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BT R ~ FrariE ~ BUAUR R R VO EEE R M - BSUE R SIEN T8 - 1R
HEE ~ (RREAIIE S » A3 AR [FIGE R PR B 72 Sl Fr - FRZ R B MHRANSE L (event-related potentials,
ERPs) - eI FEIRE SRR RNEY) - A58 © G520 - FEEEHRNAREE A BRI S - TR
W ELARE B MR RAY N400 53 » AESREER » TEEE B ) SER L TEEEAR By ) BB - W
H TEEERELRAY | BOESORERT T EEE B ) A RERTGE - FORE R B ER P A E R —
BERTEEIRGS T - ATDUSR S RS HERA R o2 B RS AR A > S sl 0 SRR -
FeAh o FEEAR—BIOME - EARISIIEAI 2R NA00 FUR © 38 EHEMRIIML & MEAE A I I HH R A Y
N400 2R 5 MRE = — BT A3 HIER N400 UER - BERA —EBFIRE BRI ST EERS (1B N400 2508
{E R B R EE A AR RS 2 AR EINY « FEREA 2019 N400 SR BRI IRT AR IRA& 175 E » ThiAE e
BEREY N400 R AR TEFE R A AR B MR 15 08 - IR - FEAR K LA SRR L I s T
ReiSE T ICAY B S T H -

AR © FFMHREAENL (ERP) ~ GEEZZENA - REEIENR - EEdhaAT
A5 M R ~ EEREE (2017) o FIRISFAHBHRE G EMIRE S — 30 ~ MR e N —BZ 225 - &7/
257522 (1) »2545-

— “HRE FEEM
1155

TERETIVREE T AL T AR AT B2 Mo B E L EE S AERERTY
J&&=Z o B4 » Harri Koskinen g%aHYUKBRES > 20 FEE 1 PR o FEka ARV 2R - (ERERIIMNE R
ANV B FL RS » SR A X0a BT » SRS IR R B - N o E iy E[EREE
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HEGREIRARE - H e AT HRE R RSEA R RE R AR B HaERrpl » —AE e TS a Ay
SUHEBE AV RS EE RSN - @ G fmiaE R YIS RS - A SRS — Y
HEE AN NI - (B2 - EE i Ik FIR R R — (el - e S5 (e 5 LAl 2 mErk H il
ZRiy > N AL T ERRAYIEIE - LRSI nTRERt & A P LR D Z53A 880 - SR - SEBfRRrP LRI &S
ROTREEHHE R RS - HRASAISNE HIEREZ -

BT NI B S SRR 73 DU el At Ry Ay RS &I /720 (Likert scale) © BEfA Osgood
Suci 1 Tannenbaum (1957 ) Ry 3B 5% | (semantic differential ) - f§fF " SD % | yEfTEM] -
PSSR Ry 5~ 1809 R > WilmEk FECE EUE S T R BRI 255 - Bilan - "B vs EERRY
o T REERAY vs AN 0 HIE S B RS R IE AL - Atk DURERIRY SR BERIRE i A M P EGERY
B - AR RIEIEESEN R RENE - EHMENECRE o B L RS EEEER 5%
RSR[5 PG R B 5E DU 2.2 8 2 S A O Ge 25U - S B B 5 £ (Lin,
Fang, & Wang, 2011; Lin, M. H., Wang, C. Y., Cheng, S. K., & Cheng, S. H., 2011 ) - #t{&HE - BR¥2$5 (2010)
SUEIREAERS - EfE L ATRERY B RGE R AN - MPTRURER T T HEREEE ) 24 BEAE T ZUERE
FARREAIMEE . ~ TR

= Tl
rr.:-z:e_% =
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|%{ 3 ‘i_'—zl-'_i_‘_ji;;

BEM OO DO OO0O0OOD0OKeR

L. D AARREAERESMNRRZHEHEG  LELRZRENERAZH ?

FHFA S A SRR A B IR BE B I SC A S Rk - T B R A8 i 22 A R 5 3 T eV E 8 - LTS
HISHE B IE RIS - 15 the8 8 R AN s g - S8 — kI P AR a8 AR AR S5 52 -
JEAEHEAVEESE - AT RES S R BRI RRIGE — S5 50E © Fy 7 BEE AN PSR LR 52 AT T
P EE I e S AR A BEARRE - thET nT B BRI ZE1S S ORI - SO B RE A Sy T 1% -
FE » ABEREE T TR OB M GG SO - B A BRI S R nIRATR (Raichle, 1994) - [K]fL - JEEE I
P Ry P E iR D BAR B RY Sl T2 - HAHRIISEE L (Event-related Potentials, ERPs) & FH I

(Electroencephalogram, EEG ) Firf&f511988 4 #EHA% - ERP 2B (2R #EE (psychophysiology ) #iill
HE OB EA ML - S E BN RS E o Kt - EET R EIREANSEIRE - NFEIRAHS
GRS H NEIRRES) - FrEE LR E R B LI » DUR IS ARTAE - DUE EGR S5 8 K38
HIFERE o KIBLAEARTRTE - R HRENY E FRE n TRV A A =0 - LU F R RIS TS s =l 9
SHRESTEIA HAR i SEE Y TR

1-2 AT A /Y

AW HHERN BRETERGE YIRS EIS TR S &AL N400 SR » fEARWTFERGI B Ea T - A0FIEr
MR SUAVERTLILR 2 S R E RIS B - A nEVIE A BNE R 2 R M LR
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T - Kb SRR EBERAY B 2R S A TR, - BUS L R AE - FER TR B AMTEA
T RREEAIHESETUE FEIEREH] - ARFITHEN] - BAERREEEETY - R oSG SRR
N400 1S FEERS & L — Bt nvE B EaR s (HFAIA—BUWRE B AHLL > nlaegr B EHRIVE E FE &
T N40O S5 o

— XRHEE
21 EEEKNES

T b BEEEMERAAHI G Ry " HEREE | (ambivalence) B " BifS=CAYRERE ; (conjunctive
ambiguity ) « BEIREEAYERGR " —HEOEIREE - B AHEYHRZENR GRS CRETRIEMEE
AR ) (Gardner, 1987) » Ak T ASHFF 255 ~ WIRTFRAVAE @ FrgGerfE 28 , (Breckler,
1994) - 4F Russell (1980) FREFHRHAY TR ERFEAT | (circumplex model of affect) H7 - B[ EEHA A HYEL
AR ERERERE - EEEAYMERR TEEEE (activation) FIZKFEIFIAIERR TRIRIEE |

(pleasantness ) - T ABYEAREE - Al S8 PR sl ORI - ARG S5 —tma ik ~ Zafny s —
Ui E%9E (Russell, 1978; Thayer, 1989; Whissell, 1981) -

2-2 FRRREIFZRYEE AN

—fRAHIFIBELRAE]E (ambiguous figure) - BUEALEE EFERAAT I AT T RENE - 41 " HBR

(duck/rabbit) [EfE - F&FHEEE TN FEARHE (AR E S0 ) - sEmiEE P rTRe g iEE Bla HES
R ST S R AR, - SE TR S IR B U A FEFT e S ATBEIRGE L - AHEEREE X
JEMERIETY - AR TR - HISEERERE: (perceptions are hypotheses)  HiAEBGEHE 2 &
PN ~ BERRIVE S - ATREErTRAMEEIERNUMRE (Gregory, 1997, p.10) - iEfEEERRTE (ambiguity) ¥f3E
KIFFEIRH AR > EMARBEE AT - SRAAERF 28 - ERAGRRAINEEESRM - MEh
M~ TR (2012) FIFHIRENE - Sz BUEEIRED B SRR TS - SEHEIRE AL R
JEERE o FESRAEE > WERRE A 2, - KRB BASERF RRIEEERe  B EE A B 2, -
A5 SE PR BB RIAN R AN S A R UL B B (feature-matching theory) » BRI EklE Fr BA X
LERFE - W HMTEMRITIRESUR M A BB R E M (SBIER > 1997) - HESIHRERIRETIZKR A
REBRANRIGE o B AR BN TR - BANSE A S B SR MARI B - RS B P R RN
oK LRI MIIIE EL © [RILL - FEMERRETE SRS (S IR EE - MBIt - T
% ARHMESEENREEL - FAEMILE — T HATRE R EAHATER - Kt - BERE T
B EA SR LMEIE G - BEASSPEER TRMCIER ) SHESUE - "M ) 2AGE - B
LRy - Pomerantz (1981) FIIEE 7 MAERME ~ iR (2012) 1SR - MR B2 T T4 Rt ) (emergent
property ) FIFIEARRIEIZAS - IPKEIERHIT (local) FIFEHGAT (gobble) FTZEFRFME: - R LU
BEPEREER - T HSE 18 S 7 28 F SRR M T RIbE R - ZCHRR FLMTSREy 8 - ATl Nodine
B2 Kundel (1987) HURFSE > RERHRERAIE U0 Ty BB (holistic object recognition) F1/F
FRF BT (local feature analysis ) o PEBEEHUEASEEZ (gestalt) [RERAGEATI - BIERIIHURERIAI
e o S LB SRR NSEAIR Tl S B G RE R 2 —RASER A SRR R RE B T - AR
AT BRI RS - RIS ATE - K& - JH B EEATIE (Koftka, 1935) -
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2-3 BRI E (I IER

N400 ZHFFERIEE =N LI s - BRI FTERIEY) 2B 300~500 274 il fEHH THA A
i IR —(E &P (negative waveform) - ySlEHAKITE 400 ms - FERIHBY R G AFERIEYH B
725 o NA00 W] [ FEATAn[VEHE A B 2RI - RETERGRENIF RIS HER ISR EAE - S AN e R B]
it iEFEBERAYER S - — (I RATHIE T XA AR B BOR (sematic priming effect)  Fij—f&H}
BRI e s H (primer item) - R #ZEIIRIEWE B (target item) - FEASBE B
B o 5 RT3 i ) P A 2 T B AT C ) (prime-target paring ) AR DUAGI S22 SR B
IS - GE RS 7 R R R A — e TR R TR 20 AR B2 FI B H i Rt
FORRIE - & HAREAIE AT R AR B — 0% - SR — B i)+ ~ SO0 ~ SO Fr o DURE Fy
FtE o R REE - N400 ERErgiiF %8 Hisk (Eddy & Holcomb, 2009; Eddy, Schmid, & Holcomb,
2006; Federmeier & Kutas, 1999; Juottonen, Revonsuo, & Lang, 1996; Kiefer, 2001; Paz-Caballero, Cuetos, &
Dobarro, 2006 ) -

2-3.1 EEEA—3 (semantic incongruity ) By N400 &5

T B ASHLTY N40O iS22 314 S B SCPRYFIET RS - 401 Meyer #11 Schvaneveldt (1971) Fl[FEA
AR - TR B NCR - MM RIERE = AERANIEC YT - 410 bread v.s. butter (FEL v.s. 2l ) -
L WA fEEE A AHBARIBCES » 400 bread v.s. doctor (Rl v.s. B842) - Sl & B RE R AHRHRIRC B H L
RIS - IE KSR AT R AR - 2B FEIHY3EE (between-category ) (1411 -
EAR vsHy) HbAFE[E—FEEER] (within-category ) (40 @ 44K vs. E=HEIE R ) (Bobes, Lei, Ibafiez, Yi, &
Valdes-Sosa, 1996; Guerra et al., 2009; Hamm, Johnson, & Kirk, 2002; Proverbio, Zotto, & Zani, 2007 ) - Kutas
Ed Hillyard (1984) SHyE—23H » N400 RYFRIE A/ NEEE RS BERRE RERRIE L - M MERFIEE RS HE - 38
EAHR - DURGERIEER =R AT - A8 2 For - B0 - FEE—B0A T - BER S E AL Tz

(The pizza was too hot to “eat” ) > 5 TlZ, (eat) ;E{ET - HANFEZREY T8, (drink) FIFEEY
B TER L (ery) o REREBEEL - FEEESSRANIA)I T BESIAVSEE ML T58 ) (The pizza was too hot
to “cry”. ) WY& —HFAE 400 Z2M BRI AN - R ETEEEZEE EEK » N400 FfRIEFELECK -
XA > Guerra Z¢ A (2009) HER T —R5G A FrogECEpTsE - 20 HE 3a Fios o MEECHYE > 208
W vs. 115G - B F—RE (within-category ) 5 AHBECHYE Fr - ADEA vs 5888 - HIZ BRI R
HI%ED (between-category ) -« ftiSRE A ERERIAE FrAH & » & EulE— R IE S FRMES
N400 fziis > 416 3b Frs o

CRY -
:f \ \/ N400
N |, DRINK
Fin -

SuV . Congruous
l Incongruous
5 Incongruous related
- E— 1 i} 1 L] L 1 L
0 200 400 600 800 ms

2. N400 FY R EE S EEERVFERE BRE ( Kutas & Hillyard, 1984 )
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=== CONGRUENT

— INCONGRUENT

FEEAERE (@R )

e

N400
SERAER (TR e R

(a) MECEFHRIEE (b) FBET—EHISIE N400 3R

o

Potential (uV)
(=]

o

3. EE—MWEEET—IEY N400 2R ( Guerra et. al, 2009 )

2-3.2 EEE MRk (semantic ambiguity ) B9 N400 #5355

AR HEARA SMIRE (lexical ambiguity) - FEAVE — TSR 2 RS - A SRR EMRESCR
g e ? A0SRy bank o B ERERERTT o WA o Simpson (1981) BfEbffH 1 RENT

9% fE—IH T s HEr > Simpson FRET T FATEM AR IEEL HAREAIECE - B - BERESHIRYEREE >
bank v.s. money ($R1T v.s.&88) © DIK - BEEAESHINVMEEEIE » 40 boat v.s.money (fiff v.s.&88) - #5E

MR SIn e e e E R AR R - R R RBHRERSIE T AR EERERER - 2 bank v.s.
money REAEAFEEMABCR » MAIETE bank v.s. river FEAE - FLEFH] N400 FHAE¥FHE (context) (1Y
HIRSRE S - fRHERYRE AR - RS HE T TR - N400 HkimkiEia 2 U Rabovsky, Sommer, & Abdel Rahman,
2012) - b - HERAGSCE (concrete words ) ERIHERAGSCEE (abstract words) 4 N400 HRIEIEZE A - ik
4h » HEHEAGAH IR A E AR N400 BRI EZE5ESY (Huang, Lee, & Federmeier, 2010) < [y

B et st E S B M v DR IR n aE o i sl AR G -

H—IRE T H O MINEE RN » RS E SIS ERYRIBIEI R B N400 BUR ? B L%
RS - — I AE S FE SR B LS R E S - HARESEE » S IRRINEY) - K
IF SR IR B I 25 il S sl FrBC ] s E G =X @RS RCE Fr (picture-word )
HIFIBITRE S « AN SER Ry AiE S B E AT 2 A EIRERE SRR - PR0RIRE B R B H R A ] -
Paivio (1971 )R4E3E S FIFEEE S HIEHNEIN TR - SRR S G R (o F (Rl — @ B 2 IR R
B BUYE B CERERERPLIN TR (BilEZ - 2007 » H 528) - Schnotz ~ Bockheler 1 Grzondziel

(1999) HRIBFEM THERFE R — S HEREIGER > nRiE 8 B — S T HIE F R RS
AR o AU TR SCE AR G A R S i — RN L PSR RS EENIN L R — L
BEIARRY o [KIL - 3BT B BIARIZE T sl B S A R A s Am S ~ L - B LR A -

PEAh - AREREGEAWRRES TR IIRER G (AUEMER) - REEREIIN - ArlCiirE g
PR > ARSI 255 FRRO AR ] - IR » SR8 1E SO i e Y L8 A8 5 77 (mental imagery )
SUMSAHE I - KRy A0SR e R R B G R AR A R A B A TR R AR L 5%
R A ERIECET (Marr, 1982) < Paivio (2007) R0 TIIGERIBIHT RS0 (concreteness
effect) o (Kl » i HERAY B EDRREER A B ARG Al FIRY SRR 7B Fr o s g )
b A DUA IR AT o B AR e SRR TSR - R LRI E AR E B AT s R Ay S A R
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fiif @ - Dyck B Brodeur (2015) FEBAMEBRIVYIRS & X EIBHINRIE IV EE o MR A ERRAI LR
Yitg > S RICELE TR IESE (neutral scenes ) FI—ZCkAYESEE (congruent scenes) ° AR » BRI
YIRS CEAE O TAIE S & e — BRI IB 5L - RIS (posterior ) HYEEMGES AE 5 &4 MY N400 &R « Iz
BB YR AR S IR T —2U0E YR S AR o KL - BRI A — BUE S Rs R
R o ILAL - EVIRSEHEDESRT - ie B E S AR BB — BRI &R - T AR B UVEY)
HERHES - EERIYI8E 2B A IR 15 5 H ARSI E s - iiﬁél%rﬁiﬁz%&%%ﬂﬂi(Marr 1982) -

st E A TESARAS IS - TR PR - RH R BB SR » BRI 3828 - 2 ISR TS SR ARAR T e

AR SRRENIE S AR RIS IE o TE (8B HlF 3 R B (prototype ) WU < [ EHi
W&y THRuL o BEESIELL - fEERES TG RARIAL o AV RIS AT E LRI - IR R
% » WA RS (Rosch & Mervis, 1975) » Bil4M » 38 &AM o — I SRR R (9.0
BRBMERY - JRRIRF IR o [RIEL - B B 09 A B B AR EE R AR sk i ok © 18
EEHTAIR TR BIRE - AMEr ke e Bi 1T He R 2 A AR - MM e+
[z » i R AR - RGETEFT RIS ST - KL - FEARWTZeRSR &t - anpEr it
AUk ¥ > BLUERRTLIRS 2 S ELANE MRS IE B I - A RERAREHIE & IR -2 S @A AR+ -

s BRI A
31 BAE

ARFFEAES AR A TR RAREZADSEERICR A MIFFe A4 33 47 - HrpiliER 17 (2R R H R
16 SRS - —fiRi S > — ISR RELETRRE ED 16 fILL LS4 R DU AR ey
BEE: - BRI SZIIE IEFERAS S ANE] > RN ESSRIEIRREAE (AMEEBERTETUT ~ BB KT - 15FE
IR ~ EEIANESE) EReE > DEEZEERE R E (tials) A2 DUEASSE M THITEE -
I > FFEARHERY 16 sz (5574 8 fif - Mean=23.19 g > Std=2.01 j%) - HUEASSGBEE R TS EL -
BRI MG T FON G RSB > A T8 e T B SR AT S2 B it T T s

3-2 %K

WFEREAR DI Rl - BEUZ IR A v RESEH - IR FHMHE ST - Hatet s AR
MR EE Ll — B ANARTE AT 1000 Chairs —2(Fiell, C., & Fiell, P., 1997 )~ 500 Chairs —2( Hemachandra,
2008) ~ M=y (S L R R HLEn AR R Ay T I ) [ o 3k 398 R 0 PR 6 ALE
4 LN BRI ERRIAEE AR (1 75574 - Mean=22.83 5% - Std=1.6 5% ) ~ {KIGEIE ~ Kt ~ THABUERS
FR=UAE AR e FrIER 22 96 iR o fRakhE Fr A&t /A B DUK ST ELRYAR AR 45 B 2ER S BRI AR
B 10emx10em YRS HHER © #3535 30 f7@a et et aEn TEHR ) (11 2581 - Mean=23.63
B 0 Std=1.1 %) 1 30 ARZMAEMSGTAER 4T, (19 7557 - Mean=28.6 i, » Std=10.8 %) -
EFTREE A FNANIROAREE - FEEMR - AR R (PR v B ) - FrartE (BRI v.s 8RR ) B
AORE (EHR v.s IR ~ BEHEE (FHEE v.s. i858 ) (Hekkert, Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 2003; Hsiao & Chen,
2006) - fHEREREIAEA 9 EREE » Wil ~ B ~ fRds 3 [EFEERAVEE =R - SRSEAT 32 iREE
Fro o —RBE R 24 9RE - A15R 1 R < S EREEE i PR B E A S e 22 - AR R
BRESES (2010) F2HI AR BRI oI - 4058 2 PR - 18 T SR8 (mean ) ~ FEHEZE (standard
deviation, SD) ~ fmRE (skewness) ~ 5 (kurtosis) HYBUEEFT/0HE - DUE R ik B BRr G A -
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1. BEDNRE - B - WG 2Bt

Eap= Vil fRAE 75173 WG

EENE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

TR JER  EEM BB BEEMNE BN GEAEME BB BEEM JEE
M B B T R T T

HiariE JER R4 FEE CEBMUCE A EELRMA CFZE RER JEE
ki) AL B TR BEER TR TEE

PRARIE JEE B BB BEENE #RY  GEAER A% BEER JEE
HR iR BRI AR HEEER AR TR

B JE% RfEE G AEMEE MEX  BEAEE G5 REEg JEE
fi e i B g e g P

< 2. EEIEE O EER RIERERE TR

AR ORI RAE O R R IR AR RGS
(RE#HE1~3) (RE#E4~6) (REHRET~9)
MR B 2.75 5.15 7.29
FRHEE 1.58 1.73 1.45
kg 0.88 -0.01 -0.80
s g 0.37 -0.32 0.29
wEE I 222 4.92 7.60
e e 1.43 1.70 1.40
R 1.19 -0.03 -1.25
[E3:53 0.73 -0.08 1.54
TR 2.62 5.25 7.27
FRHEE 1.60 1.92 1.55
frRE 1.01 -0.41 -1.03
[E3553 0.85 -0.17 0.78
B P 2.69 5.13 7.47
e 1.52 1.61 1.42
R 0.71 -0.31 -1.19
[E3::3 0.07 -0.49 2.08
te fr B 320K 320K 320K
R /)N A /)N
R iEE =([c] =Lz
e &5 iEE =(iz] EE
3-3 BERF

ERP B BRI DU R Fre B 5=t - FIBTRTRARIEYIE & —20 AT NHEE 4 Fos - H%
PR 2 1000 ms BT EIEETLR - SIS DHEERRATHLOE, - AERRE 500 ms 1% > HIRE 1000
ms PUHR SRR RS & BT R SO - AERRIRE 500 ms > FRHIER 2000 ms FY E AR Fr - IR S22 280 EAE
E AR Fr B 2000 ms 2P - FlET B ARE RS E 2l T B/ A8y o B R e
SRR shift ZSEIEEORE > S 500 ms #2 - #N—HHAVRIEW) - Rl e sl E I E A TR0E - BMERG
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FHIA - N AHAIBSR IS - MEHME ERP BCR - AWFFEEESS | A (BRBERE) 22T shift
ERE AR o ARy shift BEE T By, R 5 2 7 (BEGR) HIF /SR shift
ERIE Ty o AR shift 2EE TR o BHEREEAES G 1 BRI SO AR (A0
BRYERY vs JEMERY) o BHETE AT B ERT Y 24 5REFr - (Kt - [8] 1 Rk o BRI 2 P4
A > $645 192 # (trials)  (4x2x24) WUBBHERCES - R EERRR (SRFERIERTE IR £ 1.5 /)
IRf > HRREIARE 3 2K - AC8% ERP JSIGERHAIER B - RIE EASEE AR 2000 ms A5 - EREMEEER 1 X -

,
BEN o e lﬂ % Fi
|
ELITH L
= B AN gy ﬂ T ®E |
4‘ e | I i M |
+
TR . s " / T
:L_ I
BN, mme | %
— |
1000 ms . 500 ms i 1000 ms " 500 ms . 2000 ms _%500 ms
R LD Gl [ gl S EiEE R + 1R R T4
‘ (ERP 2B EER) ‘

4. [ERERER

3-4 BRBACER

e B A v — ] A IR SRR R R o B P22 I B B s BT - et /o] - IR (BEEG) FRERAC
FEKE Y 66-channel 3R / & (LR (Ag/AgCl) RYFEMME - 258, (reference) WM - 41 NHIE 5 235
AETEZMIBE IS ~ AERE T BIEZE IR AZE (mastoid) - 5341 > TERIRENE (VEOG) BiEE,
A2 A IRARERAY I B JTAIIE R RIAREY b - DUR/KSPIVIRED B (HEOG) BEAUE RERG1E I /e
HRAAIASHR A SME - EsalaE i > FEFHAETE SkQ DUT - HUBESEREELE 1000Hz - JEIY 2SR E
1 0.05-70Hz (3dB) -

WSRO SR ELFRET T - AWFZCHE FH IS /3 kB NeuroScan 4.5 - fEIRAAAVAIZERGR EEG fEHY
&R - B IREFEKA> (ocular artifact reduction) © fATEHHE (channels) MY 2R FZ 1
FCz TEtpEf - EH2M (re-referenced) FyifEF 2B (M1 ~ M2) RYEMEES (Luck, 2005) © 43E¢

(epoch) MR EEG FHER - BT30S R MBI 100ms B HHELERAY 920ms 2 E&fH
(interval) - HGELHESRSNIE (baseline correction) 7E-100~0 ZFAVERT o DRSS (linear regression )
FIERZARENS% (Semlitsch et al., 1986) - B E(KIEN 30Hz (12 dB/octave ) » EBREFHEHZARAVFER - 2
= PUTIREMERE (artifact rejection ) » BR 77K SEIRE) (HEOG ) Iz EHIRE) (VEOG) - g B LA£60uV
HIREHEME » JEERRBIFTT RIVIRIEMES - #655 LRGN A= RESHEKEIRE) (HEOG) » 8%
D& 100 pV HYFHEE - BT — R ERR TSR - BT (average ) REMBRIAEAEE MR ERP ki
Bf%  #8FYT (grand average) i SfIFE T &6 Y ERP $iRiig



ARE TSR 22 5 L] 2017 4R 3 33

5. BAERBELSENTER KEREMREME

3-5 EF S
TS b R ZORBET TR ST » RS TR POR RIS ek -

3-5.1 TREH

TTREORVEAG - SZHIF S SCERCEAY AORCRERE | A0 T SORERERH] ) - R 3 DUBHERE (ST vs.
BEME) BREER R Ry R BIMERRIA LR 1 3R T EERE ) R 708 P8 2 (e EN7AvI AR TRk ) A T
YRy, > BERERCEHEE B 0 TEEEA By, - TEEEMERRRY, o 0 TEER B0, E - KT
G2 H A Fr K| B0 (repetition effects) - [/ ERP FURAVTEE#4: (Rugg & Coles, 1995, p. 146) -
BT e — RIS —RENCERHE & DU B K HBRASCEIRE & i IR - kR TR K
BIRISRERr Sl T ARERERRAY ) ROEHHG o AWTIE IR T REEE 2 ) MR -

L TERER B ) A T AVEIERSCE SR T SRS TR B, R
AR R R -

2. TREEMEDRAY ) AHE vk TREEE By N TREEE S By BRI - N2 EERRL
B ~ BiEeEe (2010) $2RAVMERERRTEE - G5 " PEEE (RREEE) o M TIRER
B (RimaE i) | - TEREE B, R o I/ BRSO s M T
ZHFEFIE TR B, o FoRMETE RaklE e T30 B E T3 B BRI
ARV © 5340 0 TREREE AN By ) KBRS o RERIEE PR S BRSO VA I
SUFEFIE " A8 o RRZER RZIE T T B E TN B - e AR
7 B (2010) MR SEHIRE IR A IR B T RN ERZBIE - SabIEATE
PRETHIER D -

3. TEEEEY, A - BRSO T E T SO TR B, o RoREE
Frig By -
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3. RAENXENERRER=EHES

FEEs HBEEF XF i)y I HIRT AT RE BESHT

1 Bk B BN EN L EEAR B "
ok EMEM B L HE— HIES

2 gk BN B AR - SR H
BoR M MR A % (AR )
R R B ENEH l%k SRR s
oK BV BEMEAY ENE (PbiRL L)

3 gk EEm BN EL B "
oK MR B ENE EER HIES

et - LSRR RS (EERY vs 31D RosaBifFaris -

"HHECRERE | RS2 > B — (R S SR E R R IR R B v b - T T SRS L 22
HEAEBEIH AR - 42 TSRS © 2 4 BUR TARCREEE | 315050 MEGTIOEREE m
WIS IEX S A T REEA B ) SERBOBIE 13+8+7+11=39 fH » HUHRCREEE Ry 37.50% (39 RHFRLL
104 #H) > SEEFRER 192 > Hfr g 56 FEAIRARIFEHRETONE S - kR -

4. EEBREZHEARX

R ki FrariE AU BFERE AEET
ECRHEA (s10) X% Bakk XEB BZHE X 5ok X asltk X 54k
EER 13 50.00% 8 32.00% 7 24.14% 11 45.83% 39 37.50%
SHEIRIRAY 6 23.08% 6 24.00% 14 48.28% 2 8.33% 28 26.92%
R 7 26.92% 11 44.00% 8 27.59% 11 45.83% 37 35.58%

/NET 26 100% 25 100% 29 100% 24 100% 104 100%

Mgy 22 23 29 24 56
HEER 48 48 48 48 192

fat - ISz (s10) RyafifFasiy -

1T R BRI PR BCEMRAR T #5E (paired sample T-test) - S3RILLHSZHIF BHEE L ~ eyt ~ B
USRS RV ERE R Ry AR 8y, ~ TREEERRAY ) o DU TREEAN By ) EX A
[ FERFREI R 72 2 - BB EIKIR R (2-tailed) HYBHIETE (p<05) FyHIBride -

352 BREH /\
EisER o T80y, ~ TEERRAY o DI T R—E

S ERISEIEI trials (HIE) 43Rk © 32 (24-45) ~27 (18-43) / LA | ma | R..-\\.
LURe 32(17-44 )« #8522 N40O $iifi - 3 BlIE T RAw - Hi 2 2% 300-500 S
ZEMWE BRI - &R R 2 F AR It E#E (Eddy & _[.'(- o e ol 2 .
Holcomb, 2009; Mathalon, Roach, & Ford, 2010) - SEIEAYEEL » e —
WAETERE 100 ZR Ry —EE B - SR T B A B B 43

M1 B R HCEE IR 22 SO Ry 1 - ARFFEEEE 27 fEEAR(F7 -
F5~F3-F1~Fz~F2~F4-F6~F8-T7-C5-C3~Cl~ Cz~ v
C2~ C4-~C6~T8~P7~P5-P3-~P1~Pz~P2 P4 -P6-P8) - 6. BSHEE R 27 mE IR
G2 Ry O N 5% - AN 6 Fis > 23Uk © 2R (left anterior, i - WEIHNE o FERSE;
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LA) (F7~F5~F3) ~ HigiffS (medial anterior, MA) (FI1 ~Fz~F2) ~ GHilS (right anterior, RA) (F4 ~
F6 ~ F8) ~ AEH i (left central, LC) (T7~C5~C3) -~ Hpfi§§ (medial central, MC) (C1-~Cz~C2) -~
A (right central, RC) (C4~ C6-~T8) ~ /1% N (left posterior, LP) (P7~P5~ P3) ~ EFI?&H‘“ (' medial
posterior, MP) (P1~ Pz~P2) » DIKAGRES (right posterior, RP) (P4~ P6 ~ P8) HYEMz - A5 EET
$EERYEM MR ECEEAR T 85E (paired sample T-test) J7= > sl bRl " AN —2my |, ~ THEBRAY , >
DUk T —2y 5 AHBCHE &1 9 MRS (Zmils ~ Rl ~ AR ~ 220~ ohob i~ Al 2o

I DURERIS) MUBE S H - BESEKISRE (2-tiled) IIBEENE (p<05) It
g R
1 TEERRR
TEE S BB L SRR « A B SR I R AR R T R

—Hy, ~ TEREEERDY, o DUk TEEE Y B9ERCRE R %D}if“ IRFFE] AT Rt iR - MSPIIVfEFE =
FIREAE TR By, ~ TEREMERAY o DR TEEE BT }if“ RELZ 5T > 537 F + 34.04% ~
28.19% » }2 37.57% » 534b » DUEGEEREAE TEEAR 50, ~ TEEEEERAY, o DUk TREE Y
[ JERRFRE > 3508 © 1120.61 ~ 1043.05 » Jz 1052.22 » bR T REREGREY ) SRR - Bk T3
BBy, o TREEAA B NOER R RE o TEE ERE - SRR T - T REE B
I RER Bt s > HA R TREEA—ERY o T TRERRAY ) RER B o MRS R T 0 "R
BRI ) SRR IR - HRy TEEE 20, o i TEEEA B ) RER R 1 -

KOHUR TREEA—B, ~ TEEEMELRNY, o DR TERE B0y MR T RERSR - BB

" REEELREY vs. FEE B M EEEA B vs. GEE B0y R EE AR (2B ([15]=-2.80, p<.01

FI[15]=-2.13, p<.05) - #R7 > " REEHEIREY vs. REEA By, WEEEER (p=14) - 54 &7

SUR TEREA B~ TEEEMENREY, o DUk TEEE BN ERR T RUERSR - BHE TR

AN—E1 vs. FEE—EIY, AR AR (15]-4.38, p<.05) < fA1f » TEEEA—E0Y vs. FEEBEERAY
I TREEERREY vs. FEE B0y ) BRAEEER (250% p=08 flp=281) -

&S5 TEET—HE " BEEHE > LR T EBE -  HEERENRERBZITABER

FEECHE & FEECTZE (%) [RIFERFR (ms)

P8 (mean) BHEE (std) S8 (mean) FRAEZE (std)
BRI 34.04 6.43 1120.61 125.06
SETEWEILRAY 28.19 9.15 1043.05 148.36
EE B 37.57 5.04 1052.22 96.18

Fo. BRI " BREEREY 1 LUK "B —HE . AERERLZ TIRERR

THECHE S TE Sig. (2-tailed)
BB vs FE B BRI 1.56 0.14

A ERE vs. G R — Y -2.80 0.01%*

HEA B vs FEE B -2.13 0.05*

f5EE © *p<.05  **p<.01
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®7. BT " BREHE 1 LUK "B —EH  HRERBZ T IRERR

THECHE TH Sig. (2-tailed)
BN B vs. B BRI 1.90 0.08
AEEERAY vs. FEE B0 -0.25 0.81

RN B vs FEE B 4.38 0.01*

fEEE © *p<.05  **p<.01

4-2 N400 (300-500 ms) #ER

THUR TEEEA Y, - TEEEEEBRAY , > DUR TEEEE0Y , AHECFETE N400 AFEMER Cz
i, ERP YT o B rPry Rl R IRiE - BALEMRE (uV) 5 HiB R > B2 ms (Z8) - Ml
B A —BONE M ER R BBERAYY © B R — B0 - —IS - N400 2 —H& (negative
waveform) > YEREHETE 300-500 ms (3 SlEEAFILE 400 ms » PR EATHASFE RG22 52 - fE0P
AER o WP A B RE AR o [ NRIERRE « AF9E N400 AR 718 A i 3 22 FR07E 260
ms > = {52 EH & I BARE IG5 - BE%% » #U7E 260-450 ms (TR HIEH N400 S » #97E 320 ms SEH ik -
PGB A & HLARI) N400 1] -

FH N400 fRigfVEIBETR > TEEEA By, ~ TEREMERAY o DUk TREE B ) ELE 9 14
ST N40O SPISHRIE (AFHERZ) > 437k © 4.06 (3.10) ~3.54 (2.64) > £ 5.18 (3.83) - fLffER#*K
I > N400 fiRig L T EEEAA By b TEEE B BOREE AR - B TR Y 5 N400 SR
e T REEERREY , X TR B WP E R - Bl T EEEEERAY , N400 ki - KSRy
FREABRY, W T EEE B SRR -

-

ArEE
(300-500 ms)

F—EH
)5 BEBRAY
e ] —B8
w | L

| | | |
JO 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900
25

ms

7. TREET—HR . - " AEERE ) MR T EE—EEY ) BEESTE Cz BRER) N400 R
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F R TEEEA—BWY, - TEEEMERRAY > DU TEEE B AHECSOFELE 9 ESE L (LA
MA ~ RA ~ LC » MC ~ RC ~ LP ~ MP 1 RP) 1 N400 kit T #ERR o " aEER—201Y vs. 3B E—5
B9 TRCERSRITHE @ AIFEIfEG RS (RP) AYEEE#EE S ([15]=-2.43,p<.05) - AR > "B
A—E vs. FEEBELRAY ) T MUERIREEMEE 22 - (HEAEARIE (LP) i&EE - 7] REIE I
7Kk¥E (1[15]=1.99, p=.07) # N400 R - FRIRAMFEHEETHY " GEEMELRIY , Ry - BLELRIY) T 3EECR
—E  RREAAEIE - EREFE R N400 R - T EEEMEREY vsAEE B ) T SRR - AR
B (LA) ~ AR (RA) ~ thrrpff (MC) ~ 45§ (RC) ~ &M (LP) ~ Rl (MP) - RAAT&
S (RP ) [ BB A B 5 B (S IR t[15]=-2.12, p=.05 ; t[15]=-2.32, p<.05; t[15]=-2.59, p<.05; {[15]=-2.67,
p<.05 ; {[15]=-2.99, p=01; t[15]=-2.63, p<.05; t[15]=-2.90, p=.01) - =77 N400 HRlE - i IR EE 437
TEHP AR - MRTHSHY D > TSR ERITFEEEE (Eddy et al., 2006; Guerra et al., 2009;
Proverbio et al., 2007 ) o

®8 TA—HAY, » TEERRAY . - MR " —BY ) HECESHEERZ TRERR

THECHE & Hoi [is R TE Sig. (2-tailed)
FEAN B vs R B LA -0.82 0.43
MA -1.09 0.29
RA -1.22 0.24
LC -1.43 0.17
MC -1.24 0.23
RC -2.06 0.06
LP -1.72 0.11
MP -2.00 0.06
RP 243 0.03*
FEEAN B vs FEEIERAY LA 1.12 0.28
MA 0.73 0.47
RA 1.15 0.27
LC 0.69 0.50
MC 1.38 0.19
RC 0.30 0.77
LP 1.99 0.07
MP 0.76 0.46
RP 1.18 0.26
FHEELRA vs FEE —BY LA 2.12 0.05*
MA -1.80 0.09
RA 2232 0.03*
LC -2.08 0.06
MC -2.59 0.02*
RC 2.67 0.02*
LP -2.99 0.01%*
MP -2.63 0.02*
RP -2.90 0.01%*

fHEE  *p<05  **p<.0l
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73t

AWFFE LI Z e A ROl P RE B ARECHESS - ARAREIRIE ) R RE A — 20 ~ REEHEDR
1 MEEE B - Sl N400 SR ISI B o PIREEARRREE A - s « R (E R
v.sJEPERT) ~ FrAr e (BB vos BRI )~ SRR (RN v.s BRACHY) - ReAERE (BRI v.s. 3%
) o M REEREEE - TEREAR B vs. FHE B T EEEEERRGY vs. FEE B0 ) R
HIHABARY N40O R - T REEAN 20y vs. FEEMELRAY , 72/ ISR B N400 JiPryfi -

AWFFERF AR N400 BT » PR [FIRE R M & AR AR A A AN - 40k 9 F
TR o IR R BRI ek T it A SO e Fr 2R (EIEE TR E IR N400 B8R - Rk A IR DUE RIS
C SRR Frc el R B T2t - SRR RS2SR > N400 5055 W FHIARY » ESR1E il
RO Py BB FrECHE Fr o N400 fikis iy aRes KRR B B BRIk oA (A —Bu>HRan>—2y) -
AR > BRI A ERE R IYREORE Fr - FESHEREIG R — B A B i) - SIS
Aoy (RER>A—20 Ml FrFciE fr (BER>—320) By N400 fikig - BLRRISERTHEERNT N400 F5RE >
AFF (BR=A—B—80) - ZRAER > ERWTTerE FrfchE FraggvR SR R A —20 > IAER
SO HE RN — B SO SRR 72 5 © [KIRE AR - SR Fr e SR B0 AN - A FEE
TE =i A KNSR EE 2 PR FIBT BRI ERE AR » RERERERERY 5-2 FEEf SRR AU SR B il
AR -

9. TRIAVEEERAEAMEER N400 IRIEMIT 2 AR S LS

R B SR AEREE R BB R B i) N4OOHRIEFETS
VS S R—3=: The pizza was too hot to “cry”. A —EHR>—E

FHRA: The pizza was too hot to “drink”.

—34: The pizza was too hot to “eat”.

HElR: BANK vs. MONENY HE R —3]
A—3: BANK vs. BOAT
st A—Z: MIRROR vs #¥- A—E>HER>—2

FHREE: ACCINENT vs. ¥

—Z{: BABY vs.B&63

A3 REIERvs BRI T BER=A—Ec—8 (K5
BER: R vs BRI SRR T

—E B vs BRI T

I Frvs. & Fr —E: HEvs. 155 A—E>—
A—Ee FARvs ke
BER: SEEHZIA vs. K BEBR>—3%

—3: @R vs =TS

51 FERERERNTRRE

B8y, ~ TREEMERREY, o 0 TEEE By MECH ARSI TS - i
Ko TEEE BN MECHAREER TR By, A THERREY ) SR - AW R E R Y
R > EBVESFRIRIEL > N EdszfliF A R B Hrh—J7 > FrSufT R S RS R b - LE5h

i
il

Y
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PEEE 50, IERFE L TREEA 5y, BB > mH " EEEMERRAY ) BCESRERT TEEE B0
BoEHH SRR DGE - #m > S AETIEE A (AUBERY) B E RGN - =B RMEay 3
FIRFEZELL TEEE 50 (AR ) % > T REERERRAY (ANERME: SRRy ) | i () >

PR 20 (AERMERY) | &4 (Bagh) - Kk EEERSNILERHERE - SErfar BIAET
A&l TEEE BN A T REERERAY ) ROERHRIARR o FEASSREIZE Meyer B2 Schvaneveldt (1971)
Ak > S e B EE B AR R BC A i R e SR - i L > L tEEBAZERTEYS R ( Dyck & Brodeur,
2015; Rabovsky et al., 2012)  ¥#EP S HIRHEOTEER|— BRI B RIREE T - T LANGE SIS sy 5
B o LRI - EAORMEIE R E SRR ) (OMERIE ~ 568 - 2012) - Hamgagan - TEEE—
iy, (AR ) AT TREREMERRAY  (UIEME OB ) BoBHHE SRR AR R (AR ~ 2
Hny) o EAEN S A FRE R R A — B EAYIEEARGE (RIS AR EIRE) 5 JRED > Wi
e Fr B R T A B FA OIS - FIERURE R EMERIRY - TLUNERAE RS SR GENE - fEFER B R
2 T IR SRR RR IR R - M SRR - iz 0 TEEEAA B, R B SRRR BIIR
(). SR AE S S » S SR FeRR A LR - T LA S IR (]~ R RS T 5 SB35 AR S8Ry N400
W5 - KBRS E SCFRIEEERT ¥ (Huang et al. 2010; Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971; Simpson, 1981) -
B2 FESCFRIE FAVEE ERC AR AT S L - tn] DARGE B FIRE SRR R T R I FE A2 2L -

5-2 T FIREEEER N400 TR

WAL N400 B 722 #5rAE R IR EARRIEIRTR A —20 0 A RES 38 N400 SRS
(Eddy & Holcomb, 2009; Eddy et al., 2006; Federmeier & Kutas, 1999; Juottonen et al., 1996; Kiefer, 2001;
Paz-Caballero et al., 2006 ) = 4M[F] » AWFFERY "EERAN—EHY ) [HE - RURBUIURY N400 #5570 T% - 40
FEIAS AT DA B ISR BT AL 2B N400 Z55R » T HL - " EEREERRAY | A1 T BB —B01Y ) N400 HRiEAEE
Bl > FOR TEEEIEIRNY ) REFRERATLAS A0 T REECR—E0Y ) N400 &R o MEAR - T REEIERAY
S REFEEAE e A B R B B ASIE Y N400 R » HLERAHFSE FIHAE A N - SEpifiEs " 3EEmEmRAY , N400
BOREG F =R T REEAR B0 ) SR - 3858 H AR SRR RN AR AR S B G Pl e -
M REAR A RIS 225 B2 EMRE B s R EE AR A 2RI - SRS EAZ 0T R S e |
ARSER s T EEEIEIRAY | A TEREAA WY L TR RIRE AR RS e 2N - AR 3
HAENS 2 IR RIRURE R AR » [(RUFy T BERMBRRAY | SOME 2 AT H AR s R — 20k
(IETE - EFas a8y N400 R - SERYE " ERER ) nubkH] - IhEd TEEEA 2 ) IERRTERIEL
VIR IRAS A —ZURE SRR A 58 2R A - HRAUEEas - T EEECR—Bu19 ) N400 SUEE SRR Ik
Ry TEE 5 T AEEEERAY ) N400 SR RnRE A AR T EE L IR ER A
B~ BEese (2010) f20 " PIEREE ) - SUERmRE RS FREIG: o (RIL - T EEEEEREY TR b
JEASHY T EIER - M s R R R e B AR A P eI B N400 fikiie - 913 DIAH A BeRe -

LA > s Z5H ERP WF5e(E R SC7-AlE Frid#f ( Greenham & Stelmack, 2001, 2003 ) Y EES SR &SR
A B R A 2 R R B 2RI ST P SR B U RIRE B R BB IR A - PR Fr PR i
B TAERESCT R (15 ERP fiRig s - ARBEEREIN T2 48 Sl B e A RN s (52
SRS ) 72 - FARECE AN [FIRRAS Z R AR AERIBE S < I - Schnotz £ A (1999) #Efe
FEE B ARSI > A 8 N EFTR B ] DU R AR E B TR 2B KRS B SO R R R RS
T o BT (AURRMERY ) HIBRE - EREIRE RN TR - BB IR T - SRR EERVEERERE (A0
MY ~ AR ~ SRRy ) B EEF (AURMERE ) HEBERE Bl SR o S REEN
FHEGENL - B e - B GEERAR (WEARBMEAREERNT ~ S8 FIREHEE) © &% X
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TR A YRR T R L ] (B L B R R G T T LR o AR AT AR o SIS T LRI -
Larkin Ed Simon (1978) F8F S HIEE ATRER SHHFRVER) - MG LR B pHEE G 2R H A
DA - 5 o EE TR AR R REEERT - A S IR E R P e A EE R AR - FE R
PR3t B Em ey Fa RE A e 8 (e AU BRRE T RIILSE LLET AR AR - IR 8 IR
SAHBEAEARIIRFRIA - KRR AT rvskE L - FOEERBIE E SRR AN L2 lE
UK - Lowe (1999) Fo@ MRS IRANBAMEZZRIGET I AAERERN L LB B far « SEERIUAESZ
HIBN ST P PR TR ~ LRSS ~ B0 - SEIESERR - AN > SRIB AV ESCRCERE S - ZEREEAALE
RUFCEA R RIRBASER R 2 A IR - SRR  SHRIRARRETT -

mExRE ERER TS ILVEHEERY
(UNBHETRYG - SARAD - ¢ " (NEB R
C N ) fir-mE . fEEs | ()
A !,‘.-. .....1' A
aB EEE
=2 ,'f T8 e sa\"‘ ]
=N s
o ( : ) =
gl L R e R

— wmaE, || L
% YEEEEY HRYE f%

| = e o #
= 2OXEFE Y, oBR g3l
i‘]‘u‘ \\ _..%E,i“ﬁ ’, \\ __J?‘H.ﬂl ’, %
I

L XF B {& L
(A H) (MIEERET)

8. XFMERAHPBIEANEERFEE ({EZE Schnotz et al., 1999 )

5-3 RRAFERANE

AW FERE R EEHLBHFR BN IFE A —BUZ Ry N400 #Z25 » gL U JH A IR AR A SR -
s LRI B SRS ARV EEN A2 - 4 B2 N400 fikii (Dyck & Brodeur, 2015; Paivio, 2007
Rabovsky et al., 2012; Simpson, 1981) ° DIFIARIFEERE 1 iE EREMRAIREEA — S MARE e 2R
il o AW FeREE HIEA > FE R =8 v] IR ORISR T G G5 2 - 1A HallEA
(R EC AR R T8 BRI A S  AE R RI IR B - BEIREY N400 SR —EREAIETER) © 4l
Be—2k - FEEBERAIRE R A — BB P nEBAE s BRI - S8 BE 2 AN Rl AR R e e i A 1
2HK > PR HELL TR R RATRIE) © BR TR INRE I R S o RS B R RS A A IR -
193 E HE LI E R IR TR 28 R TRy AR - A H - FHEPRSEER M OME RS B E rT BRI
HRE AR T8 Fr o fRSh - RIEPIRIRROTSR - R ABE S G A SRR - iIAES#EA
B H SR IVREERCIE > TSP AVRCIEATRIB I B M - SRR B (Rosch & Mervis,
1975) -~ Mtk - AEBEAR-T AT G 325 R B SR SR N 2 BER S i T Bk
TEAFHRIN - Rl J A 32 B MR IR S - 3. 8055 S A Ataxa TR A RS B B B - AT == 2 oty
e CEANE AR ~ G TUE R EBNERES) - EE R SsaE IRk 2= - v
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REMRAAEFLEFE R os ahd e N400 FYRCR « fERRA AL PR - HETIA FHYE A JEIY
FAH ] BRI © AR HER - 5%E TR AARGRAZE RIS AIA AL aE H#EEE (Johnson & Mervis, 1997;
Tamura & Tanaka, 2001) - $FHASEERIBIYIIER ] DUEGETI S 5 E ML FRIRIHIBEE S » RIBEAER—{ERE
BAEZH - AR LEOIAR/ NS - JhrI RN HEEEERRINAGEE - Sa e
YRR RLEREE - SR E TR BRI - T H. > A0 EET) (Paivio, 2007) » BFFHLA TR EAE
FENSrh B T T A Rrl R TR © 9 R2KHY ERP E B BEKEETRIAY 2 8 - i MIrmsik
AIFHBCIE - HERZ T LIS EIBE 2 AR N400 iR - #Ebt - o] lhi o Bl A T 2 FI S PR BR AT A —
EAIMBCINE - 275 BEREEHE H A RV RE RIS B g K E -

N Ee

ERRT A MTA B SIS - REH (0 A A ar ettt B EE S RS2 - T HL BRI RE R m EE A i i -
AIERAUEy TEACRY ) B TR o AIERF LRGSR TRE - HEE o S R R
BEITAAE © B I R AMRNESORE - TET T DU A IS ER AR A SO - M HATDIRA T
PR R SSCR T S BRI IS i bk - P e B AR Bl a2 - BB A o S A e RS R
SRR EARH R o KL MSFE IR ERAREET rT LIS [ AT SErh - ANEE Sl ~ R T8 - Bl ISEmoe
U AER—(8HTEY ~ FBI R GE B R B E A e L BB T A -

st

A ISR BT TR 2 B B AT FEATSCRF (E10409-D03-020) © 534 » A A oA SR
ORISR RIS E R SRS R B AE ISR o A T ThRG T AH B R B -
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Abstract

The present study tried to detect semantic distances by Event-related Potentials (ERPs) The
semantic distances of product images were classified into four dimensions— affectivity, novelty,
modernity, and complexity by using mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis. In ERP
test, the picture-word matches of various semantic distances in terms of congruence, ambiguity,
and incongruence were used as stimuli for detecting N400 effects. The results showed that the
reaction times of congruence were faster than those of incongruence. The reaction times of the
congruence were the same as those of ambiguity. These findings suggested that the features of
images with conformity context for the words could decrease the participants’ speed of
identification. On the contrary, the differential features of images for the words could increase
participants’ reaction times. Moreover, the shorter reaction time was noted to congruent stimuli,
while ambiguous and congruent stimuli triggered equally fast responses. The incongruent
combination elicited N400 responses in right posterior cerebrum; the ambiguous combination
triggered only slightly N400 responses in left posterior cerebrum, while the congruent
combination did not demonstrate N400 effects. The mechanism of N400 effects to the
incongruent combinations is mainly denial to the stimuli in the context, while bilateral
confirmation is involved in the reactions to the ambiguous combinations. Therefore, ERP may be

applied in the future as an auxiliary tool to measure the semantic ambiguity in product design.

Keywords: ERP, Semantic Differential Method, Contradictory Semantics, Product Design.



