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Abstract

Through the behavioral experiment, this paper discusses the effect of the frequency of mind wan-
dering on the incubation effect under different task background during the incubation period. Ex-
periment 1 discusses the relationship between the frequency of mind wandering and the incuba-
tion effect under interpolating tasks with different cognitive loads. The results showed that the
participants had the strongest incubation effect under the task of low cognitive load, and the fre-
quency of mind wandering was positively correlated with the incubation effect. Experiment 2 dis-
cusses the relationship between the frequency of mind wandering and the incubation effect under
interpolating tasks at different processing levels. The results show that when the interpolation
task is a higher level of thinking task, the frequency of wandering and the incubation effect are
negatively correlated.
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1. 3]

FEA SRR R0 B U 78 BB 4E 18 37 (Mind Wandering, MW), 2T RATH & EiGH—F “AH
B2 OIRNE” KOS, R CE W, EMRIREE NS EEE S BN S I,
FE KA S YIRS TR — S N5 B 4E . B R ARG (Barron et al., 2011; Christoff, 2012; Jonathan
& Schooler, 2006).

MBI F E R AR RAEM N SR A, Hd, frE s . 25 K A% (Experience
Sampling Method, ESM)ZZ R AR H 5 O RIS ARLS B 34y, — R RS 2U(Probe-Caught) fl 5 F &
I (Self-Caught) ¥ 1 55 77 2 (Jonathan & Schooler, 2006). Hi1, #4F RE R EHORBATAE S I 2
BEALAE ANIRET AT BRI, R 0] B PR HR B i/ (1) SB 4B IR (Giambra, 1995; Smallwood & Schooler,
2006). HIRR AP E PR AIEE R, BT EAR R B SR TURE, — BRI SEM,
AN 42 )R M (Smallwood & Schooler, 2006). 135 1 2592645 % H 48 5L 72 7 45 (Imaginary  Processes
Inventory, IPT)F1 4 H 2472 & 3 (Daydream Frequency Scale) il &AM A it 7 #i i ]

R T EM A0 T F 22 S b TE sl R i) S i s o N, A5 I 50 3 B AE 40K [ 52 5 AR 1
SO, R EEAE [ S AR P R B R IE e 1) 2 5 2 AR B R SRR R BT AT B, B e R ]
P A 7= A B T 2 T (Smallwood et al., 2008; Reichle et al., 2010; Smilek et al., 2010; Franklin et al., 2011). &
PRFEIRESZ IR AR EIRE 1, Allan (2009)55 N R BUERRSHE R R SAE S5 (SART) Y, sEMSHIEHAT N
IR ZEIE N, ] B EKEE), HI55HXT B 2R B RE 7] (Smallwood et al., 2004; Mrazek et al., 2012).
Mrazek et al. (2012) W] & BLE # 2 FHAATHE TAECIZ I A 2

R, 5 ERBEAAE R, ERADEF KIGEMEER A TREH, EMn R B4
RUAN G i M ) ) RBU R vk v R P 5 BB E T . Mevay & Kane (2010) K3, EMAF2AAZAEREE, 5
MNHRTR R BB AL, KUl TEMB—FT et Diae, BIA R T IAOREAT A K H AR
IR, 8RR B AR ORI . FEGIE M BZE -, Baird (2012)%58 AR ILE MG R 10138 4 B 48 1 iz
fig. Sio & Ormerod (2009)7E—IUA B FR AL (7073 AT A B, 5 BR BRI N 64T 55 & AR5 A L, 724
J1—BAR A BRBRAT 55 J5 o) AR A R 53 2 15115 3 22 (Smallwood et al., 2004), A, fEHATIC
BT AT 55 IS AMARAEAE 25 5 7 4 (Sio & Ormerod, 2009). Rk, Baird (2012)2% A\HEN, 76 BzER 5717 7T A
S E MR T ANE I ) AR R, JRIE LIS RAT TR IR, AR, SR S5 AR AR e A 55 I R
RN fe e, I ELANAE P e 3 R B BRAS 40 5 8 R KT ()8 pR R 5 IR AH 2K (Baird et al., 2012).

SR, T RISLRGEE T, HAd A IPI W45 (Daydreaming Frequency Sub-Scale of the Imaginary Process

][l
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Inventory) Il & /MA BT E# A . HEHT MW AR5 “FHINRIHE” B4, AU B B2 1 [0 2]
BRI B S e MW (R AERE S, R, 7k RN DSk R & b 78 . A, 6 MW %58
(R % 10 26 R A SRR T IS PR 7, I JCVEIRIT 3 MW IR Z 0 A ENLE], DI e ARy — R B T
H, HSziGiF e &% MW BHMTIRR(E S, KRB, 2011). T, ASCKESLR 1 UB4EREr
(77 ORI E MO, BRI 2 AT 5 0 s AN [RIET B FR 1 o 4323 N BR R RIS 1) R R

JSAE Baird 5 AN (2012)HBL T AN AT I8 AR 55 5640 T 0BRSS5 81E ) 2 TR ER R, I E(2015)
2 FE M R AN [ G ef 1T AT 45 261 O B RIS J i &, (B ELR I AR ESS J8 T IR — R T4
(N-back 1F5%), IF RIS ASEUESSBEAT LU B, “3+2="F1 “3+9—-1+5-2=" B TR Mm AR,
H2 “3+ 2 NHA%T 57 METINTAEAR. FIEAZEER, 4TS R T AN LK RES
B, 2 AIETF 3] Baird 25 AN Q2012)M FE 51018 ? A SCHISEES 2 Bt — DRI 1 WA S5 A F I LK P
(AT S5, R P 7 PS8 B R RUSE IR R 2R

SEEUT NIRRT, AT 1) ARG 0 P A 25 4 SRR I BE BRI FLE M A
FEIEMERSBRAS 7 5 2 IEAROG . 2) AR/KST I T A e AT 55 2H 4 SR B M B BR8N, ,  F BLE s A2 A 6]
M ERRR TS o 2 IEAR G

2. SLH—: WFRESANATARE
2.1. ARFFE

2.1.1. #ik
30 4 BRSNS R4, Horh 1 A BRAZ IR ZOR SE SRR . SRR AE 18~28 W 2 [Al, FTf
BOAML N B ERL I IER, st E.

2.1.2. SLIEHR
H AT AFET 5 IR (AUT), HIFE— i 0] N BRI H R — ikt Sk 2 F & . At
PIAREFERM BV ARZE. HAC, ST B . WIES VB RmITHEATS, o e o AR g 4

2.1.3. LIt
SR FH B R R [ AR 55 St (IR A7 s/ s G A /TG B TR 19K P S 36 48 -

2.1.4. SR

ERAER 5 A, SEBG A AN = AP B S5 — B B 500 ms FEML A LS A, 2 A AUT AR 55K K 2 3 min,
BRI NIES, BRMB 2 BB suk e 5 Bk ot BT S B =B i &
B 2 A AUT A5 BRI ICE L 3 min, ZORBGRMEE I HE RAR S5 — MBI 1). ETEERR T
N, 500 ms VEMLSAE ARG, 24 AUT ARSARIKEIL 6 min, FIFFZESRGRE ZRIEE B R GRS E
—JAHE( L 2).

2.2. SEWEER

K #AF E-primel.1. matlab2010 YEEXE, F SPSS 16.0 #A4:5F BHE AT Ge it 0. T B hrss
L/

2.2.1. FEMHIRZE
2 55 i S A P AR AT 45 BB IR DU 2 1 7E AT (M = 0.24, SD = 0.18)F1Z 541 fufaf N 48T 55 I 1R IR
TR E R AR (M = 0.20, SD = 0.17)EFR AR, T(56)=—0.848, p=0.4.
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2.2.2. RIEESAHSR

AR AT AR AR 55 I IE A 28(M = 0.95, SD = 0.29)%2. 3 /5 T = fuief N AdAF 55 IEff #6(M = 0.91, SD = 0.59),
7(56) = =5.05, p <0.001; KA1 A AT S5 I BLS (M = 516.62, SD = 82.16) % EAK T 1= i fef 44T 55 1)
SN (M = 644, SD = 108.16), T(56) = 3.8, p <0.001. SZ5&%ZE B8 BAF 55 0 (0% B 2 24, REIEHH
X 43 i g AV A7 ff AT 55 o

2.2.3. AUT MBS

PLAUT Ja st o N AR &, B U N AR &, #7720, SR Bl X34
N3, F(2,56) = 3.378, p=0.041, 0> =0.108. Z5C0% NIHES BRI AUT 5 e 15 2 B
EE T REEERA(p = 0.011); S5 & Gt AHEAE S5 8K AUT Ja AR A5 20 FOE e BR A TG 2 35 V22 57
(p = 0.115); Z 505 AL 55 B A 2 5 & s AR 55 I8 AUT MRS Z R AR E (p =
0.448) (JLF 3).

2.2.4. AUT FRGES S

LA AUT JeillisaveAs o N A &, BafRTs /ey B A&, #7752 00 0, a5 R T Bl 7 203244
N3, F(2,56) = 5.470, p=0.007, n°=0.163. Z50% NSRRI AUT 5 e k15 0 8
T REEERA(p = 0.002); S5 & fufar WAL S5 87K AUT Ja MR A5 73 F 2 5 JE BR300
EMER (P = 0.096); S 5K G WAGHT S AR 2 5 & 0 AT 5 1 AUT Mps e o 22 548
B2 (p=0.130) (ALK 4).

2.2.5. BRERSRLFNFE #RSTEE

SEEG AR BRI R A NG SS R AUT JE R ES 2 (r = 0.413, p < 0.0D)ARBIES S (r =
0.289, p < 0.0 5 EMI R 2 B2 IEAHIG. UL AT S 2 RN F e AL 5, B, B
RGN AT
3. S AREIMIKEHAGES
3.1. SC Ak

3.0.1. #iR
47 % BRSIMSLRARZEA, BHESONDOE, £k 18~27 &, HAITF, MABFF LRI .

+ AUT &G4/ AUT
= T
3min*2 3min*2

»
»

Figure 1. Simgle test process chart under mcubation method in experiment 2

1. 230 2 FeBRG X TR MARRIZEE]

+ AUT

6min*2 _

»

Figure 2. Simgle test process chart under no mcubation method in experiment 2

B 2. 3288 2 TEzER G R TR NMARIEE
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Figure 3. The incubation effect of originality scores
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Figure 4. The incubation effect of fluency scores

4. ReH M ERER N S 4

3.1.2. R

HARESS AR T H RS (AUT), £ 52 I 1A) P9 2RSS 28— MR (it k) i 2 Rl g . 185K
VAR KR HY2E . ARHE. AR T Rl AT, @R AR 2508 B i AS 5N LoKSF A
%5 BAGRPZICICIN TP, AHaX— MR “FIGHT” ), SRS Rl =, 5. “X
ANEERE” o EE A “IX/NE 5 iE WEIGHT #8908 ” o 15 R “IX M AR LA N )
T e B 7 BEM BB N =AMES, SPOREIINAN T, BRRIAES: “H
Wi B F R S 87 s IEEES: KWW BT ERR S BT s BYMES AN
RETH AT o =MESF MK 2B D THES .

3.1.3. LI
K B IR R [ A 55 00 T /KPRt /A8 5/ R84/ 0 B R ) Tk P it o

3.14. XWRIE
TERZER 7 2, SE5G 70 = AN B 88— B 500 ms VAN s 45 S, 2 4> AUT AR5 KK 2 30 3 min,
FORBAEIIE AR, & S FOBOT BUBLT s 55 B BEEOSR B BENL S R AR 55 iR SR 55 i
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ST B EMBUR AR I 2 A AUT (54 BCHCEIL 3 min, SRR EEIE LA SRS S
UL 5). ZERBERITR T, 500 ms FEMAAEAUR, 2 4 AUT FESKUCEH 6 min, [AIRE SR ik
R KBRS B — YO FILE 6).

3.2. BIBEER

KA E-primel.1. matlab2010 IEEEIE, KA SPSS 16.0 A3 HHE AT G100 FE W
R,

3.2.1. FEHIAER

2 55015 AT 55 B R I 2 B E R (M = 0.27, SD = 024) B & m T3 5B S NHESWM =
0.18, SD = 0.17) 1B 4k PN 3 {55 (M = 0.20, SD = 0.20)IHHR A E MR, 2 5155 AT 55 Wi i) & 1
AREE NS 5 AT 25 (0 SR PRI 21 7 7 T e 22 B AN 2 (L 7).

3.2.2. IEIES RS

HARTE JBEAT 55 (M = 0.96, SD = 0.36)FiE 5 4E55(M = 0.95, SD = 0.59) () IER R 538 = T B4 5 WM
=0.84, SD =0.13), F(2,92)=31.782, p<0.001, n°=0.476; HIRAEMTEAEST(M = 545.26, SD = 78.11).
EE LS (M =918.67, SD = 182.80)F B HEATL 55(M = 1330.15, SD = 351.42) F R Bilf 2 7 B3, F(2,92) =
197.056, p <0.001, n*=0.811.

3.2.3. AUT RSS9

DL AUT Ja il R A5 70 AR &, BelR7 AE N B R, BT 200, s . MRy &
RN 2, F(3,138)=8.715, p<0.01, n*=0.159. FIWAES(p<0.01). i&FF%S(p <0.01)FEYE(F5%
(p < 0.0 AUT Jz M BhA5 1453 40 ¥ 638 = T R BaBR 4, (2 = ARG 1 AUT Ja R 1443 40 TG 2
2K 8).

3.2.4. AUT Ja7eea 415 9

DL AUT Jadiss 3 o n A &, By Sy B8 S, #7057 200, SR BelRyy X334
R, F(3,138)=9.796, p<0.01, n°=0.176. L% (@ <0.001). BHFIEH(p <0.001)FELET%(p
<0.001)[) AUT Ja il 155035 5 24 /5 T LR ER 4L, (B2 = A0 2 (A AUT Ja il S 18
FEFE9).

+ AUT %Dﬁ/iﬁ AUT
o/ Y
3min*2 3min*2

»
»

Figure 5. Simgle test process chart under mcubation method in experiment 2
Bl 5. 250 2 BxER 5 R TR B MNRRIEE

+ AUT

6min*2

»
»

Figure 6. Smgle test process chart under no mcubation method in experment2

B 6. 23 2 RREAR FOSMKRIZE
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Figure 7. The mind wandering frequencies in the tasks of different processing

levels
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Figure 9. The incubation effect of fluency scores
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3.2.5. ErBR3SIRFIE TR
SRR B YELLE A M AR AL AR PR AR AR B 35 U R (r = —0.397, p < 0.01). BEHHHIA
ARSI LA LU IR B AR S5 I, GE MR, BRAR RS BRGT o

4. g
4.1. EFABMEmINE

S 1 RIS SRR, 25 m FUer AT S5 IR SR 3 B8 A0 28 A0 2 S IC A7 A A AT 55 A AR
TR E AR 2 T AN B3 . 1X 5 Forster & Lavie (2009) I 7845 B HA—80 TR A REE T A S #HR
BN, EMREZERIEAR LI KIS 2 I REY], N AR I EN AT 5545 21 1 Bk 0 ZE i
K, X5HT AR —3. Forster & Lavie (2009)3% | 1B A1 fr, KIUAH AR ATIEIE, 765 AfriEL T
FEFIRE AR E 2RSS IR TR ERER) TR 2R, MWIRAD KA WS R e vl 5
FrEAERS, MW SRS RAEGKAT, 2, 2012) EMIRARLEF H A SART /B4 (FF 8 & R NAT55)
N 30%~60% (Giambra, 1995; Reichle et al., 2010). FEZmFSGAESH N 15% (Smallwood et al., 2003). FEH =
S FEE PR B8 AR 55 T B 1 AR R R AE 20%~40% 2 [R] (Schooler et al., 2004). 4455 LUE ] LI, AN BE UM
Fob, BORERIEALE L, SWARRZIR, BTG5 R ERM .

4.2. {ESE KBV NELERIR

S 1 SRR, ML S, Rk i 4L RETS 2 S o O BRI AN . 3X 5 Baird %5 A\ (2012) T 5T
SR8 YO R B AERET 077 SR I FE AT REAS B AT AOBRBR AN . SR 2 IOSS SRR, W
FAES I TR, BRI TR E 2R XA RBRBEA —E, R R B A SO AR AR
RSB, DRI, IR 55 RN BRI AN AR M2 45 i (K mT BEE 72 07 171

4.3. FEHSARMEERN

S 1 SRR, YIRS R ICAGT S, BB N 2% EA DG . 1X 5 Baird 55
NQ012) I Fe gl R — 5. R A A 27 Kb R B B BR AN, AT e 51K A A 2H R A A2 A O, 7 A2 Bk
PR R LT o SREG 2 MIAE SRR, U N SR N KPR R AT S5 I, T PR A A A R TR 8
SRFAMK. CHMFIEEE TN TACPFEIRKAES E, i, Baird 55 A(2012) K N 16{FE 55 =2
0-back 1T55R, FEMANRIR S BRI BT s Leszezynski 25 N(2017)K WHET 45 %N SART 1155, K
A PRAE PRARAT 55 S S IR ] (1) (R, REAR 0 G P r) B B lR o ASBF TR I, 4 N AR 55 22 I /K1 LA
BT SR, MR S G PEBRBR P2 o XL R DA 45 RANEE, AT R A LTSS
PERAESR, BYEATESS N TR &, AESEME. thah, AW AIRES KB IEAME, SR SZRUESHE
R o DRI, A A 000 26 vy P TR 2880 2 AR e (1) 2510 L 45 22 ol DS 3R R IR B I B30 47 118

5. &t

AT R S R T BRI [ FOAT 45 2550 T B BRI S (OB, TS 4 S 24y
TS5 SR S R T S5, R B AT 55155 7 BEMRAS, 3 LR 381 60 22 o A R TR A
R ARSI TACEARRRTSE, YRS, 155 RUB 4 =T &3R5 BIRERR %
R, B RN R, ARTT, 4 AR 25 TR AT 45T, e ) 28 1 7 o2 A PR A7 2 S 2 A
Sk

FHIE, REEZQ011). OB LM KB R INE. WL oME EHEE#7R, No. 2, 101-108.
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