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Abstract

Using the Scientific Creativity Test for Adolescent ( SCTA) 20 participants in high Scientific Creativity group
and the matched 20 participants in low Scientific Creativity group were selected. Stroop interference paradigm was
used to investigate the differences of the inhibitory mechanism between the high Scientific Creativity group and the
low Scientific Creativity group. The results showed: 1) In the Stroop task the Stroop effect are respectively found
in both high Scientific Creativity group and low Scientific Creativity group. But Stroop interference effect was more
significant in low Scientific Creativity group. 2) In incongruent condition the false rate of high Scientific Creativity
group is fewer significant than low Scientific Creativity group. In addition whether in congruent condition or in in—
congruent condition the reaction time of high Scientific Creativity group is not significantly higher than the low Sci-
entific Creativity group. In short the findings suggested that high Scientific Creativity group had more efficient inhi—
bition mechanism.

Key words scientific creativity Stroop Task interference effect inhibitory mechanism.



