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BT EECIZ EF R E & [F = 9.48, P< 0.05,12 p = 0.065]; 4) BRBFMT, MT “H-B” HAREIZAH,
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Abstract

Objective: To explore the influence of predictive strategies on event-based prospective memory,
and whether prospective memory is affected by time interval and feedback based on a new pers-
pective of procedural model. Methods: In this study, the scene simulation method was used to
carry out cancellation experiment on 130 randomly selected college students. Half of the subjects
were given feedback according to the correct rate of prospective memory. The next day, all the
subjects were given cancellation experiment again. Results: 1) The effect of “point-B” and “A-point-B”
predictive strategy on prospective memory was better than that of “A-point” predictive strategy
and no strategy [F = 9.88, P < 0.05, 12 p = 0.196]; 2) The accuracy of prospective memory with time
interval was higher than that without time interval [F = 35.99, P < 0.001, 12 p = 0.228]; 3) The cor-
rect rate of prospective memory with feedback was higher than that without feedback [F = 9.48, P
< 0.05,m2 p = 0.065]; 4) For the “point-B” predictive strategy group without feedback, the accuracy
of prospective memory with time interval was significantly higher than that without time interval
(P < 0.001). However, the above difference was no significant among the “A-point” predictive
strategy, the “A-point-B” predictive strategy and the no-strategy groups (Pmin = 0.186). There was
no significant difference in the accuracy of prospective memory between the conditions of with
and without time interval for the no-strategy group under feedback condition (P = 0.52). For the
three predictive strategy groups, the accuracy of prospective memory under with time interval
condition was significantly higher than that under without time interval condition (Ps < 0.05).
Conclusion: Strategies can promote prospective memory, and the effect is influenced by the inte-
raction between time interval and feedback.
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1. 5]

RIS AR A — P EZ A2 IS, 5 ATH H AR HETIHEG . 20 50%~80%H H # A & 1d 1z /1
AUBE {2 A0 9% (Kliegel, Martin, McDaniel, & Einstein, 2001). BTBE 012 2 T8 A SR 4F e i (8] sl 55 F AT
S TR B FAF B B e 12 (Einstein & McDaniel, 1990). BB FE WA A M FE X BTBEICAZ 34T T
K, CHEMFUERT WERARIEZ R R S0k o A T S I ATHE i 12 (event-based prospective memory,
EBPM) 13 ) (8] (1) i S 1212 (time-based prospective memory, TBPM) (Einstein & McDaniel, 1990), ASHf
FRVEIE T FHAF MRS ICIZ, RIS B0 FEANRE & (15 55 2% A0 R AT 55
1.1. HIREIDIZAOZ IR IEREY

VA B FUAR B 1 B 112 B o R &l 4 AR B . BAAT & 5 Brandimonte & Passolunghi (1994)
INANETIEICAZ BN TAFEgRS . REE. /766 PUTAIRIBRILAPY B TGS 2 F1776 F.(2002) 0 A HTIE IS
2RI TAFAE R RFFRHAT = AP B Einstein (1996) DA RIS ICAZ BN T 43 A U Tc R R 5l i
MHrBt. 34h, Radford et al. (201 )YCNRTHEICIZHIIN CEE BRI, 4ERF. BORAMHAT A ST .
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Figure 1. Processive model of prospective memory

B 1. BIEICIZRYE IR REY

1.2. BUAEICIZ4mFaT EX B SRAE

R ICIZ BB 90 O VE ATIE 1L AZ R sg e R 36 SO R SR s (B 42, 90J7°7, 20005 273 )ik, T JEnf,
FKFIIE, 2005). BIBEICAZ I FE#34L(Einstein & McDaniel, 1990; Maylor, 1996; £ 75, #1524, K 75, 2003)
FERT [E] B (Meacham & Leiman, 1982; Hicks, Marsh, & Russel, 2000; &4, MG R, &#4&5w, BT,
2003) LA K AT HEICIZ KR 24 FE M (Otani et al., 1997). FEE M (Kliegel, Martin, McDaniel, & Einstein, 2001). £8%
$#&78(Guynn & McDaniel, 1998; Guynn, McDaniel, & Einstein, 2001)&5: K 225 fIBE IS IZFZ R, i, H
A5 2 B TS ICZ BRI T S (RIS ARTE T, Bz BBV ATIE 1L A2 55 e DOd s =
MR EMEE, LGRS B S EER A, B R S AAE SRR SRS e (Rt A& 1012 A B2 S

A 9t 32 R AT B ) AR B =) (1) SR B $E T HTAE 1012 « Brewer, Knight, Meeks, & Marsh (2011)
WEFRI, AT E IS AL BE IS 12 m RTIEICIZ S, 11 B REE Jl /b AN TS BT AT IE L2 52 M
PAT R A 5 B2 HH Gollwitzer (1999)42 H, i@ b KA BRIA IFAR R (EAELR 5 3 3) TS 5 53T
AT RN U FEeeeee o A eeeee YOHIBER, AN IR R AT R Y, RS R E MATN
AL BESS . IR AR, PP SENE TF ZEEE AT . 8 FR B B S T UG SR AT RE IS AT
A, AIRERE 9 S 2 iV R B R . (HAEBL S AR TG, HB o ATBEICAZ I g b i = A6 P SRS 1) 2% F . T HL,
PAT = AR 5 7 A BB ST EHE S AR (Bugg, Scullin, & McDaniel, 2013). $2EZ: > 236 06 2 S #1061
BEAT 2 UG AR U i 732, FEARSE (IS [R) B2 S BB A2 % ST M4 ™ AR S 47 A I AZ PR FF R SE AL I
FIVUERRORA Z 08, B/, 258, EPE 2013). B2, IREZSIRE AR AR, —8&IAATE
2 ) o R B 25 ST S B AR T AZ AR R (Karpicke & Blunt, 2011). BRILZ A6, FRZE, S G300 T H]14(2019)
WER R, FUATHATE R, AR %5 4 (episodic future thinking, EFT) & —Fh v DL = ATHE 1L A2 5t
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(ISR o 3 SRS Je S SR 6 2 SRR AR i A 22 SR A DU 35 S 36 Y s FE RTIE 1L 12 (Binstein & McDaniel,
1990), EIRNHERLE REF, HALESRERAMR. HE AT PRSI — & BA LR 5 i s 1+
AN ZENE, - DR T SRS K AT AT VEATA AT IR o T AASHIE FERE 3 SRS m i % 40 55 1 1) A i B ) S B i A
RARAG BRI AE, $R I BRSNS, A SBRGEAR S0 B A Th AT PR . ek, b
T LR TG 7R i S B X LA AT AT Z, W) DS G AR S O AR SR, R 20 R BT UR N
fiti b, 3G SR ATIEICIZAORAT R, T B s AT S AL PR T R . TR SR AR AR AT RE S IZ B A R
T FEAT LA 7 Sy = sng, B “A-p” PARSKEG.  “Ri-B” PARSKREG. “A-mi-B” TUAHSENS, 7003
ANE GRS I A AT IECIZ B0 AT B OSSR Y B LA S B i Tt A

1.3. KB ERRXI ATRE IR IZ R IF AV ME

DRFFFIT BRI 8] [, A 48T Bl 1) BB AT 2 ) oI SR AT A TR R INF R o AR BN, A SB35
LT SE A HEAT HP AT S5 1R I TR AT R 22 J Lo B sl L2 b, AR S PRAIC SR A 1 T BE 1 12 1 B S (MeBrride, Beck-
ner, & Abney, 2011); 1 4[] [A] B§ EAC 28 J LR B LR N, AN S e AR BT IE 12 14(Nigro & Cicogna,
2000). BT EAEERYANT [E] [AIRE, WA AR SN EATR S 2 M TSI IR, X T s
B HIE G 4, $F71°F, 2000; Brandimonte & Passolunghi, 1994; Meacham & Leiman, 1982). ]
Guynn & McDaniel (1998), Kvavilashvili (1998)F] 5258 45 5 ) & I 1] 18] B A0 BT AEICAZ R IR TR
AT IE 12 SE I S B 90 B T 48 7R BT IC A2 2 M B gt . A7 DA AR B I AR, (R T 8% SEBRATE 55 1)
A, BERE S ARIE SRR S 4, ia R, Z45t, 9071°7, 2003). —J71H, A fe2 L7t
AN S5, BT DAASHIE 52K F A SR 4R B4R FU TS 1012 1 RS A2 15 32 I 18] (B B PR 20 o 55—
T, SREEATHTEICAZ R I IR AR B R AR R, AT BE AR 2 52 21 B 1) [ B () T ARG o 7247 I TR]
] B PR A5 450 T 32 FH SRS AT AU RS G2 gm s T e JC B VR, SO SRV R BRI, B DAER 70 SR W& 1A 21t
S 153 52 S [ 1) B ) o) 24 A b S0P

L4, RIBMAHERIZEER

K 1 2 b i BER SR W A DRI B 1) IR 8] [5] B 6T FiT BE 1CAZ BB §E e, 72 Rt B BOR I 7€ 1Tl
BRI A RRAE R 2 SRR R B RN SHTIE L2 & B AELEA G : Maylor (1990)F1
Kidder et al. (1997) 8555 R x T IE L2 5 B PN A OG22, B PN W pT s Ic Iz kst b1 HR
VA TRIRETER, AP S T 1 S5 I 2 ) BTE iCAZ A — e AR 2 2 B iT ¢ T AR A
R/, Niedzwienska, Rendell, Barzykowski fil Leszczynska (2014)FF 5 kB, X FHER AN, ZHERMR
O ATIEICIZ TR, (H S ARSI i 2 R NI RTIEICAZ St (TR Q018)BF TR BN, A N1k BEE A 2L
PERATIEICIZ R I, RIAETE R G Y 58 A o E AW R I, RGN BTIEIC 12 AT 45 14 56 A2 A B RS F
(Alcolado & Radomsky, 2011). T%6, % T G ATHEICIZEIP TG, AR RA—F, mHHF
R ATAECIZIETE RN THLERIN CARRRE, DRI 75 23k — 0 (R RIF 0 S Bt oxo) B RS T A2 D 5 A PR B A 5
AR o o, SAmton] BT HEICAZ R 5 M 25 SR AN R P Re 2 52 B SRIE . I IR [A)RG A5 R R 9. DRtk A
B ST 1 58 I 0 S A5 BT IE1EAZ Bt B 52 00 LA S 5200 2 15 52 30 SR g . I 8] 18] B& 140

gx b, ARBFFUEE T AT AW I B RTIEICAZ 0 TR B, SR A BTHE 112 2 2R I OB R A I T R 2 TR Y
Ieal, PR, ) “A-p-BY BRI SUEANE, 455 IR RE A S ISR ST RTIE 1L 2 1R
TH AW S SRMS G R0 o SRIOR e TIUAR SRR v] LASE R BT G2 R e, e S A B B TIAR B AT
WAL FER) “A-5-B” SRBE A et o T BEAE I (A HERS . 830 2 ) 24 S (00 R, Jo e [a) 1) e s iy
WIS P S B i At N B R R B BTHE 112, K YR B [ ) o 7= 2 B8 s 0 A7 S 1 12 1) 67 T 2l
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2. 5%
2.1. #ik

i ] G*Power3.1 50 58 i 75 #£ 4 B (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007), 2N &4 0.25, a = 0.05,
1 -B=095 HHNS, HHMABLSFAEN 6. TIBEHAAZEWIR 130 %, Hfah o0 4, B 40
%o SPRFERS(19.7 £ 0.8) % o K FHBENLAL J5 K B 1 /0 FC 21 “ A-pi” TAR SR 2H (& Pk 16 %, B 16 ).
“H-B” TAHRESAL(LME 24 44, BHES £). “A-fI-BY TUAHIRES (Lt 24 44, S 8 A) I HE 4L
(L2444, FPE8 ). HOASINART, MBS EMIIESR . SLie 5433 — & iR .

2.2. SRR

SRFTENT I, s 25T % 52(2020) BT VR 1 e ME PRIV SR B0 dp bl . 2 R — 3K I REE 7 3%,
H 8+ 0+ 3+ 6+ 9. g+ o q- s FENLA AL, b 8 RV SLE 1) Hbrdl sy, 3% 200 4~ FREEFIE
2200 /Mo Ak, ASZESBENUERCE R — AN e q HHEBHRTEE b, ENATIEICIZEE H bR, SEERAEH
SRR NEAT, SRIOAPRLA A4 4RXUHEIHTER

2.3. SISt

KA 4 (GRmG: “A-pl” TAESENS,  “-B” WUAEHEES, “A-m-B” TSRS, JCHREE) < 2 (N E)A]
B&: A, ) <2 (kB A, B)=HRREGERT, KRBT, 8] 8 R il A 22
o PAZRENHTEICICIERE.

2.4. SEIHESS

HAT TS R IR A B4 . BB R P4 RV AR R ey 8 R, [, i R—AT
R 8 IS ERATAR

ATHEICIZAT S — 35 6 A 1) R —17 8T 8 AU 7 BN, 7E47 K 0 T 25 2) #h420TAD;
3) R TR TN 4) BHTFEE by 5) MIVEES TG, WRIIAEIRE 1~5 7AW, 280l
REEAINE; 6) 103858 T I TR«

2.5. LBIERF

TR E R SLIAT S R G, AR S N E RS, AR HEAT TS 6 NTIEILAZATSS . X
T AR TARSERS A, EFREIR IR, BRI SR S BT B IC AT S 0 e T AT %, R
RIFiE T 8 X AR X T “S-B” TARER ZH, U R A AR RAE B BIATHE 1D 12 &R R I E L B AT 5
WM PRBEI TR b I, EE R TR s ST CA-A-BY TARSRIE AL, EER AR R AN I R

SIS EE W, A S — IR G4 T — s 5t BRI AR BAT B AT B R B AT 12 AE 55
MM 73— PRI B 5t R — G, ZSREGE A 18 B IS 1F T 58 oM 8] B3k AT AT 25 A TG
RNZAESS
3. 58

RGP RN 1o WA, DARTIEICIZ B SN R B AT E RN E T 201, SRER, R
TRV R, F3,129)=9.88, p<0.001, n°p=0.196. FH/GtLEER, “A-5-B” HAHEKAS “5-B”
THAE SR WS A ATHE 1L IR 22 e A 35 (p = 0.574), (HIXHA SR E m T “A-m7 TR SR ug 2L AN o 3%
W& ZH(p < 0.05), “A-s” THAE SR WS 4 A TG SRS 2 ) RTREICIZ IEM R Z R AR E (p = 0.171). B[R] [A]R% 32 2%
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S

MEEE, F(1,129)=35.99, p<0.001, np=0.228, 75 KA 85 HRTIEICIZ EAE R B2 = T JC A [A)BE
IIEZ(p < 0.001). BTN EE, F(1,129) =848, p<0.05, 0’ p=0.065, HREFRIIHTIEICZ
TER 3 i T 0 RO R IR 2 (p < 0.05).

Table 1. Prospective memory correctness of subjects with, without feedback groups across different strategies and interval
conditions (M + SD)

= 1. A ERIRAHRIRETE M FIAT 8 BfE 54 T AETIEIZIZ EFZERM + SD)
FEIR [6] [E] b AT IR 18] (A B

“A-){—i ” “ ){—:T\-B ”» “A-){—:"\-B ” “A-){—i ” “ ){—:"\-B ”» “A-){—:"\-B ”
TIAR SR ToAR SR AR SR AR S TiAR HEn% THUAE S

R 057+020 076+022 0.79+0.16 0.63+0.15 083+020 091+0.14 093+£0.10 0.66+0.23

oA TG

To st 0.67+0.16 059+026 0.73£0.18 0.60+020 0.60+027 086+0.14 0.77+0.18 0.57+0.18

S, I TR) ()RR R S bt = A2 HAE R 2, F(2,129)=7.65, p<0.001, 0> p=0.158, #E—HiHAL
oM B, FETC R A 5 SHE 5 e 1) 1] B 1) 28 AR R 255 F(2, 129) = 10.106, p < 0.001, 1° p = 0.333,
W 20 XFF “A-B” TUARSRMGZH, A T IR AT 2% A T (0 B A 1012 1E A 2R 2 5 vy - IR (] 8] B 2% A 1)
IEHIR(p <0.001); MAT “A-f7 FASKISAL. “A-A-B” FARSKOSALA I HEmE 40, A B 1A] 5 eI Ja] 8]
B 2% 1 T AT ICAZ IE A 2 22 R A B3 (Do = 0.186)0 HTIE 3, 1A RAALET, S0 5 I 8] 7] BG (58
HAEME, FG3,64)=4.184, p<0.05, W p=0.171. ST ICHEMLL, I ) a) b AT a] ) Bg 2% 1~
FIRTIEICIZ IEf R Z R AR E (@ = 0.520), 1M+ “A-f7 . “M-B” Fl “A-pi-B” FiisRug4l, HHf
[ ) B 25 A2 R R AT R IC 2 TR 26 Y2 2 v T T I ) [a) B 2642 R I IE B 26 (p < 0.05).
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Figure 2. Interaction of strategy and time interval without feedback
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B 3. B iEEE T E AT EREZ EER
4. Wit
4.1. FEREXTATHEIRIZ B

AN G i 77 3T LARE At 0 2 TR B, AT i e Ak PO R IECAZ RGBT (W 4 2, I, R4 0T, 2018)
& RATHL, ERIITE “A-f17 o “R-B” Ml “A-pi-B” =ANTRASRBE #RAE A2 (L A ATRE 112 . IX AT RE
FE T PRI e B, AR AL SR A T . BARTTS . AR FUAESRIGAE HIAS
B, ZREOGER RS TINE, RKRETIEICIC R R — KRB RIS H W AT, i
B 7E BT 12 22 2% Hh L2 AT AR SR T2 DA HES 12 R 3 B T PR AR AT BE IS 12 5 5% - T Einstein A1 McDaniel
(2005)FIWEFER T, 23R K 2& MERENS 0 28 5wy HEAT TP AR S5 TG IZ I IE AR .t “A- 0 AR SRS
RIKRRLER AL PO TSI EM R R . f AR A E N, RN HIESE ARSI 52 1 1)
“A-gE-B7 R 7 MEEE, ST7i,  “A-B” M “A-gi-B” TR SRS BTIEICIZ (Lt
PERITER, Ul WIHE 9 ATHEICAZ Z0 R AE S5 SAAT 2 18] IR LA K 1 BT WE 1T AZ M G B BRI AT O BE AL
REHR RE NS (L 1L AT HEICIZ 10 52 K

4.2. EBHEEIFREHEICIZ BIR M

RN, A AR R TG 12 IR A B v TR AR R A G, SRUHARE . BA MBS
IR HERS , BB TR Re 2 PR RTREICIZ M Gt T oes, AT ER S HE 20201 6) i W 5t K I, il
RACIZ 10 T B 3= N 1B (extinction) . T-#f(interference) F1 /& #I(inhibition). S5VHiEZRMLL, T ETIN—
AFCIZ S EAILIC TS, BT PR RIS, A ICZ A B S R T PP AR s . (HAR S
AR — IR E IR . IR E AT TR T B X WA . AR U Os Y, LR T
BHPRAS . 5 B RS R 3 BN BB B B G R(FRHEE, 2002). #5088 iRk S © & ER
IHEICAZAR S I AR = AR is s, [AIRG — B 2 5, Ref8 2 2 T IE 12 4R 55 . —J7 i, idi2 ke
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EOF &%

R HSLAFAET . H—J7 0, AR, PaliH ol RGR B CiidiZae 7y, bl
BRI, om0 15— IR RTIECAZ RS 5K it i AR (201 DFFFE R I, BAKIRES T RTIEICIZ R I %
17 1) B — 5 (S ALl AT TN 56, A AT D 2 BIG R R I T BhAh, SER g Rtbm] ez 211452
RS IFE o X AHCIZ PR E IG5 DL AR rh ATHE CAZAE R I I RENS AR ORI I

4.3. RIRMRIREIRIZHIR N

ALERTIECIZRG, AR L TR MR RIERBIIEN, MEZR, WHaNZ)E
RIRTREICAZ A BIS . AEFEAT LW, AT AR S TR ICIZ M st LR BUE mN . AT 3
(2018) W FEAIESE T S RENS A RAR T HEICIZ R . AT RER t1 T B I 1 Bl AT HE IS 12n TIR
eV RIS A BB I & TR S A B AR R 2 ik e IR Z A e RN s TS A2 N I
BETAERE T — TSI IZ T, RFFE AN “Ig— 8K 8" MR, MRS RE, B
I B g 1 2 > A B AAN B A2 2 20 1) 2 S i R AR I B s O R B R . T E 2, e AE
g3 2 SRR, AN A2 SRR T IR 22 2] (B2 98, 5KisR, 18/, 2009). XRREAIEH
FARE T, B RO B O AT SE MR OL 4 T B R S5t ASR AT CAZ 88 77

4.4. RMg. BHENERRH R B3 RIREICIZHI3E B RN

B 7 SRR ATECZ AR, R BRE B S IECiZ . RIESERExR, TRk
BERAETN, T “A-pl” PURSRISAL. “A-xi-B” FAHSRMG AL TC SN, A T 8] (8] Xt AT i ic 12 1k
EES/RTE - 2 [ i v oS it (VAR = B o 1 v o A E P e 23 11 S TSR VA8 2T
ESRXS T “mi-B” TRARSRNG AL, A I E] [A) B 2 A T B0 i IS D0 12 T 3 X2 35 v T JE I ) TR B 9 IR 26,
Y B IS 8] [R) R 2% 51 s, h-B” AR SR AR IH RES SRR, A2 32 S I 11 1] B A1 S B3 ) i 240,
FHLE T HoAh SR, 2 B — R %

ARGFAET, XTICHMEA, A 8] 18] B AT TC i 8] 18] B% 2% 18 T R ATIS ICIZ IEf R Z R AR E . 7]
REAE AR MO AT IS IZBEAT G i, A5t (048 5iR ' P 5 I 1) W R0 10 38 A/ P ARIR Y o Tk T Hefh = A
TRABSREM ZH, A7 I 8] 18] B8 25 A T AT ICAZ IR A 20 8 25 v T oIS TR [|) B 2 1F R RIERR . — D7 Tl vl g
SRMS AN S A A% EEAR AR R], SRV I (] BB A3 A, T3 1 ATIEICIZRI IEmE R . 55— 7, [alk&
T, BOARCAZ AR EILR, I SRS A SR, S AR AT RS2 AR AR AR A

5. BIRERE

B, “A-R” PR SRIS  SE L A RAEROR R S TS IS 12 2 i B BB LE A5 T, AESEIR
FErf, o RS IR o R BE B Z RS IO R S8 AT %3R0S, SKIR I Z R & 2 250
Mo AR, FIERFUHAMAIT ZORIRTT “ A" PSS B HLok, FEARSER R, [A— M RIVE St
B A2 R EAT PTG, FEAEZR RN T . 3, RIVHSEIRRIA R — KBy Bk, WM
AR —E R, ARAERHNE SOUIERS, wTDLGUE LIk}, il A2 .

ARSI IR ORI S , A5 R R s SO ATIEACIZ A RN, R R AT ARAL AT T B 5t ) o ke
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