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Abstract

Many studies have shown that implicit stereotypes are influenced by conscious control. However,
there is little research on the relationship between implicit stereotyped conflict control processing
and consciousness and it remains controversial. To explore this problem, the masked priming pa-
radigm was used in the experiment. The behavioral and ERP data of 18 subjects who complete im-
plicit stereotyped conflict task were recorded under both conscious and unconscious conditions.
The result shows that the significant proportionality consistency effect was found in both TR and
N450 amplitude under conscious condition. However, no proportionality consistency effect was
found in behavior and ERP data under unconscious condition. It shows that conflict control to ste-
reotype requires the participation of consciousness. This experiment is of great significance to
understand the relationship between stereotyped conflict control and consciousness, and also
provides some enlightenment for the theory of automatic mechanism.
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AT TR B P BRI BN R 32 B RS HI R, B 55 A Ra AR Bk SR8 0 T 5 ORI KSR R BF AL
B, FHBEFESFN. AHE—PRRZ—AE, SBXARKBEZIENR, LR 18EHRAERRNLR
R T 5B A BRI AL S5 AT I FERPEE . LR BoR: RIRFM T IR FINAS 0B IE B3R
PR LB — B RN,  TOTCRRAAE T BT AR rE e B3R M BE LA — BN, T B X AR o
REHFEBIRS S, LRANRZARAREH SRRORXRRRAFERER, HOALE B3nhLfE R
RET —EHB.
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1. 518

ZIRR BN G A2 FR HE AN 2 BEAR S5 52 1 B 1 VRFAE AT A 22 IR B & (Elena, Rosa, Bruce, & Juan, 2013).
WRIERIRS 52RO MR, K H 5 A B 2R BRI SM 2 208 B 5 (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; No-
wicki & Lopata, 2017). #MEZIMREPRIRE 5 BgAIRIE, Hin Tafe R INER, @@ [ RMRE.
AR B UE AT IS . WIRZIBRHME LG & 3Rk, i DI BETLRREM, —Boid ¥ 5 E 31T
%%, N A AR 36 (Implicit Association Test, IAT). Go/Nogo 14526 i) 1) 77 sNBEAT A . AL S AN
NN R ZIAR ED G T R R PR . AR AT, AU IR K (Bargh, 1999; Devine, 1989), 2
TR S RZIRED G 2 T A, 2 EIiCZRGBEALA N N BE 28R ED G I0A ML e 2 eSS,
BA B 3h80E BIE A& RS 714 S (Tulving, 1985; Ward, 2013; B4, #LH2E, Tk, &5k Pk, 2016).
MH, 2SR 7R B N BRZIARCAZ (S B fEE AL 5 40 B 2R 0 AZ 4776 B 55 2% 5 (Binder &
Desai, 2011), #T L EAFF, RESWGHNRZIR S ERTEN ., B2, ZEIC ARG R ME L
A B ) FERRRE IR BN R S IRR R, 2 T RS ZIBCA R T E R o —SemiF 70 R I A Ba ZI AR B
SINTHEZIRERNS S, Bk, #FRKMNEIML(Sinclair & Kunda, 1999; Fitzgerald, Martin, Berner, &
Hurst, 2019). H#%(Monteith et al., 2002; Moskowitz & Li, 2011). $E&GEMTT&MIG L, 2007). VEE £
MV, PUTh IR, SRS, &IRIRAR, 2016)%F H M TR RSN S UREs . ] s bR N R ZIAR EI S .
FTEA,  PIBRZIBR BN G B AN T 5 B AR 2 58 A L

Bartholow et al. (2006)%5 A & I P Be ZIAR i SR 438 1] @ AR T- A Jn 42 il At e o VRS B8 N 450 A 0
Pt LA BIHERR A I H IR, 5 B LA 41 7E 5 3 go/nogo AR S5 (R R B, R ZEdR i 4
RIURFZI R AR, BB R b T Az L2 Ao T A A R . T B RS, %I A R S
ST UL, A BRI R IR AR B TT R, Jovd Ul W P BRZR B b 2 45 ) 75 JE =R A R B AT
FT LT, 20T LU0k E sl S0 BRI B R R AR, P BRI AR B R i h g s )
AT B AUIEA ) BT RGE . DAR A ZIRR b & AL HEAT A 21
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P BEZI bR BN % % 5 A8 5 91 8 ST 45 3E 47 5F 72 (Kidder, White, Hinojos, Sandoval, & Crites, 2017; Wit-
tenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1997). & SIS H 7 5 S0H UG BE 15 10 PR 1 — Eit vk (congruent, C iRkik), #
AT DA FRAE A — 2k (incongruent,  1HRIK) . 1RKER C IR [ Si (reaction times, RT)H
K IV G SONPRSREN . 10 H., JeRT D1 o4 I 28 45 24 1 1 eh 9845 2 56 4 1 fif ¥ (Botvinick et al.,
2004; Larson & Clayson, 2011; Frober, Sturmer, Fromer, & Dreisbach, 2017), BI{#1583&E %R (conflict
adaptation effect). 123 BN A o F2 ) S8 2 B [a] C A 1 RIK I ELBIR L, #lf R — e 4% )5
X AN e 5 B A9 2 e 7 A R 2 1R e 2 TIURA 1 2 8 8 42 ) SR s DAPIE AR X K 22 00— E (mostlycongruent, MC)
IR ECR Z HA —F (mostly incongruent, M)XK HIIN T, 2 o] — B %08 (Logan, Zbrodoff, &
Williamson, 1984; Panadero, Castellanos, & Tudela, 2015). SZ3GZHH A 1 VK B ELBITER R, P 9858 o7 RN
ANy R, SRR N RSN BROK (West & Baylis, 1998; Schmidt, 2017). it BRI a5 Lo 281 5 — ik
A ()22 B 4.2 (MC(I-C) > MI(I-C)).

FATAH IS HLAL (event-related potentials, ERPs) A& 42 il i 7T B A1 vy B[R] 73 ¥ 23 10 L AR AR AR o T
NHFFERIL, Stroop AT45 (K1 ZFa il £ B35 & N450 A1 SP BRh A HL S 43« K A AT IX (1) N450 %o 24 7T
5% TP FR) i S350 BUR (Larson, Clayson, & Clawson, 2014; Wang, Ulbert, Schomer, Marinkovic, & Halgren,
2005), RIUA RUEL C UK, Wb RA R K45 F (Suarez-Pellicioni, Nifiez-Pefia, & Colomé, 2014;
Wang et al., 2005). B | Rk H IR A8 0, N4AS0 IR0 i) — SOPE 50 e/ (Larson et al., 2014). Kfigi
TR X ) SP S BT AT 4% 3 98 80 80U (Larson, Kaufman, & Perlstein, 2009), (o8 inm:, Hoikig
TR, PSRRI A f5(Lansbergen, Hell, & Kenemans, 2007; fE#HH &M% 14, 2012). whas Wil 21
TR IR SRR 1) 43 g i 9 M I R b SR TR A 0 R B, AL R 41077 [B] (anterior cingulate cortex,
ACC) A1 #MI i 45 (dorsal lateral prefronal cortex, DLPFC)ZH .. 426 R o€ th LIS, 41 5% M v 52 1)
ACC Bt v R A% 3445 DLPFC, DLPFC 1 F 58 22 AR B R 2 BT v R AT B BT I 51 2 R
WAk AR B (Nick, Botvinick, & Cohen, 2004; Schmidt, 2017).

SRS I TE R A A FE MR N, HEROREORT I 5 S S O 7 AR R AT I TR P
PSR B R Sh 0 AT Wk . H AT 3 A A S ) ORI AR RN TG B AR SR T s, R
B, ASE RS AR R I R A — R ZE R . Kunde (2003)W\ 4 A 78 5 31 R0k 2w ) e
TN A SN, WL, KRR FEE R RS S (BT R R RS SR B A
L FR S (] (Stimulus-Onset Asynchronies, SOA) % B AN A, 17 SOA X J& s 2508 1) H B vk e P 15
M (Chen & Spence, 2017; Klauer, Rossnagel, & Musch, 1997), FrAHERANEG WK . FE, L5l
BHRRN, WS FEURE B 3I- H bR & 5 R — BUEARIRE (Blais & Bunge, 2010; Bugg & Crump,
2012). bodn, WitRAE stroop A Ad VU Fl B 1R, AP DL 75% 0 e 5 A (Rl e B tH B, TR 75%
R 25— BT DA T 100 B e B SR TR A% 2], Tl s SRS B ROBL. 7R 2 T H R 5E At 1
VEE R BLAT AR E T 2R R R RSG5, N T HERRIX AR IE - e B IA % ] (item-specific
contingency learning), RJ DAY KHIMEE, FHAEFTARIEE) - BRI LI 2300, Bril, A4
(1 SEER BT XHFBR R A 7 1 R0y

ZE ERTR, AT H R R R N 2R R s R A R E R IR S 5 SR A ROS shia .
B R ST S EPUER ISR AL B IRE M. HANRZIRM R EH HERIRS S, WAERIR
ST I AP — BN, BP MC R RT(1-C) 22 KT MIZLB) RT(1-C), MC LB 1 A1 C 37k N450
PR 22 B R 2 KT MIZE | A C ik N450 PR 2 57 . & WRZIR I REBHIA R EZ RS S, W
TER R TE R R A5 T AT AR i 35 H 30 L] — B30
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2. AR GE
2.1, ¥k

BEHLIEIOE Mz 18 44 K225 (A 10 NTE B, SRR1E 18~23 & 2 Ji], ~FIY4EIE Ty 20.1 % (SE =
0.96), FTA BRI ART, MABHFIEN RS, KEIgstE, SR iika S nid R,
SRR JE 3RS — R .

2.2. SEMET

KM 2 GEIREA. BiR. LEIR) x 2 (FLFIRA: MC. MI) x 2 (—FHEEA. C. D= E sk A s
Wkit. HBISEERliESI A MC (75%— 2, 25%A—3), MI (25% %, 75% A —%).

2.3. SEEaMR

M CRZBATALRE MR RS (EWI&P 57, 2005)ikH 20 skrftkmmfLARE, 1F v EshRl, H
oh B A [ 2 o MR LB I I (VLTS &6 BL, 2007) FIK 2 A P 3 4 €0 B 22 (CSRID) (k441445 , 2000)
ikt 40 MBI FIAC, B S 2. 60 4 KN FIRRHE RS T AR B 5 itar. [F
W 53 43 A %0a) 2, A BN BARE A t 4G 56 (test value = 3)%T 40 AMAVC AT R E,  ARFE 1AV 0 25 1k 2 il ik
6 A 53 PRI AN L M AR TR A 9 H AR I

DA SS PR TRV AN 55 2 PE T FLHES A C R | PP ac 1, botn, ZtEmifLE A + LR IAIA C
A, WrEEALE A + BRI A | AT

24. KRR

SEIGFR T A AR RIE BIR PRI SR, CRRZAE T, e R st 23 200~300 ms HI7ERL AL,
P EULEHR 70 ms, )5 E2B 9K S s L MR ALE A 57 ms, AR5 FRR R DLERERE 70 ms, #x
Jei B — A AR R AR, RV 2 B B K TR) 1500 ms, 5 MR P s E O Ak s R e B R
#4x I 1000 ms ¥ H %, HEAN T — MR AEEILE 1), mIRAET, H2abRE B A
TG RSB, 75 25 RS ) S U 8] 20 50 70 ms. 30 ms, P& B S B 1A] R 57 ms. Hith
T I ) 5 05 1 5 70 B R A — B

PR AT 55 2 AW T FLIIR P2, St 30 e R ) Sl VAl SR S 1 S 7 o 55 1 B 4 S il Y e
B, AR <07 B

|mm . -

200~300ms 70ms 17ms 70ms 1500ms 1000ms
+ e Ui
200~300ms 70ms 57ms 30ms 1500ms 1000ms

Figure 1. Experimental flow chart
B 1 sEiiRiEE
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1E S50 8 4 block, %4 block A7 128 MAK, it 1024 MRk, FirA ik 58 RN .
ANPREE R G T, e ER IR ) S0 = e R SE e, SEIGFEF B E-prime Sk, T HENLOHERA
1024 x 768, W EIUIFIE], SOSN8 BT AL E shid sk, BRI BRI EE B 208 60 cm, 454 block ]
A — 8 BRI [E] o

25 ERPiIEESE 4

AR E PR 10~20 RAT R 64 FHRIE, A Curry8 BAFICFKIHEE S, LS HEBRRET
FEMAR (ML), Bzt 5 7E FPz F Fz (9 . A HR B R 7 E R s A 5 B IR L (VEOG), MR Ak
0775 B A% 2 FE AR A0 S /K HR L (HEOG) . T B HR /7K P HR B DL K B 5 f 5L 5 B ) | BEL 2 17 2 kQ BA
T, FTA ISR A X I R A Sk B BRI IR I E S kQ LA . MR (1) BAADIIAL R — 2 —
(M2 N B LS Hfl; (2) MK PR BRI TE EIR 5 m; (3) W 0.1~30 Hz WIBH5E, JERRA %
BE S, (4) SIS FIT B BTG SAF 0 ERP 12041 I FE (epoch) 41 4 il 4 S B AT 200 ms & £ 3
J& 1200 ms: (5) PAE#hHIE 2 AT 200 ms yFEZk, L IE: (6) ERRVZ. (7) BHRELKRIE, Hik
ZrthZE: (8) 2NV, FTA &M A BEINREEI KT 60 K.

ASLIG AR B 3 R 22 S i B B g T S, IR N450 (400~450 ms)[#) I TiH(CL, Cz, C2)
G3HT o KPR ME AT AR 2 (CL, Cz, C2) x MIHRRI(EIN, LEIN) x HHIZETI(MC, MI) x —EPEk
B(—5, A—20) DY 2 =GR 250 .

3. &R
3.1 {TARER

3.1.1. KRRt

S 256 v B A AR AR R 3 s N B KT 1200 ms AlTZNTF 200 ms IR

FHEREM R, LRI x EZERMC, MI) x —SERR(C, N =R K EEMET Z 0. —
R AR, F(1,17) = 11.05, p<0.01, n? =0.39, CIKMIKMIT(596 ms)th T I i1k (604
ms). RINEMFHMAL R, F(1,17)=3.760, p=0.69, n? =0.18. HLHIZEAIMFRMAGEZE.

RORRRR— SRR 2 BN 2%, F(1,17) = 1355, p=0.002, n5 =0.44, WI% 2; & fRN
BoR: ERREM T CM AR EREE, F(1,17)=15.168, p=0.01, n; =047, CiXik(585 ms)ii/%
ML ERTF 1R (603 ms). T E LR IRZ AT C k(606 ms)Fl 1 ik (605 ms) i) % F AN (p > 0.01). &=
TR LRI — B R = R A HAEH 3%, F(1,17)=6.327, p<0.05, n? =0.27. ffH
RR7s: TERRAME T, MC &M R RN % 5 8%, F(1, 17) = 23.443, p<0.001, n; =058, C
IR SR (582 ms) T 1Rk (610 ms), B iR MI &I RSN AR E (p > 0.05), ELEIRE&MN
T, MI (p>0.05)F1 MC 2&1t(p > 0.05) [f1iH S RL I AN 3%
3.12. IEWXE

RAKAERE, F(1,17)=4240, p=0.055, 1} =020, FiAKL(94%) FIUIERSFMT LRINK
11:(96%) FIUIEHI% . —SIMERT EXREE, F(1,17)=5.160, p<0.05, n? =0.23, C %1}(95%) FIH
IERZE R T | 26 1R(94%) T I IERRZE o LU S AL R8N AS B3 o B UUR — SO SR AL A8 BN B3 (p >
0.05), IR, LSRRI — B A 1 58 EHASUNAN 2 % (p > 0.05).
3.2.ERP &R

RUARAM LM ZE, F(1,17)=4.824, p<0.05, n, =0.22; —HRAMERPEE, F(Q,17)=
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4.484, p<0.05, n; =0.21, WHRZHMEMEHE, F(1,17)=4.485, p<0.05, n; =021, ffjHRNLH:
BRZME T CM AR EREE, F(1,17) =833, p=0.01, 1, =0.33, ELRRFKLETF CHLRKE
S (p > 0.05) RN, LUBIAIAN— Bk AR A2 HAON 2%, F(L, 17) =5.302, p<0.05, 1, =
0.24, A AN W : 7E RLARAE R, MC 464 R b 98 8 2%, F(L, 17) = 10.103, p = 0.005, 15, =0.37,
TR MI AR SR A R 2 (p > 0.05). ELERFZM T, MI ZAF(p > 0.05)F1 MC (p > 0.05)
RGP G . SZHAEHEIE 3, i s B B E 4.

%k %k ¥k
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Figure 2. Average response times of C and | trials of MC and MI blocks under conscious and uncons-
cious conditions

2. AEEMEEINEMET MC F1 M1 L3R C 0 | i)k B934 Iz Rz Bt

6 6 A
* kK B3 n A
~ 4 4
3 =
g 2 g 2
T 2
< 0 2o
MC MI MC MI
K Hil 2 TR

Figure 3. Average amplitude of C and | trials of N450 components of MC and MI blocks under two
consciousness conditions

3. N450 BR3P TEFFIEIR &4 T MC 0 M1 4B3REY C #0 1 RS 1E

4. g

WEFEMAT AN AR E JZ T EARR N BRZIR B R R H R B FE R RN S, #FmiRE A RZIR
BRGNS AL T R o 2 RAEAT A r 2 R R IR SR R IO . B
SEHS [ 5E PR E R A ) SOA,  HEBRANEE Bl - HIE Al BE T i 58 3& B 45 R Rem . T H.,  SeEe i HE R T
HRrE P HI AT - 478 PR SR 5% ST 90E B4 IR, A ARTEAT AT H 4 SR 1) B R A T SR
BTG R, 1 SR 5E B P 2R b SR A | 2 e LA SR T 5 R ()

SN bR IR AR SRR — Bt SRR S BN, R ER R T C ik i S B 25 R T 1k
W, MELEIREZETHEZRALE, WHAESRAFE NRAGBZIRIPRUN . ERP 45 R 547 45
R 1R EE R C T K1) N450 JE, RIATE ERP ¥ F W B BN M4 R & g
TGN o 3K G55 5 gy 5 W B 5 (4 SRR, N4B0 Sz S ACC i 5 i) W il (Larson, Clayson, Kirwan,
& Weissman, 2016; Robert, 2003), 52k~ KM ACC ¥ii&1 hin(Carter et al., 2000; Suarez-Pellicioni et
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al., 2014), X R RECKH) NAS0 JilE . X5 DLFTE M RS 7t — B (Chang et al., 2017; White, Crites,
Taylor, & Corral, 2009), ] N450 A] {F Ay SN FaAR . 1 H, = T0IX N40O /8 43id rT 1 N ZIA E1 5
VB S SR IAE bR, CARTHI 0K M 03] — 1 R 5 i) — Bt SR 75 &k N400 R, &I 1 RIK 1) N400 I T
£ C AR N40O MR B8 971 o BE B B[ /2 , N4OO I8 S 1 A IICAZ r 3R IBUE B 75 ZE A 1 85 70 (Kutas &
Federmeier, 2000), #eBAXSZIMR ED R RSN F E B RS 5.

ca -EER

-200ms 0Os 200ms  400ms: 600ms 800ms -200ms 0Os 200ms 400ms 600ms 800ms

_Zl:ij\
1

v Cz -ERIR

2pvV

E: MC-C R R ZH— S AP —Hulik, MC-I 8 RZ 80— BB A —Zlik, MI-C 8 RZ A — B b i — 20Kk, MI-L 35
REHA—BHPARIA— B0 K

Figure 4. Total mean waveforms of C and | trials of N450 components at C1, Cz and C2 on MC and MI blocks under con-
scious and unconscious conditions

4.C1, Cz, C2 mH9 N450 R ERIRFILEIRFZ M T MC #1 M1 4HIREY C A1 1 OREIE0 B TR E

WEEEN R, SCIRET AR ERFME BB R AR Z B AP LB T, R RREMSET
MI(I-C) I BB 5 2 /T MC(I-C), Ui BB AE L P R R R A5G, SRAFrh oA S B IR st 5
BRI PPR DAL, TH, SRR T R IRA . X 45 R RNE RIS S TR A (Moors, 2016)
P E BRI T A SR, &N IR SR (Adaptation to Statistics of the Environment model, ASE)
(Desender & Bussche, 2012; Kinoshita, Mozer, & Forster, 2011) 5 1 52 i # 1 [ B SR & 3 T — BUHEAE 5 1
ML RZH— BT, B ERIET (20 H AR RO RS (A E) 1 il mT AP H B S T 7E
REBA—BERAT T, BRI E RO S (BB ), B 75 FEAR IS [ A 14 T At e . B0 B
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(78, AT R AN [RAT 55 M 52 SR M B ) S B SR, A i 0 B0 S R B2 AR B3 Ao [ 3 (Bussche &
Reynvoet, 2008); TEMRRZIMATESSH, kTR EG 2 IRMEE RS 30- BArRlBr) — 85k tefl, ek
AR HIHMERE , A RBE R IO B I SRS AR AL M AT 28RS B N . Frbh, X ZIR i R4 75 2 iR 2 5
Moors (2016)#2 th H 24k i i 2 52 3 B e T2 3534 B T F2 B 75 i a0 N BRAE AR A0 o SIS IS 1)
HEME, REERE SRR DB AR RAE, MmN =R R B SR AR IR L. iR
T MC R C Al M ZHBR I LR, JE S IO B SR I T 5 R G Sl e 2 2 1 7 DR 3
(1) SRR A N BB 31 TR0 T o ik e T E A B ARSI OGT FLAH OC B9AT o i B S N, RIS MC
AP C A MBI 1R IR R BE, BT BL ML AT [ R8N/ T MIE SR B R
FIr AT ZAR b 2 P 428 1) 2 A6 SR 2 T ) o AR e iR A S, B B A in AL B A R E a4 ()R A
SEEG 25 B0 B shAn THLH B 3t B mEE L.

ERP bt A3 1 2R S5 A () i S50 52 B A B LG (1) 1715, R IWAE N450 B s b, MC 4B C-1 1)
P22 5 25 KT M2 C-1 IR 22 5 U BH ORI 2 1 22 O B i i DAt 31 20 il 2L b i R i 35
FrEA, ££ M1 ZH8erh, SRR S0 2R 28 — B0 b RS, A SRR ] S DL C 5E 22 DA R0 SRR
XTI R R T B A TR . FE IR SR A T IR B A — B0 RS AN LI 7 o Z AR v 5 ) i 1 75 B
B, KR NAS0 BEME NZINGT AR R bR . EAR LLRTHT 78 2 H0A N NAB0 W5 24 i pi S gk, 7
TR N b S MR () F R, EIR BB R SRR SR SR T8 - 9A] Stroop {T:%%(Larson & Kaufman, 2009;
Suarez-Pellicioni et al., 2014) W75 Stroop 4145 *J(Donohue, Liotti, Perez, & Woldorff, 2012). & AfERKE
Stroop 155t & Bl N450 i i 5 [ fig 1 (Botvinick, Barch, Carter, & Cohen, 2001; West & Bailey, 2012),
X — 45 RN RS2 ZIBOIN CHLII B I B A I ). — 77T, ZIAR BN R REAE AL 2 7 RER R BUE NIRRT
SEPLE R R B S S RS ERIAINL. BARSE NI R R N T | B R L. S — 07,
ZIBRN T AR BE AL & — oA s T, XA Atk 2 ME BRI . BARTB FEAE ZIBON A0 B 2 LI PR R
rh RN o R R i X B S — oA A R E S 5 (ACC. DLPFC), A ARE S (1=
v BRSSP ATA R = 55) (Bida, PR, M, &K, 2010). HAtRE, A FEZEELHH)
IO T R A s i R — S ] £ 06 DX () s 0 1 5 D T R AR O R i X o e A I B
— AR MR AR IO FESR AL T B MESE, (HR T AN Z XA PR B GIR) rh R R . BRI, R
Kl iix — SR I, FIEAE S TEAS BRI TR AL 6 S AR IR S S B IR, DUE R W
R P e R 428 1 A g e o

5. &

AT FE A A B ZIAR BN G4 il 75 AL T ROR R ITIT R, AEAT 9 5 i H P D R AR TR B 2R 8
HORIENL, Y HIR A FSZIR A R EEHI T RERR RS 5. X4l Mg B siie e, W Aazsh
AN T BAT RAG R HOHS me SRE AR ZIBRR 42 1 5 ORI R R A R, I8 UE Ak
PRI B A it T R 7.

SEEk
TigE, BRI, B, M 010). ZIMREDRITNFIFELN. O F I, (12), 1909-1918.

ik, PLTSE, TkATE, SKERMR(2016). 4ME 5 AN BRZIAR BN %11 4 A sURAE S H s i FE——2E T Fn e &R0 A
KRR, ORI M, 24(10), 1519-1533.

B, #iR R(2007). HHI%E A RS ZIBR ED RV L. O FEFI S, 30(4), 844-846.
BEath, oul@, DI, 5K3E(2000). KEAMET M G R R(CSRN) M. L 27K, 32(1), 99-104.
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