional theory of visual attentional capture, the stimulus-driven theory and goal-driven theory
were argued for nearly 20 years. Later, two new hybrid models were proposed, which combined bottom-up capture
and top-down control settings, called the rapid disengagement hypothesis and the signal suppression hypothesis.
The main content of the rapid disengagement hypothesis is that attention is captured by a salient distractor but is
immediately disengaged when the distractor does not contain target’s defining attribute. Signal suppression
hypothesis posits that a salient distractor can automatically produce a bottom-up “attend-to-me” signal, but this
signal can be suppressed via top-down control processes so that it does not actually capture attention. The empirical
evidence of the rapid disengagement hypothesis indicated that the spatial-cuing paradigm and oculomotor
disengagement paradigm were most often adopted, and participants took the singleton search strategy. The
empirical evidence of the signal suppression hypothesis indicated that the additional singleton paradigm was most
often adopted, and participants were forced to take the feature search strategy. In the future, more studies adopting
different stimuli and experimental methods are needed to support those two hybrid models. The effects of reward
and training on “attentional capture-disengagement” and ““signal-suppression” should also be explored in future

research.

Key words: visual attentional capture; rapid disengagement hypothesis; signal suppression hypothesis
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