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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the effects of different interference tasks on information processing in
children with intellectual disabilities under Stroop paradigm. Method: Thirty children with intel-
lectual disability and 30 children with normal intelligence were selected into the experimental
group and the control group, respectively. The Stroop paradigm and its variants were used for the
experiment, and the reaction time and accuracy of the two groups were compared under different
experimental tasks. Results: 1) The differences in the responses between the conflict interference
task and the non-conflict interference task; 2) The differences in the speech activation represen-
tation of children with intellectual disabilities; 3) the two groups showed more significant differ-
ences in the key response task. Conclusion: Children with intellectual disabilities have interfe-
rence control defects in conflict interference task and non-conflict interference task, and back-
ward speech and action processing is the main influencing factor.
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BB 18 % 2 i A A T £ D B S T R L EE D R R 3 R AT D ) B S A 0 (RE T A 45
2022). LAEXSE JbAG ) L2 iR 5T 2 S T AL ond@ NEAT S, RIE AR SRORIFRIE IR 2 B & & SRIAT A
(Ph-EVE, BERET, 20205 XA £, 2018), RSB FL LMT AFRARE I KHE I A BB = AT R A2 B N ZEBL,
DRI BE B 2 B SO 4 S I RehS L BARIRF (R 2, 20195 PRHHE, 20165 EiHAE, 2016).

FHAEH R AR AT BAERE g SEk ww AN, AT 280 56 s T H
FRIFIRE 71 (Antonello, Alessandro, & Luis, 2013), TV BF 7RI AN EN R G REARYE R SEIEHE SN i 7] LA
TS T A I B A5 R Y 1 B D@ MR E BT SS, RIA Rl Cal ke A, 2020). Stroop 7 20#A N R
AT 32 ST P b N B 2 e BRI T R %%, 2008).

FHSCHIE FEUE B8 JBhG ) L2 i) T4 b e U AA e SR IG, 0 16 DA BERY DD Raetis AR R ARt 4, %
HAAshlae D AT O R (B 26, 2010), S5 HRIENT, rhEER D BRAT 2 AR BT PR BE B AR R R /K
TV JE T IER I FEE A (R, 2006); MR xS 63 4% ks ) LTI L, 4RKM, ks
SELE (R A 42 1 e DA LE B R R BRI (D AR, LA, 2014). WA ERE T 5 BRI RA—E
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i b, AR KRS HERE G ) LE R B AFE T RIS H S A EE R, 20205 F4:22%, 2019; i,
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Figure 1. Experimental logic diagram

1. SKEEIZIE(E

2.3. LW RIEFF

2.3.1. 3£ 1 Stroop B R IESHHFHZFIKEMR

ARSI P R R A SR et E AR AR B (R T RReRS ) LEE vs. IR L) AN B AR B (i
B vs BT SO —20) o AR B R K S RIS MIIE A 2 SEIR AR A 4 A R A 5 SR
2L, WL &), ZRFEGINE SPGB s En) s ) 4 DME LS e A - Bu (e
<2 ) 12 4. MEDNEBIASe 5, WRANAG, REEE. SRPA-BEENEI 2 K 8T
BRI 6 IBEHLITHELIF 230), BT 48 M.

SEIG SRR T F IEF RS A 4 SO B . SRS TTARRT, R IR g, Jf
R EAR LA . IR SLITITR)E, MAEEER KL 75 om A% PR 2HLE R A “+7 500 ms, #it
R AR R RS — MR, KA ZIE 3000 ms AELHE SO, 75 N B BBk E N — MR

232. XU 2 BHEE/IEEHEETHIIRPHMINSHR

ARSI R BB A SR it . I ARE O AS B (] RS ) LEE vs. IR H ) LEE) AN (A AR B (B . 2%
P vs AR AT) o PRIAR BB U S BN MUE T o SCIRAP R A DYty (S 2% 20, SOMIPYANEE
PR FRE BIRPARIL R AT (S 1 1E S 2B), USRI U7 (B S B 2k AF AR e 2% 1)
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BRovAth, mEEE. LR EEIEa e AN 200 2 K, JEFEREEA 2 4 R(BEHLIT AL 2I0),
BT 48 MK

SEEG BRI IR0 0 RSN P S . SIS ITAAET, SRS MR kg, AR
IR o SCIRTFAR S, PUOEEE B KZI8 75 om 55 e 2L RS “+” 500 ms, iR N T 2
BT, BEJGE 2PN AP, #RZi7E 3000 ms A RN, 7500 BBk EE 2R — MRk

2.3.3. LU 3 FEIRSE Stroop BB FIBRES T HIEH

ARSI AR RIR G ST, AR NGO (R AT ILE vs IEH L) AT SRR —
BUE S 15 BT & v B — BME 518 L BUEART &) SCIRAREA 4 AN R 1A T SO (i
2ty 4. ), ZAHAEIINUMARAEKD TN S —BOE -8 LERLT - LERRaT); B
O—BOE A B, LBy - ZaHNET): BEA—E0E L —BInLamsy - sarsT); i
A FOE LA (LB R T - REMLT). B ZMAEAHOE—BIESE SIS,
B IR AR TR B — B S - BUEA AT & . BERA A R 1247, It 48 Mitik.

S8 FER A DU I IE A 1 122 B ) W7 RO Th B B 5 — B0 (— 8% D B A% K ). Sk
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ARSI AP R IR G KRBT H AR R (R AT )L vs. 1% ) LE) A1 — B A & (F (il
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24. Gt RE

AR A F 8 [ B H DMDX R G SER 1 55 o SEG 285 55 4 B SPSS 26.0 Ge it 73 B 4 A4 10 AT 5085 43 Hr
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3. &R
3.1. SCI§ 1 Stroop B R EFZ P TIMITHISCIE R

X B Ay 44 AT 55 IROSER 485 AT TAL 3, K OBEE IS T 200 ms. =T 1200 ms A bR, 4 7 R
3 ) LEE I BR B & 9.5%; IR L IS R AR & 3.5%. W ZHAG IR S B A IR F8 WA% 1.

X PR AR IR I SRS ET EAT A, T E AT A R R R B — SR B B R
[F =11.35 P < 0.01, 0° = 0.32], fa 5B BT WA E — SO 4 1F T 5% ) L3 1 S ML 883 /N T8 g b
15 ) LE (1 B [F = 14.68, P < 0.01, n° = 0.26], 7EAE— BRI AE T IEH ) L (¥ R B 82/
FEhS )L A SN ISF[F = 11.26, P < 0.01, n? = 0.31]. W AR a8 R K37 007, @it 7 200 144
Bon: R BN EE AR R E AN A B [F = 0.58, P > 0.01, n? = 0.06] [F = 0.66, P > 0.01, n? =
0.01], —#HXHAFHMAEZE[F =1.01,P>0.01,v°=0.11].
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Table 1. Reaction time (ms) and error rate (%) in the Stroop color naming task (M + SD)
< 1. M4HJLETE Stroop Bl & R 1E SR R R (ms) R $8IREE (%) (M + SD)

i1 H JLE A B SR — BRI TS
S )L 1213 + 214 1025 + 253 1256 + 214

S5
EHILE 953 + 179 836 + 164 1012 + 213
JLE A SRR — SRR TR B
B )L E 243 +2.42 241+252 9.58 +5.16

FERR
EWLE 2.01+2.35 2.36+2.23 8.65+5.21

Fa P9 AR S A T 1 S S ok 2 — B AR T B OB S 45 B 1) s BB ZEABLAE T g il B =
FRALREAR K o, AR TIIEH RN B A RS E X [t=1.91, P <0.05] , & JikES
JLEE TP i N BT 1R ) LEE ) S SIS [222 ms vs.180 ms].

3.2. 3CIg 2 EAHEME/EEHRIESHRITERHMIHFAAR

X B T Ay 44 AT 55 OS5 SR AT TIAR B, B S BT 200 ms. 155 1200 ms (B, &
FIkERS L 5 R EE 5 8.4%; 1EH JLE I HIFREHE & 3.2%. PR SOV R IEAf R L3R 2,

Table 2. Reaction time (ms) and error rate (%) in the color speech naming task (M £ SD)

2 WA EEHRIET G RESPHIRZE (M)A EIRE (%) (M £ SD)

il miE JLE R JSySdaing [NEERE| E |5 ReaRT|
Eali YN 1009 + 167 984 + 167 1023 + 200

RIS
IEHILE 902 + 223 898 + 202 911 + 270
JLEE KT MRS g1 E |5 REaRT|
Eali YN 461+1.62 3.93+2.65 9.64 +5.45

R
IEHILE 2.05+1.56 2.03+2.87 5.65 + 5.41

Xof LA R I SR S HEAT AT, 7 ZE e AT I A R R B R iR AR A AR F R [ =
6.12, P < 0.01, n° = 0.44], A7 5 R0R 347 2 WA 1) S A4 1535 ) L 28 P S IS BRF 28 2 /N1 9 it £ 2 Sz Fef
[F =16.17, P < 0.01, n* = 0.34], i 25 A B4 ) LB ) I Bii T 5 3% 25 5% [F = 1.22, P < 0.01, n° = 0.03].
X P IR IR AR FR AT 23T, 7 ZE 3 T I 45 B R - Wl RN 1] AR 8 1) A8 B AR R 35 [F = 8.13, P
<0.01,n° =0.46], FRISBNIHTEE R EoN: EBE R KM R AIER LE R R R E N T G
AR R [F = 9.22, P < 0.01, 02 = 0.41], 7EAESIEIAKME R/ IEH L MEHR R B2/ T8 L
AR Z[F = 18.03, P < 0.01, n? = 0.49].

W PR AR B ] 2 A T B B I 9 25 B 1) 2% 1 T B SO RE IR, 45 38 1 S5 8 I 22 A gt € 1) v
B AR MO AR AL FEAS t A0 R, WIS FE B 22 A AE G v 2 2 L[1(58) = 2.02, P < 0.05],
7 BN LEE 1S FE KT IR )L 1) ) S [41 ms vs. 15 ms].
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3.3. SEI8 3 FE#k#E Stroop BB FIMTES PR TLEZH|
X% SR € WA 55 S NI 5 AT TUAR R, R S BRI T 200 msy =T 1200 ms 1O EHE MIER,
Jbaehs ) LEE R 5 PR o 7.8%;  IEHLEE 5 BREE 5 2.1%. PRALBERAIN ROMIN f IR A R WL 3,

Table 3. Reaction time (ms) and error rate (%) in the key-press Stroop color judgment task in both groups (M £ SD)
7= 3. MLE)LETEIZHE Stroop B & FI BT {E S5 HhEY R B2 B (ms) A2 S5 1R 2R (%) (M £ SD)

Gt IiH JLE KA pSYSAviing et E [t
kS ) LE 1012 + 235 976 + 264 1056 + 234
T
R IEHLE 881 + 167 814 + 143 945 + 234
JLE KA TR FER eSS i
- kS LE 6.12 +3.32 2.93£2.65 9.64 +5.45
s EH#JLE 458 +3.42 2.3+287 6.65 + 5.41

Xof PR I S S B AT T, T T I A R R B R A A R AL HAEH BEF =
9.13, P <0.01,w* = 0.54], i 520 434 R AT &M 461 TN W9 4L 30 S 7 I R 74 5 34 [F = 1.22, P> 0.01,
0’ = 0.01], AEFFA ML N IEH JLEE SN 525 /N T8 kS )L i SIS [F = 10.96, P < 0.01, ° =
0.37]. XTPABARI R R IAT T, TTEMTERER: IR ERAFAE LR B EEF =
16.42, P < 0.01, n° = 0.45], i BARLN AT 45 R : FF A M T T4 L FOAHR RN TR 5 M 25 R [F
=0.87, P >0.01, n° = 0.07], JEFF A M4 AF T8 J IS ) L2 (45 3 B35 KT IE % LB A 1R [F = 15.57,
P <0.01, n*=0.49].

PR AR & B AF T AR R 75 A B R AR 2R, 153 I R R Z [ AE gt Tt
) AR 2B SN AS AR IR R, PR T P i R R 2 AP AR SR 2 R [t(58) = 2.13, P < 0.05],
AR AG ) LR (PR i A8 5K T IR H L A TP il 2500 /2 [(6.71 + 2.80)% vs. (4.35 + 2.54)%] .

3.4. L4 4 BHRER)LEEIEARFM TR TFIRERH
XS AR R GEAFATL 5 SN G5 SR BEAT TRACEE, K S B AIR T 200 ms. 7T 1200 ms FIEEMIER, &
BB L3 (0 5 B A o5 7.4%; IR LR R BB 5 2.7%. AL 0 S B R DR Af 3 L 4.

Table 4. Reaction time (ms) and error rate (%) in both groups in a non-conflict interference task (M £ SD)
= 4. PR)LEEIRRRTFHAES P IR KT (ms) K $5 IR ZE (%) (M + SD)

5111 H JLE A SRS —EPE R TS
S )L 1126 + 245 1104 + 234 1156 + 259

S5

EHILE 926 + 135 907 + 139 955 + 167

JLEE KT BERE — B TR )%
Eal = E YN 3.23+2.12 1.23+1.78 5.64 +3.12

FERR
EWLE 1.45+1.89 0.65 + 1.45 2.49 +2.48
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X PRI S SN AT 08T, T E T A R R B R — B R R AL HARH REF =
2456, P < 0.01, 0 = 0.56], fa] RN o0 AT 28 W —FUME 2 1F T 1E % J L2 A S S I S8 25 /N 1280 3 ks F) S 1o
i [F = 23.24, P <0.01, n* = 0.16], o5 T IEH ) LFE A S B 3 /N8 i 1) S B [F = 21.02,
P <0.01, 0’ = 0.14]. XPAPARIMERFIAT N, HEMTHE R EIR: Pk — SRR
HAEHZE[F = 19.45, P < 0.01, 0* = 0.58], fai B trat FimoRm: —BUMESIE T8 1 IEH JLE AR
R F /N T SRS L A IR R [F = 20.47, P < 0.01, 0% = 0.29], 7EMPRIESAE N B J11EH )L AR
R FE/NTE SERG ) LE AR [F = 15.33, P < 0.01, n? = 0.19].

P PRI SR A R IO R R 22— B M AR R R, BRI ER R A AT s hl v &, 3
ATPRSLFEA AT A I, AL T g i 35 = 22 AP AR G v 27 7 X [1(58) = 3.77, P < 0.05], % Jik&ts
JUEE BT P il v R T IEH LB W TR M AN & [(4.41 + 1.34)% vs. (1.84 + 1.03)%]

4. g

SEES 1 RIIEZ B Stroop ity BATSH, B IBERG JLZE IS R RIS ARSI AR T R R R DL
- Pz ) RO B 1) S R 3K TR )L, SR I REAS ) LEAEAE TR MG . SkEe 2 i | 3
O 7 B L2 1) A R A 0 N FE 2 I PR R EA TR AT, SRR, TE SR N RO IR iR S A T
B 7RG L B R S LG R L SR, T ROSIHARER T LB BB BRI O, BT
I8N ) LR AR (EE S S E I T VR E B . fEB iR 5 P LB A B2 5, (2% HEng
JLEEBE R B R N B3R T IR LE R, B s ) LEAFE T msiG, FEZESSMEN T
VG IR . SRS 3 IR I FBRAT S XTSRS 1 S BT A HIGE, 45 AR IR JI RS LB S R N T
PFs il 255 o ) I SRR K 5 IR JLEE, BDFE IR BT 55 v B J et ) LB SRR B T TRl
RPN S BEAT S AT e AR . S20 4 7ES26 1 OSSR R aRph R TR &R, ARG /) s
JLEAEAEPPRFI R HIRI, SRR, 5 JIRhG ) LEAE B I FIES R 33 It e il ke

COERF AR, B IBERT ) LE M SO R KT8 LE, RSN s ) LE A T
HIBE, 52 IRAEERTI(A 45, 2019). AWFFHISE B SRR — Wk o DMEWF IR R B Rk
RPN IR LE MR, AT IIE AT, B TS RARIR SRR T bhS ) LB A7 (L T Pz il s
Fa. Sergeant 2 H AT RE RN NI A RE BRI 58 — JKF B =N RE R PR Al MR . S RIS
J1(Macleod, 1991). MR N J7 kA ) LB 7E R 5 I 4ERE AR U5 /0 e bR AR R, DRI 75 AT H 3R K
BRI T 258 T AT DI e AR BE I HE 55 ), X M2 N ] EAS 2 B AR [ 345
K, kBT IR LEAME.

[FIP R U B, R B L2 R S BT e 0 T 25 5 2 B0 AP 52 e - RIS 0E K PARARET,
i EEAAURE 97 5 22 (VR R R R B Ik B Ay KO AR R AR UE ISR I, & WS ) LB TE MU R I 78 5
TIEHE JLE, BT Z B R R e B B T ARAS, SRR ET KT DU AT BB K I TR M 4
HE(EE, mE K, 2014).

gr b, AHEFURIE JIRERG )L TSR R AR B, AR IAE M AT, HRIAESE
MR, BEESEN TiE R R B R .

BE K

FI4:24(2019). A7 07 )L 3 M RO R FEE PR TS, W2 S, A RITTE K%

Mk, xIiEE, KANZR (2007). Stroop R 7Rt EL S . TERSSUMR R, O F, 30(2), 415-418+390.
WRB1(2016). #5726 2 B Stroop 1745 HIUAFIFEHI RAPZEBLAY. R 2EA0 S, WRRITERE: P 52k T K4
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3449-3452.

XIHER(2020). 27 77 g A AR ) s 5 F . TS ST, Brma: PR KA.
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TR EE.
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