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Abstract

Inhibition of return (IOR) helps individuals focus attention on novel information while reducing
repeated attention to previously attended stimuli, thereby significantly enhancing visual search ef-
ficiency. Centered on the inhibitory tagging theory, this review provides a systematic overview of
the interaction mechanisms between IOR and other cognitive effects. First, the relationship be-
tween inhibitory tagging and IOR is clarified, with the two identified as independent cognitive pro-
cesses, and their conceptual distinctions are discussed. Then, major empirical studies on inhibitory
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tagging theory are reviewed, with in-depth analysis of its target objects, temporal stages, and un-
derlying cognitive neural mechanisms. Findings suggest that inhibitory tagging functions by dis-
rupting the connection between stimulus representation and response representation at cued loca-
tions, primarily affecting information dimensions that are processed quickly and automatically.
However, there remain controversies regarding the specific stages and neural mechanisms in-
volved. Finally, this review highlights the need for future research to integrate neuroimaging tech-
niques to further elucidate the mechanisms of inhibitory tagging and explore its potential applica-
tions in the assessment and intervention of cognitive disorders.
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1. 3|

R ME T RCE TS &AL, FEERE R, ANMEHEAEPEMBNEEHREZ,
I, FEAPRAE E R T S RO IR s e AL R TR N AR O, R —d R, AT A B
W TREEET THBNEE, W OEREI KNSR E S I, X0 S 30 b i R [ 40
(inhibition of return, IOR)H % .

IOR FR A RAHR T WAL B RN, AN TG EAE 56 AR R Ar B b PR RIS B 2 30 L ) B S 3
IR % (Posner & Cohen, 1984; Posner etal., 1985). IOR BEASH R BhIA VIR S 8 R 3%, FHibyER R
FEATEREMALE, AR MAEXT S BRI T, X AR T A AR e NS 5 2 PR Y 3 B
(Klein, 1988; Klein, 2000; Klein & Maclnnes, 1999; Macinnes & Klein, 2003). B AMR#E IOR Xf A F{= B0
T BRI miEH 7 AR, H5 6 2 (Reuter-Lorenz et al., 1996)iA A IOR 53 & B H HHALHIHF
PEFIALA, AR B AN e 0 TR BOKHEAE R 5 i S R 32 (K lein & Taylor, 1994; Taylor & Klein, 1998)
WAy TOR FEAS AT 53 A5 I Tk RE ], 12 R AR AE MRS S B FER B RURS 73 B (Taylor &
Klein, 2000)% 5 7 FR M AL, $2H IOR ATREW P FIASE IHLE], —Mrsgm s oen 1, 53—fggnizs)
SN T AR FR BRI HE U#RE TOR 5 H AR (40 Stroop R4« Flanker RO« 185 XJH B8 2 8] )
ZHAEH, R Fuentes 25 A (1999)# H T #4725 (inhibitory tagging, IT)EEit . ARSI, 4MAE
LRRBR T U R R I M R ST E M RA (R TOR), & PE v B AT 48 1 51 AR AR S R4
IOR ZxPHEvERR B RS A S, MHIARENE R T 2R E ERIBCERAE S [ N AR AR 8] )
B, R BT ORI - SR R KR

ASCH B G H AR 2 HIR FIARIE R 2 . SHERF . ERX S, AER BB L RN FIFR 2 ML R T R 48
ZRiAR, BIEIRAFEME IOR 5 H AN HIRN Z (8] ()58 BAE LS, FRERDT A miTa 70 A7 2R 1 43 BoF AR R ]
CECRLT WA

2. MFRRENRIBRE
2.1. MERE SR EHIHIN X FR
Vivas %5 A(2003)ftH, TOR LEHIBIFRE T RIE(EM, (HOUH TOR FEAKE AP0 bR R0, 1)
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TOR & WL B AR Z BN 1) 06 BAE A T 40 S (Fernandez et al., 2022). WFFLEA14EH TOR FIHHI RS
FANIRAL LA (Fernandez et al., 2022; Langley et al., 2005; Martinez-Pérez et al., 2019; Vivas et al., 2007; Xu et
al., 2015), FHAESLIGFHMERR] T —FH 9B . Fuentes 25 A (2000)EXT IS0 ZHIE B & T 70 R, R
A ZRORE S A e AR NS R I T TOR 4R, AR AEAR B S AE N OML S 31 1 3MdAR2E 0, B
AL E I Stroop RN . Langley %5 A (2005)7EXT 5 4E NFIZAE NBIRFFLH R I, T4 ARIEF A%
BT IOR R, (EAXAET A N ORI 7 HIHIFRAE RS . Xu 25 N Q015)E—M I 8 RIKI LTSS
I, TOR U BEE YISRIEAT R 0, AR 28 808 M IR B B I 2R 34T H L 2 A8 1

2.2. NHIRRE RIS HAT

JUEF R FFVHIAR S ER A 1) bR ” 5 4 T #R IOR &R “HIAres” (F WL T
MRS A FEIRI(E, 2010). (HRZEWIFEINA, HT IOR SHHIFREEHA NP,
PRI 28 g “ Al e BEARAZPRARIE], (HSERRFR AR 2 AN E R o ARG A i “ i hras”
TER TR RWALE FRIBCRAE S [N RO ER:, BAEMR IOR 5 HABRRI A B ML RS+
() “HMIAREE” MR A — Pt Oyt s A B SR AR AT . DOk S B A R ML, R AERE TOR 2%
[ A B (Hulleman, 2009; Klein, 1988; Li et al., 2023; Ogawa et al., 2002; Sapir et al., 2004; Thomas & Lleras,
2009; Thornton & Horowitz, 2020).

3. HIHIFRZEIRIS R SCIER R
3.1. I0R 5 X BRI A5

Fuentes %5 A (1999 K15 SURBMES SR ZR - BETTEGE Ak, X I0R 515 SRS RN Z A2 HAR
AT TRTE, A IHE L RACBARR R AN B AR K IR Sl AE 11, Rl #E 7] AT Ht S
Jio SRR IRAEW] 2 5 Bl S EL TR (A SOA BRI (250 ms), FEARZLRALE WLEEH] T MR i X
JE BSR4 J5 Bl 540 T AR, SN T8 o 2811, FELRZR AT B ERDER ] T 4 3 2 i
A IA SR TIAMOC, OB [ R TT AR ). EONE BN, ERKE SOA F#AMF T, X—ffkEsiik
2 SRR N8 SUR BRI . Fuentes 55 N (1999 IKIEMBIARZEEBIR I, FE1E SURZMES H, MHIARZE 2
Wk RN E LR B 5 RN 2 A, 2R 3R SRS TR AR, i T BT ARARIIE SGRAE, DR
T S N RAE AL BRI, T AR SRR SRR . SRTT, P TR A R R A ) HLR Bl
EETARA B (TS SCRAE IR Z 2, IR SOA KA T, 1R SURBIRN R4 T IRE .

3.2. IOR 5 Flanker ¥R RYI3Z MR

BtJ&, Fuentes 25 A\(1999)%F Flanker {£:55 52k % - #LTVEaNASE 5, BORBouUG R I - JL 988 1R
Pl SN, TR Rk B R IR, SR EIR, H T TR R B, R 8
f#] Flanker 08, RIAN—EH)F P2 SBCEA KNI, 10— 20 P00 S 8O 1 OS] S8
1M, AT TR ERS . Flanker RN ANAE T B e, AS—E AT I BB [8] S iy be — Bk A
TR, Vivas %A (2007) 2 J52EAT ARSI FE R BN 7S5 R . AR 28t REA ROt R IOR
55 Flanker M Z A AR, {E Flanker {E55 7, M braE ST R E LR TS5 SRR 1]
WEsE, LT RIS TR — O, 7 S th [ RE A BT, S B0 L S AR s T 4 4T
RS T B, SemntR 1 8RB SN, R Flanker RN S -

3.3.10R 5 Stroop MR EHFR

TR ZE L, X IOR 5 Stroop 2N 22 HAE FH FIWEFL 5 F-H1 Vivas fil Fuentes (2001)5€ /. 5K
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WA RUBARA RUALE R TR =25 PR A6, S sl 6 BRI TE
SCFRFH CXXXX” s BRI B S ] SORAF P BE A R (s (e “AZUL” ) A—BURF
W B 5 18] SUAR— S A (AL ) “AZUL” ). SREGEE FR I TOR 5 Stroop MIZZ HAEF 3%, 8%
125 T 1) Stroop RN B /N T AR R A AT T 1) Stroop RN, SEEG 45 R SCHE T HIAR S ET S, R4
P A5 1 ik 2 PEL T TG 1 SURRAIE [F) 5 82 Ak 2 8] PR R I8/ Stroop RUSL. G JF VE 22 SEBR R L T 2k
RS T Stroop BB/ NIILGR (Z5 1, 20215 JEIGERT, 20125 485, 20155 5KFH, 20115 5KEI%E, 2003;
Chen et al., 2006; Choi et al., 2009; Ferndndez et al., 2022; Langley et al., 2005; Vivas et al., 2003; Xu et al.,
2015).

1§ Stroop 1F 45 HE4T 1) B 14 A0 5% HEL AV (event related potential, ERP) BT 7t A bR #E 18 $2 4L 1 HIF
PasCFF. JEDEM (20120 R - #E1EY Stroop L5545 &K, X ERP HH¥) N450 BT T % %2,
SRR IR AL B N450 ¥ — SRS (TE 400~600 ms 2 8], o4 T FTiR (1) ERP 8 L —3K
PR NSO BN, R RUALE B RN 53, Zhao 5 NQOITNEGLRER - HT
Ju AT L - 17V Stroop 1155, WELE| 1 N450 B)— B BMNAE L RUALE ERITHER . Zhang 25 A(2012)
FERFFER AU T N450 —ZMERBOS RGN, IERIL T N450 ARWIAER, [, T P300 HI#R
(i A SV IS TR) R AR) R R AR AR, 2 B i SRARSE PR st/ I FE 5 T B SR o R AE 52 B4, 31X —
G5 R ON AN bR 252 I BE T RIS AR 5 S S AR AE B IE R SR At 1 L A v A BRI

4. HIFIFRZRMERATR

X AR R IR R, B TR AT T A SIS . Vivas A1 Fuentes (2001)SE56H)— N E 2 H
At L 5 Stroop AR S IR FUINHIARZE /& 75 2[RI MR S5 ORRHIEAME 55 o R R, ARGE LI EE R, A
AT A B 25t 2 WA 55 T8 5% 1 T SCRAE = 25200

ZJa, Vivas 55 N (2003)3E— 0 S8 EIZMRE, BT HHMHIARRE 24 7 S0 A0 L5l bRdE BRI R - S
B, RSN LI, fE Stroop AR5, ARSI LRI T2 H SN, e 5 5 B i 44
D) J& T3 i1l #4: 0 (Choi et al., 2009; Scarpina & Tagini, 2017), P HHIHIFRZE AT DLIE I BE WA — 3500 517
B SCGRAE S [ NRAE 2 [ AR RE, 8 5 H 5 B SR B T € 44 AR HEAT 248 AT OB/ Stroop RN o

FEFNHIFRAEXT Flanker AR5 520 HIHF L, Vivas 25 A(2007) K BN HIAR AL AT F T 95 AH 5G4 B2 (Bt
CIAR), MIANSFEME ST RYERE, Rt AT T4 HE A R A8 — P 32 S HITAE 55 7% A 24 T H AR 2R R
I RS R B2 202D FE Y, IHIAR AL TR AR, RIS MBS T H A
DUFA I L A RS

Li LR, AR AEAE IR R AT B AR SSAHORHHIE, AT DURMESS o RAFE, (EHIE R AE T8
PRSI TRORFAEAERE . BIINAE Stroop AE55HH, VA FIA B B O SCRAERAE S TC R M, (Hilr T-Hn
TRAZMER, PLmHIAR AR 0 R 3 28 555 TR A LRAE.

5. IR R ER MR

SUE AR A AN HIAR A F T RSERAE 5 S B R AE 4, {2 Chen %5 A(2006) & % Milham
SENQO001) I JTIENS Stroop RN H T UM FRAN R B RBEAT T 05, AT REGRER, LRMFEMTE
SR RN B B /N T AR R R A AT, T S B P R AR 2 M T 23 22 57, R M AR 25 52 b E AR A
T8 SR B, AR R NI BE . 5K FH(2011)F1 Xu 25 A(2015)f8 F] De Houwer (2003)3 i 2-1 i
4+ Stroop 1550 A AT HIHIAR A F AR BOX — in] AT T 480, [RIAE AR BN bR 24 F 138 S Ry
Bro DRIUAM 525 m] R I ARAE FH T HIRAE 7] S B AL AR, T 2 i ik FEL M A ] A SR A A 2 1) 1)
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6. HMHIFRZ RN FHREHLF]

Vivas 25 A\(2003)IA K, TOR H1JG TR E AT, JlE ) g A0 - X A% 33005 5 A8 B bR, ATIE
TR [ N RAE 2 [ 7 BT PR I, AR R E LE RN T, Chen %5 A(2006)
K D REPERE LR 1% (FMRI, functional magnetic resonance imaging) 145 &, ML TIEL R E,
FE )T AN AT AU K2 )2 (DLPFC)7E £k R AGAL B 13RI 3 = AR & e i s K 7o R e A AT 4 o Zc
DLPFC & AT #0142 1l (¥ G B X, T AR AT 5 T BEE REE M AL - ROV IEHE . 5 6 —8, Martinez-
Pérez %5 N (2019) M EZ 3 248 H] HD-tDCS %} 7] DLPFC Jiti i1 B AR RS, S0 AR 2 2RIV 2% o

HEREHQ201 ZEMRAL Chen %5 A (2006) T4 F AT KL EEAT I MR 7L, ISR BIEL R
ZAF N4 DLPFC AR T /N (IPL) R I H B 0E, X —45 R 5 Chen %5 A(2006) Frf 2 F 0 X 45
HAR—F. BeAh, KPP FEEAT N2 E ARG R T 1 EAEH . R Chen %5 A (2006)H41%45 1R
BT IR bR R BUB RIS, (H5K B (2011)$2 tH DLPFC 1 IPL 7E£R A A% AF T RIS 5 0%
BT HE AL, TR SIAR LS . A5 R TR X A XA AE PP R p R B AR, T HAE
MA A TR 0 T R IR AT 55 R A7 S B A A (Liu et al., 2006; Silton et al., 2010).  RIHX — &L AT
BER AR RIEA R R RN E F AR 5 75 ZNTE 2 N B, N5 R 7 IR X I8 5 (1)
B -

7. BE

FNHIFR A B AE MR TOR 5 HAMA RN N A2 BAE I B BRHELE, JR 1 3RA D S L
FVERAR . SR O THIHIARRE K B ARVE B B, 4RI IE M AR T gt — 4518 . — S8t SR AR 24
F T RIEERAE S R SIRAE R ERERY B, 53— S WA A HAE T AN R R R AE 2 18] ()34 o (AR E R )72,
RO HNHI AR 2 1E F B B 7] BRI AT 73595 T Stroop AT 45 R TT, AR A FAAT 459 06 1) AT &R
gixek, CHWIIEH, Flanker RN A3t — 20 MR B R E M ETH SR (Van Veen et al., 2001),
I, ARRHE TR DU IS #4050 B Flanker 455 A AN [\ i SRS BY St — DR BT 1 F5 25 (00 4 F B B )
e HeAh, HIFRZE R AL E AN B, AN ERE ORI X e A BB R TA—EUN R, RS
S5 G AR BOR 3 — DR DT Ho Rph 2 L], Oy FAE R AR IR M 58 2 R S HF . BRJm, HHIFR%E
SRR AT DACAPRS R Y R PR S AT D R R B 5 1) R LA R0 S T TR A AR A, A B e
FEAERIA IR T 5, $ i S AT DhRe Al & R g

SEEk

{3H:(2010). B #1150 725 11] Stroop /PRAFSLTENT, A0S0, K& RILITTE RS

FF2021). B FTHI S5 TR € ——17] Stroop F5-H9#0 TH2A000 30, AR E: LI k.
JEGERT(2012).  FM2E 2 51 K938 A1 R BDLHIDETE. WA S0, KA RALITTE R

IRER(2015). WL 75 ] FIze 12 35 FT 8 e i) 2207, Wb 2A0ie 3, K ARALITTE K2,

TKH, BRIE, 4ER2003). BT, JEVERMZS K R——IRBEHNEIA Stroop TR, LHFIF (4), 638-641.
SKEHQ2011). 2w & [ PIHIHT A AR PL I 7E. LA S0, KA ZRABITE K%
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