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Abstract

This study focuses on the effect of increased levels of ignoring information on the “white bear ef-
fect”. We used the visual search paradigm and set three levels of interference information. Sixty
college students were randomly assigned to group. The results showed, at the beginning of three
experimental levels it was significantly greater than the neutral response time when the test was
ignored and the reaction time difference (the reaction time of ignored trials minus the reaction
time of neutral trials) was increasing with the increasing number of interference information. In
the late experimental of three experimental levels it was significantly greater than the ignored
response time when the test was neutral and the reaction time difference was decreasing with the
increasing number of interference information. The results suggest that the “white bear effect” in-
creases with the increasing number of distractor information appeared before. The “white bear
effect” was pronounced in the early stages of the experiment. As the number of practice increases,
participants develop a beneficial template for rejection and the benefit of the practice increases
with the increasing number of distractor information appeared before.
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1. &g

CHRERNL” YA ERA B R — R AaraE, SRAMPE4ERBRZR T, KFBIRIE
Wi — L AR R R . G TR 2 NS R Rz, AR, (HBAE RS,
AMEHEZE T F . ANEZERAEVER, A HIEEEL “ AR LR, R R+
AL AR P AL (1 T 30 7 I 20008 —— F 410 S50 R 400 B PR B0 M 3 5

TF-HURBOZ AT LR DA i) 7T DU e APt B AR 144 % ¥ (Cunningham & Egeth, 2016). SR 45
Bos 2 2 2 MR R, PR E g R (T, 2013) BARMEGERAE, 2007). ko
7 471 % (Abramowitz et al., 2001). MA 2 F (Brewin & Beaton, 2002), FHE4#AF {5 B i — %% (Cunningham &
Egeth, 2016; Moher et al., 2014)%5 . FHRIFHHIRHEE BAE VIR FIERIEEH B, ERE AL
HH O] A S A A B AN AT . RS K7 BTSSR, R AR S R P A D T A
I R AR, 7E TARICAZ PR R R A RAE S H AR BT UL IS S #I W7 BRIk, FHisalim ok
ITHRHIEAS BA P T IR S ESRIRYIN, (AR rE 3 2 H AR F2 it = ) s 1 FHR s m & B bw
M REBIPEGIER . ALRRER TG EAEWATR T, 23 REMNAI SLRMR, XNHE
LRSS Bl X AL 3 4 B S L T H B ] DURES L 2 mE B, b R R B, B
MR NSRS R RN BT RBE b, AP B Az 48 2 0E A .

Moher 1 Egeth (2012)7EZE4E (1) 2 51/ L8 v BER AR 2R HAR R, I8 THOASL 0 ariens, 2ok
il 2w 2 B € VTR, I HL 2R 3R R WK IR L AE A 8] 1A b % A AR TR ; i Moher 58 A 7E 2014
M — DU I, RN SEER T4 T 1A R B AR RN AR S BAR AR RS, R BRI
s LA R — b [ U i, RS G 4R B bR BE4h, Corbin A Cunningham K3, 4 Pk 0k &
71 HH A SR AR 2 AT SRR I, AN A S0 R Hh R R T € R T AR AR B
KR [ 2085 S 6 Hp A 1 X 7 B2 22 — R i€ (Cunningham & Egeth, 2016). LA A 7045 Bt B 7E — Fh e AT
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LR HILR AT, HOAESRRAIAZ “ AR ), 2RI PR T R S, 1%
LRNBRFEAL, S REMSA GRS, 2RI R B /N TR N . RS FER A
FRERIG, EALSEIE 2 il AT T PO B A A B3R HAT N, THRMRIE X AN AR bt EE
— e A SRR, TR L R A BRI (10, 2013), AMRAZUE FH AR IR A RS B ShHB AT & R Ak
PN, e A2 R, FRTIEIS . RIS (Schmeichel, 2007), HF4 WRAEL ZR 3
ST TR RFAEAS EKF, i arE SLae i A8 b (9 TAEICAZ S 3 o, I Be ks>, R in o
TF RS BKCE, o] BB BT LA 2 A mr B A R BRI, R S 0 W T R
N2 G BRI RIS, MREL TG, BT HRZ 8 T A0 20, Ktk I 150 2080 H k2,
% B AR R .

BT 20845 B RI3G N, A ARERN VS BB KT, (E 135050 B R R 2 2 H Ar - BER B
K. WRAARE, S8R HAREA R R R A A FER, PO R TR & R A TR AL 2,
M5 BARPI K HEIZERAE, R TAEICZ A 1 B PSR BT 43 2 R =R ik N 7 Kl
LR G, AHRPRIIA T EAE TAE I ol ROk B YR RAE S B AR AT IS EC AT, T H AR
L KIAE R MR IUE, S TR R R T2 5 RR A S R . a0 RAE Rk 2% 2
AEFRERITUE , $RBNERD) HARXFEHAME S LI 5% T, BRAE TAEICAZ A % sl
SR RN, HER 2 BE BAR A, IR ANIHE B PR B TR B A i R
HEANKEHEZ RS, HZMOERAEZ S KA IRABIDUE, 5 ARG R e galE
A8 2R PO AT R 10 T R 4 ) T SR D . B4 RS TR ) S AT S R
AP, B o5 A SRR AR L SR T ORIk, BT DA RIS S o FH B0 0 B 50 e 1A o 4 R
T P R NAZAR /N o S5l S T P B A A 2 B & ST DA Il i A A A R AT S5 R S, i
AT B ——A AT DL, P DV E R IR RPN FHE I LR, IR I A B S LR N
BIRMIE L, Mt BArmiERERE . Frif2 2, WRAER TN E B £ —u,
BI7E 2% 22 38 oG I R AEAS Bk, HRTE 5 2 R B8 (5 B 5 BE 2 p 5 BthE £, iX
B R T 400 H bR R 082

FESEHT IR L, SEER 4 T 0T PRI AE I — AN KCF, bodn 2 i il 20ms Horh —Fhigi e, dn
RAEL RPN ST T IR RAES BT, RS R, Tl E 2 M a2, piliEEn
T FEAR L RA 1 AR 15 5N & e ——w i B 2 3 3 Mg 4l eAl, e Bk 2
A3 B I TE 2 S0 T R B MR RE B 2, SHEZ M TIE, AR S LT R0 (2R ) R I
HH SRS (TR R ) o EH T RS B K IR, A RERON S R B KT, (A3 S B
R RF HAr BT ISR T BRGNS BREE — RN F I 5420 R, Hilch%s
FOH LR 200 AR 0 H L 6T TSR 2 A I N e FE AR B SR ISR KR D, B T 2 2 R
(1S58 LL 2008 e KA I SEBS 06 T HAR AN 2 LB EUE BAR 2, & R0 [ B 28 28 2 A2 i e
T RWEAE B AL 238G R A SR Ak B R A sg e, HEAS B R S I RORIIN 8 K T e AT T HME Bk
S I SR IR NI R A 2 AR SRR A A e A DUR G e S IR 7 U E T T RME B =ROKE
SR FL 2N AS B3 2 %0 TR0 e T RN AR R s B B PR S 9 FE S S IR 1 RE RN LS )
S SLI ) B 83 8 4% P A IR

FF I, ASIHAE Corbin A. Cunningham Al Howard E. Egeth (2016)R97E _E, XAl 17E 2008 5256
THIRRT IR A E (S BACFATY 8. ARSI IR UOAE] 640 K, 255 18 U 57 208, H i@t
BB R R RIUESE “ ARERN” Wk 2] 3aa AFAE, TR B B8 G AU P 25 D RO LA B b — sl
B AL N — SIS AL FR AR, MO PRI BT, R FH B AL A3 BC R BRI 77 72 PR R 22 S (R R T
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BORPEOR 20 1 A, 2 Ff, 3 RS, Wbl A SEIG AU, R SEI6 i TARICAZ AT g ok, RN BE IR
HHEZ, AU T2 EREEN, PTgali8 R B AR R a], 2t 2290 88 85 S S 3L
KA 2240

ik, AWFAAAEE RGBS B EREME T R E 7T IUE B EE N =Rk, et
TCRMEAE BT 206 T PURISEAm f R b e EORRRNE T AR ) B NE IR B SR B0 A 5 e ik 1 RE
RS A 1) S5 LI F) B 25 288 2 4% E 7 A R R o

2. MR55%E
2.1, #i

BEMLLLE 18~22 J S AER A — 3L 60 LS NA S, M/ IEH BEEFFIEML IR, BSEIEH . K5
SREHLIAE TR T B R 3 DAL T, RS 5B —F . PR =TIl
fEEAKT, iR e il 9%

22. fiRIE

Fl¥ & F: 2% Corbin A. Cunningham #1 Howard E. Egeth (2016)SZ4& 2b I . B 95 3iF 4k
PR A S EER ZBERHIE, B ER ZRE BEAAAE T 2785, BRI EEE KB REam
K12 ANrwAE, IR L REREL AR T AR R A B R 07 e RIBOh 24 AN KRS FAEE, BN AR
fERIEM B b Wk, <07 5 P P MR NLEFRAE N B Ar T RE, HoAh 23 MRE
FRENAE BRI AE 2GS i E) 9 Rhgifh: 4(RGB = 255, 0, 0), #(0, 0, 255), %#(0, 255, 0), #(255,
255, 0), #1(255, 0, 258), “L%'*4(138, 43, 226), 75(0, 255, 255), 7K(192, 192, 192), #7(128,42,42). 24 4
FREFENL I A% 6 A, HNFREFE B, DI — Ry 2, H bR BEAS I 7E 2SR 200 (1 5
o T BRI AR BB, BT ZEE LA AR BB A AR 6 PR BENLIE . fE— AN
B SLIAE T, BRI EhvEsiied, By VOB R BAEA, s AMEHER
W S P LR 2 L, SR A MRS g SIS AR . BT A A G BRI S (R AL B R B L HE R, IXFE
fEAFRIA L B £ —ilg. WK 1,
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Figure 1. Picture samples
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Figure 2. Experimental process
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TE S50 B0 2 R AR . 7E R, SIS T Sk 1 2 R A VR IR AR FE T SR IRIBUT F1
IR e 2 B RS T o R B, SR AE IR, KRR B ARSI, AR ASEREIAT
(5 8o FERMR R, T b — AN G P B HAR 7B “0” 8l “F7), il ek
e B e —3A 640 MR, —FRHHRIR, —FRZIRK, ENHHEILES .

IR E MUK BIE— R, RIS, RN SR B AR ER AN, R
KRR Bhrr . BANKCE NREBA RGN, ZR 2B EMGAANA . BATE S50 ik sk 2
B B BERL AT BC I . FERR BIE, [ +7 XAE R R 23500 ms, FEEIHEREE, S5 R
W 5 RITEB 5 b BB R RN BRI I Ay il €07 SRR “F BEREE RS R €07 Bl “F
AEA B A1 BRI T BE PRI HEA R SO o ZEAATIT S OB S, A AN S R (R R R, 2
PR 500 ms (2 1 BE, AFRAMEART S5t 288 SEIn AN e SCEG L 20, DAY 08, Seie 3k
8 Block, #%F Block 5 80 ik, —¥ ARBELIe— ks, sSLigr k& 1~5 7 8h. SEIRiT K 60~70
Sk

2.4, IR

1 FH| SPSS16.0 /M T KR4t 5. LT 03 54715 BOKC T AL E A6, B dl py I As &, RSN
R B HATIRS ufrﬁ’]iﬁ{ﬂﬂaﬁ%"*ﬁ p<0.05 BN &%,
3. R

BIHE, MIBR T ITA RSN T 100 ms AR IRE I S RN, REAF RIS — 18 1A B
KF ZH K =R 16 A B WAk 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistical results of the mean response time (ms) with neutral trials compared with ignored
F 1 BKPABE R TIR R (ER) R G R

K- - K N K P=
Bk ey ik 2 rhk 2 ik
Kk 1 2514 (438) 2354 (491) 3260 (751) 2963 (822) 3026 (707) 2507 (662)
Xk 2 2427 (670) 2317 (718) 2557 (914) 2470 (859) 2428 (416) 2141 (601)
Xk 3 2356 (592) 2279 (586) 2606 (1164) 2493 (1057) 2303 (612) 2294 (419)
Xk 4 2070 (487) 2149 (621) 2272 (542) 2287 (599) 1848 (341) 2048 (583)
R 5 1964 (465) 1851 (395) 2117 (473) 1865 (380) 1699 (408) 1815 (418)
Rk 6 2096 (508) 1793 (411) 1737 (385) 1820 (443) 1798 (481) 1720 (407)
e 7 2073 (654) 1945 (471) 1811 (434) 1982 (566) 1669 (201) 1921 (366)
R 8 1855 (477) 1891 (543) 1784 (349) 1882 (418) 1632 (306) 1907 (319)

TSR R ST HEAT 3 (KF) x 2 (S5 28 AY) x 8 (1B It H S & U7 22 0 Wy, 45 SRR IR 32 R 2
(Flaga.227.358 = 59.894, p < 0.001, 0’ = 0.560), SZH% A E 2L 3 (F .47y = 5.460, p < 0.05, n° = 0.104), 7K
PR (Foar = 0.765, p > 0.05). B x KT HAEH R 3 (Fosrsazmsse = 3.273, p < 0.01, n? =
0.122); LKA x KPR HAEMALE (Foan = 1519, p > 0.05); kB x SLI A2 B 1F H 8 3%
(Fe.715,13.430 = 10.453, p < 0.001, n°=0.182); kB x SLHHIA x IKPAE AR FH 2.2 (F (13.430,315.616) = 3.428,
p < 0.001, n? = 0.127).
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B DR BN T, AP — RN PR SE IR R LR, SRR, AP it 1 p 2
TRV s o2 B 42 25 KT R R s B B (M = 160.247, SD = 74.572, p < 0.05), ik 6 ZBER I [ Ri i) I
F KT R R R B (M = 303.010, SD = 77.388, p < 0.01). 7K F —iikB 1 ) 2k v e S IR 5 3 K T
PR (M = 296.812, SD = 87.433, p < 0.01), il 7 (1) & AR S BE I 42 3 /T~ R MR (M = —170.859, SD
=77.086, p <0.05). 7E/KF=r, Pt 1 Z&a IR B IR 25 KT A i 7k (M = 518.566, SD = 58.598, p <
0.001), kb 2 ZmE IR U s B 85 35 KT R MR I (M = 286.521, SD = 105.643, p < 0.05), ikH 5 Z Bk
SRER 35 /N T e R (M = —115.243, SD = 40.580, p < 0.05), i&XH 7 2RV R B 5 2 /N T b ki
R(M = —251.748, SD = 69.170, p < 0.01), ikHk 8 ZR& IR B 23 /N T {7 (M = —274.401, SD =
53.458, p < 0.001).

FETFR, E=AAFEKER LR, JAT7 0005 T R 20 5256 A IR SN gk 25 o A SIS I
13 B 2 P E 22 S (WA 3), b — ANk b ) — AP AR AT X P B

400.00- e
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100.004

0.001

Ignore RT
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Figure 3. The difference of neutral trials compared with ignored in re-
sponse time

3. BERR SRR R M EE

ME 3t BLEH, ZAAKCFIAE AN BRI IEFRHME: Seinpniie il 1, 2RIt
JS2IS 8 2 R T A R O R SOSEI , IXARIL T BB A . FESRIS R R B, AEKP AR =
TP LAE S, BRI RN S 2 N T A R S RN, SR 2 ) S RN A e R, ARSI, &
KEMGAMGRER T 4B ” , X5 Corbin A. Cunningham 1 Howard E. Egeth (2016)7F 524
BRMEE R

BT = AN KRB 5 DU BIFALE — AN RN Z20E SCHE BT R R LS, O RN 7K (1 R LI 22 48
(CEL 70 VAR T R RN/ AVA DY E PN E 0 =R = s S

FEACF—r, R EMN AR, Frue=1923, p=0.072, KBRS R 25 T E L% 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the difference of neutral trials compared with ignored in response time (ms) at level 1

F 2. KF—BHARAZES D IERR R NITEEEWD)ER TSR T

jriez 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
M 160.247 110.776 76.943 —78.436 113.107 303.010 128.246 —35.761
SD 74.572 70.176 128.687 79.565 55.278 77.388 96.515 98.519

FEACE =i, R EHBRE, Fras =4.909, p<0.001, 1’ =0.247. AR5 R 2 1135
I 3. BHATHMIELE:, L3 4, Wk 1 B3 KFilH 6 (M = 380.122, SD = 97.019, p < 0.0017). iRk
7 (M = 467.671, SD = 109.866, p < 0.0017).

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the difference of neutral trials compared with ignored in response time (ms) at level 2

= 3. KFZHIHNRAZEE S MR R R EE(ER) R 5t

E821 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
M 296.812 86.584 112.537 —28.367 254.674 —83.310 —170.859 —97.285
SD 87.433 93.460 68.226 101.994 101.694 53.493 77.086 51.295
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Table 4. Pairwise comparison of the difference of blocks in response time (ms) at level 2
4. KFEZERRK BFTEE(ZER) AL

W) Q) M(1-J) SD p
1 2 210.227 138.274 0.149
1 3 184.275 69.849 0.019
1 4 325.179 125.101 0.020
1 5 42137 129.595 0.750
1 6 380.122* 97.019 0.001
1 7 467.671* 109.866 0.001
1 8 394.097 106.956 0.002
2 3 ~25.952 110.427 0.817
2 4 114.951 142.014 0.431
2 5 ~168.090 121.730 0.188
2 6 169.894 112.325 0.151
2 7 257.443 117.976 0.045
2 8 183.869 115.805 0.133
3 4 140.904 118.507 0.253
3 5 ~142.138 103.985 0.192
3 6 195.847 89.396 0.045
3 7 283.396 110.205 0.021
3 8 209.822 84.653 0.026
4 5 -283.041 90.781 0.007
4 6 54.943 96.462 0577
4 7 142.492 114.143 0.231
4 8 68.918 115.506 0.560
5 6 337.984 105.487 0.006
5 7 425533 123.776 0.004
5 8 351.959 120.690 0.011
6 7 87.549 61.752 0.177
6 8 13.975 65.228 0.833
7 8 73574 90.092 0.427
VE: *p<0.0017.

FEACE=, BN R, Foamsiesy = 11.021, p<0.001, n’ = 0.424, AR SN 245 F
IME WA 5. PIPELARSS R I 6: Wl 1 B3 KTl 3 =il 8 I By 2248, ik 6 3 KTk
8 (M = 384.196, SD = 54.595, p < 0.0017).

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of the difference of neutral trials compared with ignored in response time (ms) at level 3
2 5. KFE=F XA ZEES PR R BFTEEERD) RS

7= 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
M 518.566 286.521 9.227 —199.766 —115.243 77.982 —251.748 —306.214
SD 58.598 105.643 129.695 131.043 40.580 57.217 69.170 46.541
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Table 6. Pairwise comparison of the difference of blocks in response time (ms) at level 2

= 6. KF=ZHIXRK HATEEER)RALR

(1)
1
1
1

N o o o oo g s~ B B D OWOW oW wWwwWw NN NN DN NN R

Q)
2

0 0 ~N 00 N OO o N oo o1 o N oo g b~ 0o N oo g b~ w oo N o o b~ W

M(1-J)
232.046
509.339*
718.332*
633.809*
440.584*
770.314*
824.780*
277.293
486.287
401.764
208.539
538.269*
592.734*
208.994
124.471
-68.754
260.976
315.441
84523
~277.748
51.982
106.448
~193.225
136.505
190.971
329.730
384.196*
54.466

SD
125.579
102.063
125.462

67.075
73.030
94.112
68.645
195.925
147.351
133.035
117.162
117.814
113.630
163.354
125.919
150.622
158.490
149.614
130.112
163.459
129.133
140.788
74.494
73.703
59.739
99.567
54.595
89.067

0.084
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.177
0.005
0.009
0.095
0.000
0.000
0.220
0.339
0.655
0.120
0.052
0.526
0.110
0.693
0.461
0.020
0.084
0.006
0.005
0.000
0.550

FE: *p <0.0017.

MBI 7

TEECEBL, =AKTFEIMBL T SN Z2 (G e, Rk 6 Zod SR 22 {5 38K

ZJE SORNIEILR s RS ZEE AR K Ui B 57 RN R R B, 2 e ORI ZE (L R, R KRS 45

B REE KT8 55 4 K (1

Wi FR) £

e, X = AN KT 2 S (1) s R 9 2 R S 1) s s A3 B 1R 24 A 3 (K x 8 (B IR & 1k
THE SR TTZE 8T, AR R N RN A B 25 SR AR 21, R B, Fsson0s8s62 = 10.936, p <
0.001, 0°=0.189, Xtk x KPR HAEMEE, Faisssse = 3-533, p<0.001, n>=0.131, I Ak
R IREE R, AP IIERUNANEE, Foay=1704, p=0.193, p>0.05. BT RN, 5L 7.
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Table 7. Simple effect analysis of difference of neutral trials compared with ignored in response time (ms) in three levels

=7 ZAKRFREBE R R A EEED) RN S

itk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F 5.922** 1.444 0.203 0.686 6.882** 9.133*** 5.980** 3.801*
p 0.005 0.246 0.817 0.509 0.002 0.000 0.005 0.030
" 0.201 0.058 0.009 0.028 0.227 0.280 0.203 0.139

FE: *p<0.05, **p <001, ***p <0001

fE BN TR, M L REER, Fpay=5922, p<0.01, n*=0.201, k54 3 /Kb
HREES, Fouy=6.882, p<0.01, n’=0.227. K 6 P2 FEE, Fpuy=9.133, p<0.001, n’=0.280.
WP 7 HEREE, Foan=5980, p<001l, n?=0203, i 8 H%EREE Fua=3.801, p<005, n?
=0.139. #E—EHFH LB, Wk 8.

Wk 1 HfkP— B3N FKF=(M = —358.320, SD = 104.655, p < 0.01), /K F—/MFAKF (M =
—136.565, SD = 104.655, p > 0.05), 7K-F &/~ F/KF=(M = —221.754, SD = 107.689, p < 0.05), Z5&
4, g5 UL K T2 A A S AT S SR ZEAE G I, RIA B AR KP— < KPP < K
=5 WP 5 KRB ZEEANTAKF K — R A RE R TRF=, KPP RFRTK
=5 R 6 HKCE ROV ZEE B E KT, AP RSN ZEE B K TP =, KN FK
= R 7 K R R E R TR BT —RBEFRTKT =, KPR TKTF = RPN %
{1 8 HIKP— N 2R TR =, HAKP—BFRTRF=, AP RTRFE= WBAES,
REEG 1 313, TESLIRRRIBL, B KT NS S 2B ), RIS 224 K= < K
=< K IR A SRR B

Table 8. Difference of neutral trials compared with ignored in response time (ms) in blocks
= 8. MBABKF R HEEEFHEERD)ERILR

[GEER X SR QKT M(l-J) sb p
1 2 —136.565 104.655 0.198
1 2 3 —221.754* 107.689 0.045
3 1 358.3196** 104.655 0.001
1 2 24.191 125.613 0.848
2 2 3 —199.936 129.255 0.129
3 1 175.744 125.613 0.168
1 2 —35.593 160.233 0.825
3 2 3 103.309 164.879 0.534
3 1 —67.715 160.233 0.675
1 2 —50.069 146.592 0.734
4 2 3 171.399 150.841 0.262
3 1 —121.330 146.592 0.412
1 2 —141.567 97.85561 0.155
5 2 3 369.917** 100.693 0.001
3 1 —228.350* 97.855 0.024
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1 2 386.320*** 91.113 0.000
6 2 3 -161.291 93.755 0.092
3 1 —225.028* 91.113 0.017
1 2 299.105* 116.731 0.014
7 2 3 80.889 120.115 0.504
3 1 —379.994** 116.731 0.002
1 2 61.524 101.746 0.548
8 2 3 208.929 104.695 0.052
3 1 —270.453* 101.746 0.011

FE: *p<0.05, **p <001, ***p <0001
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Figure 4. The difference of neutral trials compared with ignored in re-
sponse time among three levels
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