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Abstract

People usually slow down their responses after having
committed an error for the sake of responding flexibly
to the changes cropping in the environment. The
match or mismatch of stimuli between error trials and
post — error trials and the level of RSI ( response-
stimuli interval) were manipulated to examine their
effects on post — error performances. It was found
that subjects slowed down their responses after error
trails, but the rate of correct response didnt increase
as the cognitive control hypothesis assumed. PES

( post-error slowing) decreased when the stimuli in

the previous error trial was matched with the current
stimuli, same in the situation that RSI increased.
The results indicated that PES was affected not only
by RSI, but also stimuli consistency between error
trials and post — error trials. It was concluded that
both stimulus properties and cognitive control lead a
combined effect on the variation of post-error respon-
ses.

Key words: post — error slowing, stimulus con-

sistency, cognitive control



