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The congruency effect in the Simon task is reduced when incongruent trials are repeated (sequential modulation). Some researchers
argued that the sequential modulation is accounted for by the enhanced inhibition of processing irrelevant stimulus feature caused by
an experience of the conflict in the preceding trial (inhibition account). The present study aimed at giving the evidence for the
inhibition account by using distracter devaluation (DD) as an index, phenomenon that shows inhibited stimulus is likely to be less
preferred afterwards. In Experiment 1, the mean ratings for the meaningless visual pattern after incongruent trials were evaluated more
negatively than after congruent trials. In Experiment 2, despites the absence of the congruency effect when incongruent trials were
repeated, DD occurred. These results suggested that there is the inhibitory processing in the background of the sequential modulation.
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Figure 1. Mean rating scores in Experiment 1.
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Figure 2. Trial schedule in Experiment 2.
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Figure 3. Mean rating scores in Experiment 2.
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