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Abstract

Prospective Memory (PM) refers to remembering to execute an intended action at some point in
the future or in response to a specific event, which is considered a key factor that predicts the
maintenance of independence in old age. This article provides an overview of the effects of re-
search context (laboratory or naturalistic environment), type of tasks, cognitive load, emotional
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valence and task importance on PM performance in older adults. This review then discusses the
efficacy of strategy-based, process-based, and combined PM trainings on improving PM among
older adults. Future studies should investigate the neural mechanism underlying PM processing,
identify moderator variables that can influence the magnitude or direction of age differences in
PM performance, and examine PM function and its correlates among older adults with cognitive
impairment.
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1. 51§

Rii & i 12 (Prospective Memory, PM) & 45 it A SR i 18] A1 RIH & A= 1 2 24 8 AT M 2 42 (Einstein &
McDaniel, 1990). R4 FTHEICIZAT S BIPERT,  wlkE LI 43 A a] VR BTHE 1L 1Z(Time-Based PM) AT A4 14 i
ffsic{Z (Event-Based PM), i EoR S 5H R @B AT R EAT N, W =50 4T s [FE Hah
WRRG| K, WAL LR, ARSI HAFE TR HE e, 8 NSRS 1)
SRERE T K 2 (Hering et al., 2018). ZH ANMETHEILIZIhREER G S T M H & A B ESI(WNK S Ta9) K
PRI EE o (R A TS AR R IR AR O, B2 — 2 NS EEPATHTIEICIZAE %, Wisid D&k = S R
2y, I, ZFANRIEILIZ Y6 N 2 R 8 — R B ARTERERS, IR AURTIEICZ M semn R G B T2
T2 N AT

BT EICAZ T RE A Sl A XU 55783, 0 AT R S R ETIEAE 5%, SERR Bk S 5E kT
R PATERE S, e TR R IR AR € I (8] s AT 55— DT 5%,  BPATHE(T S5, DRIGATHE iCZ
AR 25 IR SR SR Tl R ERE . B S BURIBAT 2 N B WFE ORI, R AR SR TS AT 55
FEFEANRRINETFRN, (ARESREREN T, BT ICIZAR R B R 1Y KM AR 2 (& 5,
PR ZE NIRRT RN, X IR R - BTBEIL 121518 (Age-Prospective Memory Paradox).
MR TSI B 2 R H 1, RIS IO AT 55 B LD AT MR T SR M 1 4% (Strategic Monitoring) Fl 5 & f 2%
(Spontaneous Retrieval) iAMA R R, 7 75 B VH AR R il B2 06, AR T AR R4t FE R UER
IS, AT IS5 E 3 IR, AR AR M K (Einstein et al., 2005). AN A 72 H )
AT REICAZAT 55 0T SR M 4 DL J B R A BRI BR G BR ZE R, TE IR J 35 2 1) SR A B (1 TS 12 AT 2%
WS G SR B 2 5, DR T AN T RESR I H B 1Y 8 11 T B (Grady, 2012). TEARLLAL 2 il ke B KA
RIMES T, FURSAT R B B o i6es R, TRRFEER R, AT osiisc ), P
ERTRESY/N, B R EZENEXERIIEICIZAT S PRI FERE AN

AL ULATHEICIZ TS N R o R s, SROTIF GBS AR5 PRI AR fer . 1 48 U FAT 45
B AN 7 TH AR 52 2 A N BT RTREICAZ R I, AR Al BRI AT IC 12T Pt /e s 2 A
RTREICZ I EE B 2. $RTHE NI RTIEICIZKF, A B TIsRE NS ARG R ), B 12
it &%,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.121036 318 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.121036
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

2. ®imE®R
2.1 MIRIFER

BIMEICAZ B T R] 43 2 B ARG St SO R SR AR S5 A 5, T I AR, AR RE S R T4%
TR E, WHEFEAE T ESRRRENAFEECR. PRI, S0 EER T 2FANREIL
RUFHX L ZE (Henry et al., 2004), 1fi ARG P Z2HENSERANIRSGEER DN, ARHAERKIZE
N BIRTIEICIZ RS T 428 A (Jaeger & Kliegel, 2008; Schnitzspahn et al., 2011).

e — DR U TN B0 ATHEICAZ AR N B e, W 9T R SIS 5 S SR AT S5 A A, DA
T8 AT S G A G BUR B P TS0 E T 2 AN RTIEICIZRIL. BHAE dmth T — 00K A R
L (Virtual Week)(SE30AF55, DARE T 308 BORBEASA0, — IR (8], 25 35 18 0 B e BURE AT e A
(7] (40 25 B CAASADL B TRD AL, HEAR A 78 35 e 1 B AT 55 R S B R AT HE IC 24T 55 . TR, R HUEAT 55
W TE S B IE B B B AMESS, 1R T SRR ARSI AE S AU (Rendell & Craik, 2000); 75 —45HF 7L
TITE BRI B T R SEa0 S 4145, RIFE H A BB b 58 S B H 1 . RHA RN ZE SR i R 4E 5% (Shum et al.,
2013). FHIERI, TESCE =TT RS0 BARS ERFER 22 ok e HH I B i B AT S5 BRI
ERh, HEZFEANRIBR TERAN. Wk, PFfSfiEsEskilasin HEEn, EEANSER
N Z A2 Sl N S8k, Aok, 2011 223645, 2015), X AT RERE HT B SRS BIAT H 5 AR 45 b B4 o
KIHMEAESCHE, (2 7 HAT R R B3R Wi w7 2 NI4T R I(Grady & Craik, 2000).

2.2, ESMR

TEFAFERTIEICAZ A, AT AT 55 FORTIEICAZAT 55 (8] BOAH OCAR BE AR AT 25 T £, AR DR R AL i IR
AR A ST S5, A A R R LR — AR SR ] ] 58 R R AR A DG R K O AR £ AT 55
UNAE F AR AZ IR 7 LR — 15 5t R B 58 s 45 /F - Reese-Melancon (2013) LL# T 2 4E N 5 ATE
SR SUTESS BIAT AR, 45 R R IR SEEREE ST 55 R R 2 RAE R AR REE, TiEF
NAEAE£E RAT S IR I B35 22 T R 5. Juar fr th R ARG R 55 Hh IR A7 68 22 St LU AE £E ST 55
FER(lhle et al., 2013). 7EME RS H, HATHARS BN T2 KO RIS LRI T, dkmseft 7 a3k
RITTRWISCH:, W TS BN K (Brewer et al., 2010), MIIEHEZEANRIRI . A6 SATSFHEA
RPN 2 AN R IEORGERR SEms 4%, LLid AR5 = B (Ihle et al., 2016), PRI 4E N Rt T B MR LK

I 18] 1 BTHEICAZ RT3t — 25 70 9IS 18] 21 AT 55 (Time-of-Day Task) it 8] (5] {£: 55 (Time-Interval Task),
IS 18] 20 FEAT 2% SRR AE T — R N (B RUTE U 5%, I N = 03 a2 IRl AIRR AR 55 M E ok 2 5 3%
TEHEBAEIR B [ G HATAESS, w408l 54T fEZa R % . Schnitzspahn %5 A (2020) 23K 2 5 # $h AT I (] %1
JEATS, TEL95E MR a] s 4T O ERR FEE A A3, S5 RARIEHFE AN BRI E s THER N M
—IE RS 5 H B Bhid 3 — Y FTES [R] RS 8] B AT 55, 2 AATIE I IZ R aF i N %
(Niedzwiefiska & Barzykowski, 2012). BFAIZIBEATLS 5 SRR RIE RAELHK, XL R TR TEA LM
I ) A B, SCRRIE RO BB B R R 2 s T R [B) B AT 25 S PRI 2R R R ORI B AR, TR e 4
Z IR I, B NSRBI A G DI RE v] 58 T BOLAE R (A [A]FRAT 25 o (R IZ B2 . Haines 55 A\
(2020)7E [l —AMFEAHERTT T 24 AR NAE P 280 (A1 PR RTREICAZAT 55 LT AR I, RIS [ % AT
% F2FENPIRIEZER THEREN, (BIERERFRES L2 FEANSTFRANITIRM LR EER.

2.3. INHSa T
Bisiacchi %% (2008)d i 45 S oA S 47 A () P J5 K28 S G4 N ATHE 1L AZ R I 52 ), 45 S A BN 47
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Ao P HH A 2 PR T 2R A RIS N RIS ICIZ IR R, o B4R NRTIEICAZ ST E R R, ER )
Z TAECAZ AT e o HR S T4 13 25 A2 12 n T #18 (Preparatory Attentional Processes and Memory
Processes Theory) (Smith, 2003), 4HTHEZ A IS, PR 7 BOIA R SRR ATIE & R AT s, Rl
LB ER B, TS IEA R, 37 A AE 55 o R 22 D B R I 23 5 e iR 2 2 1R,
Ml 55 30T T TE BOIR & (Meier & Zimmermann, 2015), MR EATHER I HALHE 70t R BUE Sidid2 57 e
AT, ZEANAEENATIE LIRS 2R, ZFEARIRBERE; & Gum 20 T Pt a)
# 5R B #(Kaschel et al., 2017).

2.4. BEHM

oG IR LY, ZHENR TR S H AR A AR, 20077 &% H R (Mather &
Carstensen, 2005). it &— RN AR . TAEICIZAE SHC 28 A RTh R 4 R B T AR 20N (Reed
et al., 2014), BPZENAHLER NSRRI LRRGE R . EiiIEIZ eSS, WAEYPHERER R
WRLN I AFTE . Altgassen 25 A (2010b)%f kb T 245 N FIAERR NTETE 26 R IE 1L 2R 55 H IR, RIUEZ %
P2 AN NI RTIEICIZ RGN 22 5, & T 2 ARSI IZ R R N 22, B
AR NS REMIE LR PR, SCRE TR RN . (R I, 18U A
ELFHATRE, EFEREATARE, FRTEENETE NS I AAEE KRN . Rendell
SN (011) RIMAE AT AT S o, AL AT SS, 2 N SR NERIRAESS 2640 N IE %R
Wi, WFREIE—BHE TS VAT 55 A () ZE A8 LA B4 28 R RS, 45 R R W2 Nh Rk S
R HERN R E TR, TERIBZ M EE BN AR . Fik, RS RIER, ZFAERNK
AT REICAZAT 55 i 132 S AR 3R NTE K o 30 0 — TS 175 48 R0 S R T A A2 1 76 43 BT A R AR AR A )
XA NHTHEICAZ SR T RN B (d = 0.41) = TAEA2 A\ (d = 0.25), A adk— B i e AR R L 2 i 41
&) Z£ 5 (Hostler et al., 2018).

25 EFEEM

MATHE AN 5 FE N ATIEICIAT S5 b oA AT BRI, X AT e BT B ARSI AR,
TR HBEAT 45 1) 5 i (Walter & Meier, 2014). Hering %5 A (2014) PA 2-back Y2 N T HRAE S, ik e 7 H)
HILS BAT RIS ICIZAESS, I — S 57 BN MRS EONEE, W —FZ5FHmMATIEES R
NEE, WA R, WERATIEICAZAE S IR AT RS 2, 2 NRTIEICIZ RIS F iR A
Y, HIEATHES RN LLER NRREE L2 . Jhoh, S EEEENERI, W35 H S A58 e
WCIAT S RAERE B SLge ¥, HERE A B g 58 N RIS 1L 2 s,  Hadk AT AT 25 B i A 2 4 3
(Altgassen et al., 2010a). LSS H ENERRAEF AMTHIZINL, Rl A3, SO AR B IR AT
FESFIHTHEAT 55 B BORLER , T B0 52 A8 NAE RS 1C 12 AT 55 TH I

3. ZFEARREICIZHTFRAREHBR

HTHEACAZ A S LM R 3R AT T8 11 H 28 A A RN AL U T, A R 2 SR FU AR R T
LA NATEICAZ D RE (T BV E R LN . TG I BEE b, AR B RTHECAZ T30 72 70 3k
WA YR SRR T RINZRA S ER G IS Horp 5ms [ TPl s RS e 2 R U 5 5 R T I E
VA e (B, TR I ZRid N o AT HE S IZAS R BT KA RTRE SR ST ATHE R 122 8e, £
RN T 2 T PN 7 U 25k B K AK
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3.1 R FETH

TR T 1) 00 o 0% A B T LLUA BIFETHRTBEICAZ I B 1, AR YE SREmE 100 5 25 AN R AT A Nk,
B R mE N NS, I IR R 2] T AR R R (R A2 SRS SR I s AT A A2, e i ) 2
PAT ZE EJIZR(Implementation Intention Training), B “43KE | x, MMATKHAT y” (“if-then™), JEit %
SRR = B LR IA R DA B2 . T RSB b B HR, A TR R AR R M g iy
S, U ER R AR S HUT BRI AR RE,  wl{eiE B K& (McDaniel & Scullin, 2010). 7653 #r
WSCHE T HAT R B ZRA RTIEICIZ S A R, FEAE R N N &2 3K/ (d = 0.45), XFE4E
NRTHEICAZ R 3 2R BE i (d = 0.68) (Chen et al., 2015). B T HAT = EUIZRAN, AT R 50K H AR ST Tl
(Imagery Training), @It 2RSS HE MR 5L REAF XML RFE N “HiE” , B8R “HBE” 1
), PR R R AR L, S kEHRINGG, LRAMBIAEES Tk AR, i
BERTHEAR S5 B0PAT,  H TR SCUER AL SRR 1 AR RERIK I ZRAE e 3 2 4F N ATHEICAZ st E A %t (Ihle et
al., 2018).

Ty R T ) TN R AN A B, IS T A& S S U B R PR R R A DARAR A
MEICAZAE S BN At . B TR RN, AHECAERR N, 2 NS F A4 B S ms AR o sy, I H24E A
15 FH A1 8% B SRS SRAS I TS 1012 SR THI 2. 2 5 T-4E %8 A (Schryer & Ross, 2013). i A7 fF 758 K INAE
REAUMJE AT 55 SR I AR 1 B Ak b 7 BB AR R o [ 45 22 4F N HTBEICAZ ST BT I (Henry et al., 2012).
AR B SRS T SE R AT 45 S NI H R ARV, SRS R S TR, AT 4EREGE 2 EANTEH
W A P RO M R A TR T

3.2. IEEETH

L IZ B PAT IR i K 2 AR Tl A8, anAe B A R P B s R A R SRR & R
B, EERRE B R E TS SciZ 25 . W58 T T L A BT IS IR 55 AT R AR 1
BNFIIN T 7 A2 AR R 2 NSRS AR 6 70, H ATEE R 24 AT ICAZ 10 R 3 1A T PRSAIE WF T4
by AT HIPIRERB B, Rose 55 A\ (2015)i8id iEFLAFE PP 40l H AR S5,  FFE I sE N b /5 25 ik
SR BRI TIERE TR S, KIARRE 1 /NS IIIZk, 2 RS IE S5k
L 70% )5 W T B A g IIGREERTEAT 3 Uk, 3t 12 Wk, T AR ISR TR AR IR 3
ENFER AR ATATINGRA IR AL A U4 RR NGRS NAEVNGRAT 55 LS — TR VI 25 RIS
55 PIRBLR 2 T PIANEHIH, BIZRIESRE S 129 N TR S Es PR L T IER RN,

3.3. EARINILk

N T IR IR BE AR S N B RTHECIZ KT, AR 70 2R IR 55 & 2 RN 2R N R 0 2 4T i)y
FMAAR . 7E McDaniel %5 (2014) (B FE LI TINFIUINZRA . Ao shd. INFII A A s sl 4i 6 4
AT RRZAAEASA HIGAT G £ R, BRISENHEF NS SR ZIRFFEAN A A SN, IAFIZ
LR VYA AT IR SR, R H 2 548 =R 8 )\ IR0 D e I R B35 2 045 A
HIMEIEIZ . [BINCIZ5E), SREIIGRA SE BN A A SRR, IF BAE RS A A FIZR. X REZHAR
HEATAR SRS S . BFAR S R, SR E ISR TE S RIPE TR IL1Z IR ILE 2 & TR g, 16
HIEME AT ICIZ B S0 AL B E ER, Haad 5N mNGHaS S 2w TrBe, fF5isshdmtt
STHRAITC R 3R ad . ST i) — T SRR, A LE BT B B SRR Sams N 25, ST = I AE L sk ms
P25 A R AE B 24 NATHEICAZ R M RUR i i (Henry et al., 2020), 4§11, Z4ERERISEA IS
2R NATIETCIZ TR B B BRI N A 7).
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4. INEERFKARRE
4.1. ING5

HIEICIC R 2 R AR R KR B A 24, RERFEMESHNRRM MR R, RFERN
TARSEEE . ARSI AT 15 28 80N AT 55 B 1 S DR 3R ] sz e 22 2 NIRRT IE 12 3R 30
RVRTIT S, AT 55 15 BRI 0T S ek I 428 1 B R ALK B R TE At (i gk B A RN, A AT 102 R I
FEXTELLF . HhAh, BARKINEN Fufar RE S Bh4ERE 2 40 N T BORAS, AN R IER LT FRI AT IEAT 55 R I
FERR AR 26 304 DA AT 2% B B2V R A e T2 ARIBIHL,  E MR AR IAE RS IC 2 AT 55 h iR I . BT
B XA NHTIEICAZ 00 2 (0 T 560 3 il 25, DA SRS B T SR S8 2 4 AN B RTIEIC1Z, 1280
SR B AT, ASBER S . RS TR A NG, FIGR S 1N TENLSMTE S
BE—BER1T (Jones et al., 2021). IEFEAMERI RTINSy, BIRFENA LG —E R 1k, (HEF
N AT I8 SR B — R 41 SR SR 1 B B A R B BRI, AT DR B A HLAE N AT 55 1R I (Baltes
& Lang, 1997). T ZRRIETHE 4 NTERTIEICIZAT 55 I SRS 13 A — R Jnsh Re B & RN
AEBEILE N, HITFIRTEENOMTATERE S, W2 E N Ay FA 5 5 .

4.2. RFEMRRE

H5E, NOEEAR ML T T AR T . (L ATHETCAZ AR 6 RN S R R T T, A WA 2 R E 3k
AT NEI, KT RTHEACAZ AL 7 T R BE TR 8 o 5 S 7T R A B R R SR (U D ez st
PRIUZ S LA R SR AR DT 4 N BT IEICIZ N TR A FERRZE L], SRk — 20 s & 5 ]
B B R R TR, O ATIEICAZ T I T T B A AP R SRR AR ST 4

HK, AR TEBRAT 55 DR 3 A LA R i AT HEICAZ R 8 OB R T AR B RTHECAZ AN TAREIZ IR R V)
(Monti et al., 2020), CABTFLERM, MHEARTARCIZ) T EEFEN, w2 ERNZENNRTIE L
B HE AT = I S b 52 2 (Burkard et al., 2014) o ZZ4E AAE TARICAZ I ZRrb RIH RA S0 T SR A 2 m]

ORI HMER 0 0. th4h, ZIBR BN S8 A A A s i BT ICIZ I B 2R 3., AHEG B
e EN FVPAL 2 L RE 77, 2 AN S AP AL R ATIE A2 D Re R, AT R N 1 ZE BE B K (Zuber
etal, 2019). [Fik, FKKMBFFNERIE FERRE, DE—DEblREE =1 .

BJE, MNE SR NS RES B ZEN . BEIAEN I RER47 (Mild Cognitive Impairment, MCI) 1%
SE N DA BT /R 25 B AR D0 H AT E 12 2h A8 L iS5t (van den Berg et al., 2012), T 4E R 74 L 4R
PR BN Th RESRAR 1) & ATERTHEICIZ T RE Ll vk . — TG R BEALN T T 7R 0, AR+
X MCI 24 NI RTIEICIZ Th AEF = AR % A PR (Lajeunesse et al., 2021), 4R 5 — A 58 9 MCI 24N
FIRTIEICIZ D RE RERS AT T ZRrh 3R A 4R A4 1 SCHF(Chen et al., 2021). AT 2 & 0 4 L) SR 25 =) 4 R I
A BT 5 P D] R 259 BRE 2 4E N I RTHE 1L AZ B & (Shelton et al., 2016). J& S0 50 7E N xt g ic 421
TRALHIER DT RO b, BB 2 OGN Th RESRA I 2 AE N, 300t 70 B8 B S e i SURIR (B

E&WH
AN R 5 H (17YIC190014) .
Bk
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