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Abstract

The estimation of task duration in the future refers to the process of judging the time taken to
complete a task in the future with memory and experience. The estimation is biased, which has
been mainly explained by planning fallacy theory, memory biased theory and construal level
theory in the aspect of psychological mechanism. Task characters including task duration, task
complexity and task familiarity have effects on the process, which have also been expounded by
these three theories from different sides. The focus of future research should involve the rela-
tionship between task characters and personality traits in the process and the brain mechanism
throughout the process.

Keywords

Task Characters, Task in the Future, Time Estimation, Planning Fallacy

£ 1% B AR RAE SR EMh AR B B
Gk

[ PNV SIS A 5N

Email: xthuang@swu.edu.cn

Ar=)

WESIH: WEW, FAARE(2015). T4V ARSRAT S I B AT i R R AL, O AR, 5(10), 571-579.
http://dx.doi.org/10.12677/ap.2015.510074



http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
http://dx.doi.org/10.12677/ap.2015.510074
http://dx.doi.org/10.12677/ap.2015.510074
http://www.hanspub.org
mailto:xthuang@swu.edu.cn
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:xthuang@swu.edu.cn

ks H i 20154F9 H24H; FHHM: 20154F10H18H; KA H#: 20154¢10H22H

R

RFRAES ST A5 TR IS ANV ZEE AT RIAE S5 BT R E AR R EEAT AT RIS R . AfIXER
RAESF RN R TSR, X ROENUH R E AR RIBRER. L2 mEE IR AR
Hig, E5HR(EFBESRENRKMRKRE. E5H0RREAES BB EE) S RRAES KN R
AR, FERMAFE R R T ARSI RN R RAEF R B TR . R RE—PRRES
Yk I35 N R R R MR R SRAE 35 1 TR 1 )3 95 R DA RRSRAE 25 B TR v RO ATL A6 o

XA
EEWER, RRAES, HEMGT, HREBR

1. 518

MG FE IR A RB AT R, 20K 58 BT 55 B 7% ZE I [ AT A0k, Eeln FH
MHEH—RCE, H IR S R SO RS . IR R B K Z 5 P R R TS R
I TRR S B4 1 (Fraisse, 1984) 0 #7512 (2014) YN EME TH& AMTTKIE PTG S, A EWAE KT %
SR T P 3 2 e (BT A ) RO 2 (B A7 ) 5 5 1R I R o AR RAT S5 i TR il T H 2 Fe AT TAE A ez
Z 50 0PN B AT AT 55 BT 75 B2 A IR [A)JEAT W7 AR F2 o S A RER S AT 55 R AT B TR0 o DA R T R 45 HH 1
1k H B2 5% AT 45 1 S2 R 58 BN 1) (Buehler, Peetz, & Griffin, 2010). ARTT, AATIZE R 58 B AT 25 B
7 IS [ BEAT OO AT, A R ANHER B OB, Tl I, DEuK, A, kAR, 2014). —JF4E, W
TR I NATAR LS 5y RHAE 55 58 B TR) T8 s A A, BIAE 22 N B B AR 1 e S A6t Tt 06 V2% 38 %6 (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979; Buehler, Griffin, & Ross, 1994; Buehler, Messervey, & Griffin, 2005). J& ¥R HA#F 78 KIAA]
it R AT 45 52 Jl 18] (4 i B s £ B4 (Burt & Kemp, 1994; Roy & Christenfeld, 2007) . §f A% R HAT
Z5 B A T H BB X — IR A LR R 34T T KB AR 7L, HAEL A BER T 2R g b T iR,
KB H BRAT 55 B SR 520 A RAT 55 e TR A 2R i — K IE & (Halkjelsvik & Jorgensen, 2012).,

2. ISR
2.1, IHRIBIRIER

TR R 18 (planning fallacy) i -1 Kahneman A1 Tversky (1979)#HY, BB IA N AMRLE R 58 ks Kk
T4 BT 5 B2 A IR HEA T TR B, B8 22 563 HART 45 R ARAE 2., 20 T AT 553 75 Hh vl BEAZAE IV 7R i
TSR AG AR 45 58 i 1] . Kahneman A1 Lovallo (1993)iA A3t 22 M A #8541 A (inside view) (fE45 HAA(S R)
BEAT I B A 25 5 S B A S 1 483540 £ (outside view) (KL 65 2 ) K AT 55 56 BN ) #E4T (5 11 2 5
HERF, RPZ i Py AN AL A B . Buehler 25:(1994) I NAMATE Af 115 A2 b 205 ok 25 4850 1 AT 45 (1 K
gAY, FALZ B0 A s SOME DL RO R S ELEME LLE N S B0 . 7RSS A T A R b, by T
AN AR, AL LA S AL IR IS RS b, 6P RIBRER 4T T 583 (Buehler, Griffin, &
Peetz, 2010), THRIBFIBTEFRFICZIRM % LR ENN B LRBAERHTF, Wl FEE A LK
LIRS R IR S v A I A 4% R AT 45 1) 52 RN TR (Burt & Kemp, 1994; Roy,
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2005), Burt Fl Kemp (1994) 7 5 B B A RAT 55 5€ S [k tF A B, BA& Roy 45(2005) 5L 25 7E 8T AT
AT R I T mi A, Griffin A1 Buehler (2005) 1A HRIZHRIR & K& H T 8] 2 85K HA — e A flid
BEWMFATT, XN T ZEW 1S R T

2.2. iCIZIREIEL

R RBR BB AR, Roy 55 A (2005) 82 H T id 12w 2 #18 (memory bias). iciZmZHiB NN,
AMAXT T8 AT 55 BT e I TR EAT Al vE i, JEARIRA A £ EMARER, Mk iz ik T H 3k
PMER L. BT RBER R AR E A R, fAE—E MmN, ST ARMESN
(A T AR 22 o T2 B AL PR 22 R BRI AN 5 T s — s M AEICAZ I a2 T 4F 5% B s 40 IR NT ], 22
B T HEAR TR A WS TE) s R ACZ T A R, AECAZ B 1) B S R oe i (R, S S0l T Al e — 2
A7 ZE BRI = AN T TR BRI 251047 06 AR SRAT 55 B [ o1 B2, B e AR 2 sl RSB AT 55 1)
SERIN A s H [RIAE AR O 2 AN BLE AR B TG AR 45 v, A AE i 25 A P At AR 45 s
SN I B2 0 R 3R [FRE R S A SR B TR Ad TF, G ESS25, flith2EiR (Roy & Christenfeld, 2007). 51t
RIBRBS AR, 102w Z VN S d KA AR R S TR, BRUONIRAZ AR B AR
Wz, FTUER L, FENSUERIL P R ZES T, 8 GRS T R st . B U B E A I
R4, @R SR SR 1 A2 A AT 45 B T PR i 22 PR 2 T LA 25 50 0N 1 fE 1 12 F (Roy, Mitten, &
Christenfeld, 2008) .

2.3. MRRIKTEIRS

FRRE K T B AR AR — 8 FR B O AR SRAT 25 I8 [B] B Al v 1B AT TR RE o R R K T 212 (construal level
theory) & B Trope £l Liberman (2003)#&H, BRI, AMITES ARF AT RN, ZEHMEM
OISR 1) A AT RAE, B ACPfiREs 12 F B R0 OB RN ) FAR AT RAE,  RMKAKCP AR
. Trope F1 Liberman (2010) I\ ATl & 4K B SHAFT S5 kS St MRS E R R, 1M s R KF UK fif
BT R A 5 A8k, Tilfl st SEvRE A A R0 TR It s 7P AR 2 88 it R SRAT 45 58 B B A 11, ok
DMEAGRIR, MR, KK RS SEBRA (Trope & Liberman, 2010; 457F, JHERL, 2410, 2010).
BP9 3 O AIE 52 24 o BN 8] P 3 RSz B, ANV RS 21 () TB) BT 25 TN, TR I 45 th 2 ol A R 15 S i 4L,
RS GHTTUSAE, I IADSC e RS B AR AT S U AR, T8 (R RE AT 55 0 32 (R 145 SR 75 22 B 22 (1 I [ B
KeTER, BITE IR & (1) S MR K R AT 55 56 U TR 4l TH 75 B8 K (Kanten, 2011). Buehler %5 A (2012) I\ A5
KA 2 BE BN B AP AR AR el T AMAT SRR O3, BN T AR SRAT 25 F ) Aty - %o 8 7 B i )
B, M BEA SRUARAY o« RIS, AETEAR R AL R, Pettz 46 A\ (2010) R BURMREAKF T, XEESHE
VAR BB AT (V8 1 [Rehs th 2 BRI SR A A o

THRINBREE . 02 22 FE8 DL AR KT B AR D A SRAT 55 I TR ik T 1) 2 B2 A R 0 Dy oK 22 B0t
FERT I UERI 1, [ Bt Ath 35 1 T 468 SR A AN M X A SRAT 45 IR TR A T R BR 22 1 R IR o T ) i iR
T 2 BN AR AT 55 BT (B T AR ot AR B8 (A FH S5 75 th R, 2 e 0o AR K BRF ) Ay v H AR Ay
ITRRRE ML, (R E MR ING, KR RAT S5 0 ] (00 Al A0 A (R AR o 1042 22 BEAR OGTE
PIAE AR AZ R HERA Y 0 8, MCAZ A B A, o SR SRAT 55 ek T A3t 4 0 A7 R0 v 4 00 5 10 mT AR AT
fifRE, (HACAZ M ZE B B bk = SUERRF T e — 3B AT IR E . R RE /KT B MO B IE B8 A BE XA
[ B 1) 2 8 A 5% AT A RO R K P (RARERE AT S A SRAT 55 I 1) AR [R] o B AR /K ST 3B X R
RAT 55 Wf TE) A v PR R B A H P S I T i BE 3 R IR KSR 45 2 T AT 5 804k 5 v 3]
FIRERIVETERRAST, TR X R SRAT 55 56 ST TR A A, X 5 BB AR B ) R PR R AR A AN AT
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3. RS M BRI R KA S BT B R0

RS IPE I S AT T DX B R L R 2, MRS F BT AR 5%, AT 5% 56 AN TR] f
MA mAMR. ERKT, HARMES TR LS AR WA T 2RIy, A ESR = IMHT TS,
WSEHEEL (Burt & Kemp, 1994), SSEMg#(Buehler & Griffin, 2003), A 76928 % 3T HIAESS, ¥t
7K (Roy & Christenfeld, 2008), SCR#% A & (Weick & Guinote, 2010). FEMAA AT 55 (i THAERH L) H AREE
FAER KA 2T, WRYEAT S5 I AR B A R 20 R AT S P IAT 555 RABAT 55 52 4 F8 B2 (AN [R] v]
Y N AT S RIS AT 55 LA BARYE MAXHT 5 AR TR WAL S 53 5555 . HARMES MR
SR AN AT 55 56 BN TRk T (0 PR ff 2

3.1 fESSHFERTE

AT 28 FR 2 6T ) PR R 2 51 5o T 00 B [ 00 s Ay BRAEC A, BT TR - PR APF 9 3 B I 1] 2 AT 5% 5
SRR AT R, BB BEAS VAR B RN, AN [ BE I R AR TH A AE AN R (R 00 EALARI (1 2, okl
A%, ARMENN, 2008; FHEVL, AR, PR, SEAED, 2010). RIS BEAG TR O R, A AE
PEAGT ATy, o B B A ) TARAS (A5 e, ARBIEE, 5Kk 2D, 2004: 5KIKZE, BATEE, 2005). ARALSS
BT IR U AIF 76 AR 75 2B 1, 7 DA B SR g A AT TOUA 1) S50 o 25 5 A AT 55 56 st 1), T 7E A
ZINES B R A ) BT SEAT TG (0 S8 P LT3 B i, AT 55 IR S T e, gl A A 0 0 v e
B 5. Burt Al Kemp (1994)7E 2 AN IHE 55 1 K IR Y 5 e il 56 BRUIX B8 AT 55 it 5 B2 T[], 72 At RR 452
IR LE JL 20 Bh P B FE T 5%, dn 9 5 46 B 4T 5% (Francis-Smythe & Robertson, 1999). ¥ % 55 i 3k AT 55
(Thomas, Newstead, & Handley, 2003). #74%4F5%(Roy & Christenfeld, 2007)Ht445 3 7 48 [&] i) 5 5 . SR110,
TEVF 2 AT 55 B [A) A VBT 50 e 0 B T AR Al SE R PO &, AR )7 9% 'S5 155 (Connolly & Dean, 1997),
W EEE%(Koole & van't Spijker, 2000). B AENAE:45(Buehler & Griffin, 2003). [#3k1E:5%(Pezzo,
Litman, & Pezzo, 2006)#1/M45 H{F{£ 5% (Siddiqui, May, & Monga, 2014). Forsyth fl Burt (2008)#E /A 1E 5%
R IUAT 55 FF BRI AL, Al {0 i A1 B B

AMEZE Gy BRI AT, ARAEACET AT 55, A AT 55 R K A B2 I A SR B IRk 1 40 TR AR TE AT Ak Roy
25N (2005) 8w 25 DL SCHR A I, AMARTEXTRESEIS D6 5 380 DA AT 55 BE T RE Sy, X 12.5 43 LA
TS AR . S Roy S5 N FHSLIGISIE 1Z B, S5 RERH, AN R 55 1 56 BT (R A i i
L], HAT S8 A BERE I 2248 AT 55 B v AR AR AT 55 Ol THERAEAE R MR, IR i (i S5 (A 1 40
Ft R 143 56 F(id EHR MRS ) A 1 4y 32 B CRKAR R4 55 1) (Roy & Christenfeld, 2008). {H Roy %
NNREETAFE IR EREFR 75 B Ry FAS)RMES, Ho RS mTaee AN FE M. 5074 5255 (2003) 4
H IS TR A BE R B R R, AN (RN R A 2 Bt AN TR B2 (8 AN [F R AE: AT
WEII AR AT LG A=A E B, DARDAI 23 A ih i B “Bai Ak ” , DU B H ik spr
o GERIARR” , A THIT AL “Im A ARR” (A B2, 1994). HAEA T RE A RUIFAZ — NI T AL
T — AN XA (CE A, sk, AREEN, 2008), ALl /2 — A 1 SLga b4 «

THRIB R B SHEAL AR SRAT 55 56 BT FUBL SR T R, AR 2 B 2% TR 55 A E B3 5L
(17, EHUCHER, (ES5RREERT RIS, JEERSIAT S5 58 RS ] BBtk 22, FT DLEE 25 ) 5 5 2 R B i 1
SRR o EUEARHES HTEE F T AEAT S, FR IR R R IS, FE AT 55 16 58 B A -2 SRS i T
AEE il o T2 I 22 AR HERT AMA S AL RN 5%, AR K I 2% 10 J5 DA T e A2 R I AR 55 T AN I IR B 05 R
B T8 2 A5 BEUR A, BUHRAT % LUK BT 55 75 22 58 2 BRI IR =, 2 M 0 20 AR AT 45 LT,
S BCAE IS B B by St 1, BT AT A [E] (Aschoff, 1998; Block & Reed, 1978). fifRe/K-F 2



WM T IR S, R e, BRI PEATSS, R Kbk s, I Al Tt £ s vk
i, T SEBREl BRI FEAT S5 B AR Ah, JERT RS S mth, SMR/KPERAR. AR EIA
N, PE BRI I SRR AT S B AR N R B PSR AR A, T R S B A 1 S B Ay s
MEFNEBR S B Z R s b, 28 T HARSCH RIS, BT DLt s K R AT 55 B4 (Boltz
& Yum, 2010).

MARZ B, o] DR AR ZS G Al A I PR AT 25 10 s il FE i PR AT 55, (EAREH e R e E
PRSI 518, BT HA Roy 25 A (2008)38 5 4% 7k H i (1) 22 /b Sk % AT 55 #5452 6 1] K
AR 78 30 X6 b S et e 2R, S 86 b I F 3 e A HERR AR DR 2= (i sh L) s, DR g it — 20 %t it
AT R E S 2. 102w Z BB AR T MR SR AT S, KRS e AL, SERD AR
TR AT 23 5t i, AHIFEA BE R A B IR Rl D A TR ) SRS

32 EFHBE

55 FAZR IS TR 41 2 5] FEE R SR AT 45 IF TR Ay 71 198 Ak o Hinds (1999)i8id 1k g i B A B sk F- LS 1)
IR, BHABALE M) “BRK” XFF LS G T E 2, M ETRIZRN AR E R, ‘%
K7 ARG T W T AT T, T A R R KP4 56 20 6B T AT 5 B TRl o SR R . Roy Al
Christenfeld (2007)ilid #7408 S SL 12 i 22 BEIR BEATI0AIE,  SEIR R I, B EAE S5 ATl 4 4R S T ifs
(A IR T iy, AR AT 2% 58 BJE XTS5 BT FH B (AR, SES 25 R DTS5 90 £ A T - B iAo
FEIRI , ARG RS K o RN R IG A B AT 55 14 5 G 17 w5 A 7 S A 55 B SE T, RLFEAS 2 iy
WA AR FE A5 3 o 2R 2055 (2011) AARBE IV E N SE 50T 55, Wil M A S RAM T LR, A4
I HAEAL VAT O AT A AR I E SR 2] o SEBR R, ARIH S5 HEA A THE S Bl Z M 5
HOLLELAN,  HAGTH RVERIS T Lt 18], AMAEBE 2 ARAL AR SS, MKl B AT 5. Konig %5 A (2012)
TEARE 56 510 117 ) AN HEAfR ok T %o LA PR 45 A7 1 IS T (R0 52 B, 5 I B IAR AT 25 (L AT 55) SR ) 5 e i
TRIAT 55 (O i Bo H RO AT 55) AN R R8T 54T 55 Ll R BRSO AR LIRS0 A 25 BRAIK 1 (R ATD SR AR AE
XU B MR BABAT 25 R AT S5 30 2 ARAG B AT 25 MR Al RS BE 7 o

THRIBHR BRI A2 22 BB RE 1 2B BE R ARSRAT 55 I AU 1 B 52 o THRIBHRBAE A  MAMC
AT 25 (4) 56 FIIRT [ 2 PRy 2208 1 sk 2 5 B AT 55 B FH (s )45 U2, DRLE o B R Al 2 LR AT 55
NETEERI(Buehler, Griffin, & Peetz, 2010). {HZ&ICZIRZEIE NN, AMRIRANAT S5 16 56 B 8] 7] B8 AN 2
KA 206 T ik 2 se ST S AL, it ZMAKE BB Tz, 2R, SECT AT
AR diZmZEFR UL AAE T R B IRIGEIZEEE, AR NS T e S BUT S
R J5 A5 T 9 A [F] (Roy, Christenfeld, & McKenzie, 2005). X T8EBAE S, (540, CIZEMR
WE, iz B8, SO a5 . TR RS, MEAS TRERES, MRE S S, FR
WA ESFEMMTHEZ A, T2MERBSFEUES R &E M. M ABAES AR EI1Z
HEETAR, 2 FECER N RS T

DA AR Feat TR i, SRR S R SRAT S5 IS (RIS V1 B2, ) A 28 AT 25 1 58 R vl IR A, 1 %o 397
AT 55 (1 56 ST T A6 v il B o] REARCA,  (Es2ma B AR M ANIE 2 . SEI0 B KR ZEAR S AR E B, BT
NBRABK G RA RN, MEAABIES S, F1EH CAABMBEFLIMMNEREAUESFIEH OA
PR HL R WAl N 58 RAT 55 o IX AT 55 AR 256 1 SR U 1T A A 25 5 M NS SR SRAT: 55 58 A (0 1 1
HEFITE. Buehler 25 A\ (2012) M A BIUEFHE = AWM A, BIH E CHIZL M TN\ 78 BAT-55 1 a4
RN 2 BEAR, ABAFEE,  FE AN 258 R BT O AR ORAT 55 52 BN & 75t AT A R A 2808, A A Th o

HEff, I REATHE



33 EFERE

155 53 2% J £ Ui R SR AT 55 i TR 5 3. Connolly 71 Dean (1997) R 9w BA1T5%, LEF B A
Wk, RIAEXT 30 B FRE AT AT A TR, R B A S m i, T 7E XS A X R 7 B &
H IR P AT 55 FH I EAT Al THIE, B TR KA AR MARAY . Craik AT Hay (1999) 78 T =X I i Ay o
WO, AT 55 52 A XS I R TG S B LR R W B AR TR R A B S Ry
TER 2 DR IBAEAT S ST A4 E, RIAE 120 APIFPEARME T, SR IUAT 555 S0 R I 1 Sl b RO BE K (1 7= 2R
it K. Kruger fl Evans (2004) ME SCCRE KON SLIAT 55, 45 RB AT S 2 fR (155 73 fR I HR )
(R AR AE A RAT 55 5 B Tl T BT, RN SEaR R, T4 R I BB AT 55 o it Bl i H i 22 1
UM ER, ESEREME, T5ZRBE, ZEmgCR k. EEERSSI R R, E—4
T FL I HE S B AT 55 s A TR Th e, A MBS 2R . FTUER DRI LT, BT
TS TR R Gk AS .« Forsyth H1 Burt (2008)7E HT & A F, 56 FR I [R) &7 BRABEZRY (DA g B 0] 6 B B 5 14T
AT R, HES AT S e S o BRI [R]), X6 = ANMT 45 B 18] 43 B EAT A T B I 1R) 2 AR = AT %5 & 1
— AT BT IR A I, BR Gy T B)BEAMT 25 (R BN 8] 2D T AN FAT 5590 5l o FL FAO B R R0, 5 3 e SR
Iy BN, AN I AR S5 143 BT AR A R . Siddiqui 25(2014) 3 i AN [ 52 4% B 1Y) S 56 (751 22 A A
SRR —FURERIL, £ —MRIAT% L, How B2tk Why 525 5 R AARAL, 1E 3 5 42 01T
% b, MR MBURE, How BEE G RAERM. Yan 2 A (2014) W\ NAF 55 w5 2 5 R Sl A 55 I 1)
TR ER, B — B 80E. HILAE W, B2, AN IZRIES R RASIHTEE, RIS
BB A GHARAL, MRS SHPAE . Hik, EERAESS, @i fs SR A TR AR 118
B, B NERNES S RENZATAEEE, 0] DRI 55 8 BN IRAG O, Rl @ xt T —L A
A SRR R BN 2 Wtk (Min & Arkes, 2012) .

THRBRER U, MR AR EAT i, WHBREIIMISKREEL, 2S8R, M
R AT S FRANTRA, BAESZEAT M, 2B (Kruger & Evans, 2004). 12124k 2 B8N
AT LR E I C I AFAE R 22, S BT R KAT S5 B A T AN HE R, T84 2 4 AT 55 it & 1
WEEEZ, M ACAZ W TE R Z IR, 115 B0 R RAT55 56 U AR AG o« AR KT EE N,
R TT, RTEM R BbR, BUMEAE, MRACEHERE T, SSEEMAPE, SSBURM, MEE T
%&b, 2% How (ARSI T mffi(Siddiqui et al., 2014). A7 W, RIS AR KT B0 5F
ANBEMARE 2 21 B AR RAT 5 i T T H (B2, T 012 M 22 B8 TR R 1 IS AR I s ma L 15— 2B R
o

B T b d =BT 28 1 TN R SRAT S5 B (R TG s Ah, AR AR, AT 1SRRI 55 K AR
FR AT BE PRt 2 SR Al T B HERR 1% o Peetz 25 A\ (2010) £E A8 N 8] 2 B8 S R SRAT 25 I 1)t T AR AL s A B,
FHEL T BCS R e TS, AR AT 25 B FR I TR0 Ay 5 2, 5 G P= Akl . Peetz 22 NN, BT
FLAT S5, AR AT 55 58 22 S RIAR R 56 BT 55 14 0 SR AN B DD S8 BB O 55, T2 5 BB AT 25 1 78
BRSO RS IAT 55 7 75 B ) = AR Al . Kanten (2011)38 5 BREH0R B & /N AR5l g
PEFORIL, MK BEANAT BE R A BTSSR SR ok & A AT e 1 v AR 55 1 5 AT B A 43 B A . Xt
SRR E M B A 5. A Kanten £ESE38 b R, AHXSHA B4 S K AE AR DS, X
AR AE AT 55 75 EE I (A TH A3 B A

4. INESRE

LR ERTIR, NATREARRAESS IS ) IAG T IF AR, 2 Fh BRI X 5200 AR RAT 55 6 18 0 T A 3 R LT
JE BIBLHIEAT T IR o AR5 MU AR SRAT S5 I 1Rl T A S0, A AR SRAC AT 55 1 58 B EAT A TH
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ARCARABT Y, 17X S I AT 5% 56 T 25 5 e il s IO AR SR B A AT 55 1) 5 OIS JBR S (G s MR Rk
R AR AT 55 25 Gy AR A , X6 18] BAT 55 25 5 i o BLAR A AN TR BR AR X AT 45 1 5 (R 2 ma pT L) 14647 T R0 RS
R T2 U R TR ANE I, KA, IR AR — Se B AR N — P B R

5, ARSI AR RAE S5 I TR U RS2 e st B R B [l A i — ik, S —, WHIUER MM ST
SR [F) A R 22 5 58 BT TR At o, B4, RS0 Roy S ANFTIAAIN), ANEFRREERS [ AR RAT S, 1E
oy grs NEEERT R AT b, FEAE AR A A, R ST AR o 4 0525 (2008) A A KA R
(5> T Re 2 —ANTEEYE L, PR ASRE T R RIS A, RRHMIEAL, 75 2 i S0 5w 4 A RURITR
FAER A B A R R . S, DR T, MRS R E Z X AAME SARE, HFRAMAE
1255 AT S0 2 AN RIRE FEANJZ IR BRI 58, BBV N — MNELAR &, IR TN [F) 208 FEXT A SRAT 55 I [ il
THEZM AR R AR B . BB =, AT N OO 55 B % FEAE s M SR KA 55 B (A1 T 1 — A 5 1 [
2 HIFRA — A B RN 58 S MRAT 55 B AR X A SRAE S5 I ()l v i, [RII, ZE XA SELe T,
ANEAE 7 ROP A T S P A T HE) 2B AN FE B2 m 45 5 (Craik & Hay, 1999). BtAfv1 77 X5 F5%
24 FEE X AR RAT S5 ] (B Al v R s i LB AR 2 — PR R

HIR, WEFR AR TT AR 2 R R RAE 55 I Tl Al T H R PE . BRRT A FFUAR 3 L BB R
RIS TR TH B F2m, AR R S5 R IR 32 S HEAE 5 A SR I [R) ik 1 P v 1 1 2 TR) A DR G RIFAS 25
(Buehler & Griffin, 2003; Pychyl, Morin, & Salmon, 2001). &3k Pezzo %5 A (2006)#F 75 A& B Bz 148 B 43
bl 4 Rz AR5 A AR AR SRAT 55 56 T PR Ak 2008 B /DN o 50 12 PRI 93 Lok = (201 2) 78 [ =B 1) i 11 95
W, =N B JIE PR EG TR AR R BN, R e A TS AR R TR B A . BRI, AHSRE
JoT 2 23 R M) NATT0S AR SRAT 55 I TR T+ A AE R R 10, R SR 98 7T DA &S 5 %o oAty A A& AR JoT (A BsF ) 6 2 40 1
i TRV 52 77) A2 75 A SR I TRk VH AER 2 PRS2 i B AT IR UE,  [R]IN) OQVEAT 55 M 5 NS4R3 A5 52 10 AR I
(AL TR T REAAAE AR BLOR &R, 5835 ARAT 55 I Tl A 1B 7

B a0 3R RN G AR R I SR SEE N SN A (A B FE B R0 L 8 R i i X 2 AN A ). Lewis
A1 Maill (2003)iN 4y, I EE DN TAAFE MM ZILE] . B30 TR FEE S T Ak T N FE 22 A
T, Pl KX EE N BERMETT . Fash K EE M EE I Ty 23 SR A s
L, B2k, MeRSERER W, 524 KRR E L hHnt oMU, T eSS . B
R, BB RAREN, RN 2 BT Re 32 T AR FHAR I TUH, 2815 B0 AR RATE 55 58
e 1] B 5% IR A (Merchant, Harrington, & Meck, 2013; Sharot, Guitart-Masip, Korn, Chowdhury, & Dolan,
2012; Sharot, Shiner, Brown, Fan, & Dolan, 2009; &%, XIfiT¥, XI5, #%Hi, 2014). RFRHIHFFA A
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