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Dose Motor Inhibition Response Training Using Stop-signal
Paradigm Influence Execution and Stop Performance?

Sung Min Son

Department of Physical Therapy, College of Health Science, Cheongju University, Cheongju, Korea

Purpose: This study examined whether 1) the motor inhibition response as cognitive-behavioral component is learning though a stop
signal task using stop-signal paradigm, and 2) whether there is a difference in the learning degree according to imagery training and ac-

tual practice training.

Methods: Twenty young adults (males: 9, females: 11) volunteered to participate in this study, and were divided randomly into motor
imagery training (IT, n=10) and practice training (PT, n=10) groups. The PT group performed an actual practice stop-signal task, while
the IT group performed imagery training, which showed a stop-signal task on a monitor of a personal computer. The non-signal reaction
time and stop-signal reaction time of both groups were assessed during the stop-signal task.

Results: In the non-signal reaction time, there were no significant intra-group and inter-group differences between pre- and post-inter-
vention in both groups (p>0.05). The stop-signal reaction time showed a significant difference in the PT group in the intra-group analy-
sis (p<0.05). On the other hand, there was no significant intra-group difference in the IT group and inter-group difference between pre-

and post-intervention (p>0.05).

Conclusion: These results showed that the motor inhibition response could be learned through a stop-signal task. Moreover, these find-
ings suggest that actual practice is a more effective method for learning the motor inhibition response.
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Table 1. The general characteristics of subjects

PT group (n=10) IT group (n=10) p
Male/Female 4/6 5/5
Age (yr) 21.5£1.51 21.5+1.78 1.000
Height 169.60+8.91 171.20+£12.25 0.742
Weight 64.50+£13.56 65.60+16.36 0.872
Mean+SD.
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Table 2. Comparison of the NSRT between the pre- and post-test in both group

Pre (ms) Post (ms) Difference value p
PT group (n=10) 800.85+126.66 805.94+169.04 -5.09+114.60 0.959
IT group (n=10) 846.34+104.99 906.41+122.94 -60.07+92 .41 0.070
p 0.253
Mean+SD.
NSRT: non-stop reaction time, PT: practice training group, IT: image training group.
Table 3. Comparison of the SSRT between the pre- and post-test in both group

Pre (ms) Post (ms) Difference value p
PT group(n=10) 243.52+40.81 215.66+25.92 -27.86+£40.27 0.007*
IT group(n=10) 240.66+25.60 230.14+33.27 -10.52+£34.01 0.169
p 0.190
Mean+SD.

SSRT: stop signal reaction time, PT. practice, IT: image training group.
*p<0.05.
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